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How Colleges 
Handle S.A.T. 
Is it advantageous for a col-

lege applicant to take the Scho-
lastic Aptitude Test more than 
once? 

The question was asked of 
3,000 admissions officers by the 
College Board, which adminis-
ters the SAT. Here are the 
replies from 325 public Institu-
tions and 694 private colleges: 

'Might percent of the public 
colleges and 6 percent of the 
private institutions consider 
only a student's most recent 
S.A.T. scores. 

9Thirty-nine percent of the 
public colleges and 14 percent 
of the private colleges accept a 
student's highest combination 
of verbal and mathematics 
scores taken on a single day. 

41Thirty-four percent of the 
public colleges and 50 percent 
of the private colleges accept 
the highest math score and the 
highest verbal score, even 
from different dates. 

giOne percent of the colleges 
in each group averages all of a 
student's scores. 

Most students take the test 
once or twice over the course of 
the junior and senior years in 
high school. 
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The Journal of the Hoeflin Research Group 

(Issue 31, October 1988) 

Editorial  
Ronald K. Hoeflin 

P.O. Box 7430 
NOW York, AY 10116 

May's patent:  Richard W. May has been awarded a patent for his 
board game. / will reproduce this patent in the next issue of Roesis. 

Rev norming of the Mega Test:  Using new data concerning the 
distrloution of scores on the scholastic Aptitude Test obtained by 
member Keith Rauiere from officials at the Educational Testing Service, 
I have completed. a new norming of the Mega Test, which / reproduce in 
the present issue of Basis. 

Rockefeller Prize:  I recently won a national competition for 
a philosopbacal essay. Information concerning this prize is repro-
duced in this issue. 

BOW colleges handle SAT's:  On the final page of this issue I 
reproduce a clipping from the New York Times that describes how col-
leges in the United States deal with SAT scores when an individual 
attempts the test more than once. 

H. W. Corley and Family (Photo) 
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The Fifth Morning  of the Mega  Test 

Ronald I. doeflin 
P.O. Box 7430 

New York, NY 10116 

The fourth norming of the Mega Test was based on scores reported 
by Moms Test participants on five previously taken tests: the Any 
General Classification Teat, the California Test of Mental Maturity, 
the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale • the Stanford-Binet, and the 
Langdon Adult Intelligence Test. Three commonly reported test re - 
sults - -on the Scholastic Aptitude Test, the Graduate Record Eras, and 
the Miller Analogies Teat - -were discarded on the grounds that their 
means and standard deviations with respect to the general population 
are quite uncertain. 

Recently, however, fresh information on the distribution of 
scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test has been obtained by Leith 
Ranieri, a member of the Noeflin Research Group, from senior statis-
ticians at the Educational Testing Service. Using this information, 
it is now possible to norm the Mega Test by comparison with a test 
for which an unusually large sample is availebliii.  Per whereas moat 
conventional intelligence teats are named using a sample of 3,000 
or so participants, the new SAT data consists of the performances 
of 964,739 individuals who took the test as high-school seniors in 
1984. Moreover, this data shows combined verbal and mathematical 
aptitude scores, whereas all Previous  data  has consisted of separate data for the verbal and for the mathematical portion. of the SAT, 
leaving the distribution of combined scores a matter of uncertainty 
and conjecture. 

There is still some uncertainty as to how the new data relates 
to the general population, since not all high school seniors attempt 
the SAT, but using the educational Testing Service's conjecture that 
more than 92% of the most able one percent of high school seniors 
attempt the Mt each year, it is possible to arrive at sons fairly 
plausible norms for the Riga test. which reaches the 99th percentile 
at a fairly low raw score. Da fact, the results are almost identical 
to those arrive& at in the fourth writing despite the strikInely dif-
ferent sources of these two somelngs. 

The present norair
m
i:

r
fresented in the fora of seven charts, 

whose contents can be sad as follawsi 
i s chart skews the distribution of scores on the SAT ter 9MA-

Lhi This 
seniors in 1984. 

9herts X. 0. :Ad

e

l:  theme charts show (A) the distribution of 
SAT scores reports Me Test participants, (1) e distribution of Kegs Test saw sabres these am participants, and (0) • smoothed 
distribution of Nags Test saw scores for these participants. 

ghtrt Li  This chart shows the scares on the SAT and on the Mega Teat That  
are equivalent to various percentiles vim -a -vim the general 

population based on oaupexiseas of charts A. S. C. tad X as  well as estimates (repor ted orally to Leith Ranier" by Educational Testing Ser a vice n ) coacerniag whet percentage of high-school seniors 
at various ability levels attempt the NAT and what percentage of SAT data la tree &eels &talents. 

Ghent Pi  This is a graph of the results froa Chart N. 
t Xi  This cart gives IQ's and percentiles for each raw seore9harlkii Naga Test as read from Chest 1. 
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Or. Ronald Noeflin 
P. O. Box 7430 
New York, NY 10116 

Dear Or. lioeflin: 

I am pleased to inform you that your essay. "Theories 
of Truth: A Comprehensive Synthesis." has won the Fifth Annual 
Competition for the Best Unpublished Work in Philosophy by a 
Non-Academically Affiliated Philosopher. 

The Selection Comittee congratulates you and wishes 
you continued success in your philosophical work. 

Sincerely yours. 
(--; 

?ormain tE).tt:le4./Lt.  
Chair. Comnittee on Lectures. 
Publication and Research 
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1)20 
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1300 
1290 
1260 
1270 
1260 
1250 
1240 
123U 
1220 
1210 
1200 
1190 
1100 
1170 
1160 
1150 

5 914.739 
0 964,734 
27 964.739 
19 9(4.707 
39 914.656 
75 9(4.649 
96 964,574 
1On 964.476 
108 9(4070 
217 9V1.182 
278 963.965 
316 913,607 
404 963.371 
473 962.967 
617 962.494 
601 961.877 
795 461.2/6 
674 960.401 

1.071 959.607 
1.196 956.536 
1 0323 957.340 
1.439 456.017 
1.621 954.570 
1.071 952.957 
2.028 91,006 
2.267 949.0511 
2.995 946.791 
2.696 914.296 
3.155 941,594 
3.334 93(1.443 
3.661 935.109 
3.730 911,446 
4.099 927.710 
4.393 923.619 
4,762 919.226 
4.923 914.464 
5.623 909.54/ 
5.701 9CI.916 
6.143 8986217 
60767 092.074 
6.676 025.217 
7.091 070.399 
7.500 rzi.soa 
7,901 4463.008 
0,346 1455.027 
6.790 647.941 

1190 9.470 11346691 
1130 9.725 0290221 
1120 10.293 029.506 
1110 10.639 8090213 
1100 11.136 790,579 
1050 11.268 767.438 
1060 11.713 776.150 
1070 12.224 764.437 
1060 22.652 752.223 
1050 13.057 7396561 
1040 13.733 726,504 
1030 14.064 712.771 
1020 14.333 698,707 
1010 15.209 684,374 
1000 15.082 669.265 
990 25.218 654.103 
900 15.440 634.065 
970 15.566 623.625 
960 26.294 608.059 
950 26.366 591.765 
940 /6.640 575.397 
930 16.899 558,757 
920 16.539 541.050 
910 17,351 525,319 
900 27.069 507.960 
890 17,238 4400879 
880 16.936 473.741 
870 17,733 456080‘ 
060 27.155 439,577 
050 31,419 421,411 
840 166933 404.970 
830 1E6801 308.045 
820 16,903 371.744 
810 16.639 3C46341 
800 16,061 337.102 
790 15062 371.641 
700 15.540 305.779 
770 15.0S1 290.239 
/60 14.992 274.350 
750 18•770 25/1.366 
740 14.413 244.588 
730 14.061 230,27" 
720 13.761 216.114 
710 13.365 202.353 
700 12.795 1144.906 

The Rockefeller Prize 

Proceedings and Addresses 

of 

The American 
Philosophical Association 

FIFTH ANNUAL COMPETITION FOR WORK 
BY UNAFFILIATED PHILOSOPHERS 

The APA Committee on Lectures. Publications and Research invites submissions 
from members for the prize awarded annually, with funds provided by a grant from 
the Rockefeller Foundation, for the best unpublished work in philosophy by a non-
academically affiliated philosopher. This will be the fifth annual prize. 

This prize was made possible by a five-year grant awarded to the APA in order 
to encourage writing and research by humanists not employed in an academic set-
ting; similar prizes are awarded, also with Rockefeller funding, by the American 
Historical Association and the Modern Language Association. 

Rules for the 1988 competition are as follows: 

I. Manuscripts submitted must be unpublished and written by individuals who 
hold a PhD in philosophy. 

2. Authors of work submitted may not have held an academic position at an 
institution of higher education within the last three years. Professors emeriti are 
not eligible; persons holding an unpaid affiliate appointment to a department, or 
holding only a limited and temporary adjunct appointment are eligible. 

3. Manuscripts must be neatly typed, and three copies must be submitted to the 
subcommittee chair at the address below. 

4. Deadline for receipt of submissions for the 1988 competition is June I, 1988. 

Book length manuscripts will not be considered. A representative chapter from a 
book would be considered. The manuscripts will be reviewed "blind". 

Members of the Subcommittee of the Committee on Lectures, Publications and 
Research to award the 1988 prize are Timothy Brennan, Chair; LaVerne Shelton 
and Paul Woodruff. Works submitted for consideration and questions about the 
competition, should be sent to Timothy Brennan, do George Washington Univer-
sity. 515 22nd Street, NW, Room 401, Washington, DC 20037. 

NON-ACADEMICALLY AFFILIATED PHILOSOPHER 
ROCKEFELLER PRIZE AWARDED 

The 1987 Rockefeller Prize for the Best Unpublished Work in Philosophy by 
a Non-Academically Affiliated Philosopher has been won by Richard Brockhaus 
for "Realism and Psychologism in 19th Century Logic." The Committee did not 
award an honorable mention this year. 
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Chart A  

1984 National College-Bound Seniors 
SAT V Test Score Distributions 

Cumulative Cumulative 
Score Frequency frequency Score Prequency frequency 



Mart A (continued) 

Cumulative 
Score Frequency frequency  

690 12.094 126.19. 
660 11.942 164.09 
620 11,579 152.15 
660 10.532 140.52 
650 10.771 130.04 
640 9.990 119,31 
630 9,674 109.32 
620 9.512 99.65 
610 0,671 90.14 
600 0,417 01.57 
590 7050 73.11 
500 7.304 65,15 
1570 7.119 57,04 
560 6.412 5000 
550 5.974 44 ,79 
540 5,654 36.32 
530 5,006 37,66 
570 4.296 27.56 
SIO 4.216 22.70 
SOO 3.769 10.57 
490 3.775 34.60 
400 2.612 11.52 
070 2.439 6.71 
460 1.70S 6.27 
450 1,737 4.49 
440 1.107 7.75 
430 665 1,64 
470 431 9b 
410 326 SS 
400 204 72 
390 0 2 
300 1 i 
370 3 2 
360 I I 
350 3 1 
940 1 1 
330 1 I 
320 2 1 
310 2 
300 0 
290 0 
200 0 
710 3 
760 3 
250 0 Reprinted by 
240 permission 

of the &Inca- 1  
730 0 none]. test- 
220 0 lag Service, 
710 0 the copyright 
200 0 holder. 

Chart G 

IQ's and Percentiles per Raw Score Based on Chart F 

Mega 
Raw 
Score 

Standard 
deviation I.Q. Percentile Rarity 

1 0.00 100 50 1 in 2 
2 0.50 108 69 1 in 3 
3 1.00 116 84 1 in 6 
4 1.25 120 89 1 in 9 
5 1.50 124 93 1 in 14 
6 1.69 127 95 1 in 20 
7 1.88 130 97.0 1 in 33 
S 2.00 132 97.7 1 in 43 
9 2.08 134 98.1 1 in 53 

10 2.19 135 98.6 1 in 71 
11 2.25 136 98.8 I. in 83 
12 2.33 137 99.0 1 in 100 
13 2.40 138 99.2 1 in 125 
14 2.46 139 99.3 1 in 143 
15 2.53 140 99.4 1 in 167 
16 2.59 141 99.5 1 in 200 
17 2.67 143 99.6 1 in 250 
18 2.73 144 99.7 1 in 333 
19 2.81 145 99.75 1 in 400 
20 2.88 146 99.80 1in500 
21 2.94 147 99.84 1 in 625 
22 3.00 148 99.87 1 in 769 
23 3.06 149 99.89 1 in 909 
24 3.14 150 99.92 1 in 1,250 
25 3.21 151 99.93 1 in 1,429 
26 3.27 152 99.95 1 in 2,000 
27 3.33 153 99.96 1 in 2.500 
28 3.41 155 99.97 1 in 3,333 
29 3.48 156 99.975 1 in 4,000 
30 3.54 157 99.980 1 in 5,000 
31 3.60 158. 99.984 1 in 6,250 
32 3.68 159 99.988 1 in 8,333 
33 3.75 160 99.991 1 in 11,111 
34 3.81 161 99.993 1 in 14,286 
35  
36 

3.88 
3.96 

162 
163 

99.995 
99.996 

1 in. 20,000 
1 in 25,000 

37 4.02 164 99.997 1 in 33,333 
38 4.08 165 99.9977 1 in 43,478 
39 4.14 166 99.9983 1 in 58,824 
40 4.23 168 99.9988 1 in 83,333 
41 4.31 169 99.9992 1 in 125,000 
42 4.42 171 99.9995 1 in 200,000 
43 4.54 173 99.9997 1 in 333,333 
44 4.68 175 99.99986 1 in 714,286 
45 4.83 177 99.99993 1 in 1,428,571 
46 5.00 180 99.99997 1 in 3.333.333 
47 
48 5.42 

5.21 183 
186 

99.999991 
99.999997 

1 in 11,111,111 
1 in 33,333.333 
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Mega 
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MCOre 

48 

Mega raw scores vs. Standard deviations (IQs) 

Chart P 
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48 SAT Scores (V c. M) Mega Test Raw Scores 
of Those Reporting 

SAT Scores (0nsmoothed) 

Mega Test Rae Scores 
of Those Reporting 
SAT Scores. (Smoothed) 1100 XX 900 
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Distribution ot SAT Scores Reported by Mega Test Participants 
and the Distribution of Their Mega Test Rae Scores 

Chart B Chart C Chart D 



Number of 
S.A.T. 
scores 
reported by 
Mega Teat 
partici-
pants that 

Equivalent exceeded 
S.A.T. this level 
level (from (from 
Chart A) Chart 8 

Equivalent 
Mega Test 
raw scores 
(comparing 
Charts B 
and D 

219 4 
207 7 
174 12.5 
108 19 
71 23.5 
;a 29 
19 33 
9 36 
4 40.5 
2 42.5 

44.5 

987 
1175 
1288 
1385 
1449 
1496 
1529 
1553 
1575 
1583 
1599 

Chart E 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Equivalent 
standard Adjusted 
deviations number of 
above mean U.3. 18- 
(from - Year-olds 
standard exceeding 
statistical this level 

Percentile tables) in 1984  

90 1;3 
97 1.9 
99 2.3 
99.7 2.7 
99.9 3.1 
99.97 3.4 
99.99 3.7 
99.997 4.0 
99.999 4.3 
99.9997 4.5 
99.9999 4.8 

Comments on Column (1): The 97, 99.7, 99.97, etc., percentiles 
are aborevIatione Ior the 96.837723. 99.6837723. 99.96837723, etc.. 
percentiles. The latter even out the ratios between each successive 
percentile such that 1/3.162277 as many people soars above the . 
96.837723 percentile as score above tee 90 percentile, 1/3.162217 as 
many score above the 99 percentile as above the 96.8377225 perneatile, • 
and so forth. 

Column (2): Since I am mapping raw scores on the Mega Test into 
a normal or Gaussian distribution curve, each percentile will always - 
equate with a single specific standard deviation, as specified in 
standard statistical tables. 

Column (3): The Reader's Digest Almanac and Yearbook for 1981 
estimates the number of high-school graduates trthe u.S. in 1984 at 
2,684,000 (see p. 202). The mew York Times reported in Its Sept. 22, 
1988 issue that 86.5 percent 3?-25=3'T gill-Olds in the U.S. were high-
school graduates. This would put the total 18-year-old population in 
1984 at about 3,102,890 (solving for z in the equation 2,684.000 • 
.8654. The Educational Testing Service estimates that more than 95% 
of those in the top one percent in ability in the U.S. take the S.A.T. 
It also says that aoout 2% of S.A.T. participants are foreigners, who 
score mostly in the top 25% on the test. So I adjusted the 3,102,890 
figure down by 4% to adjust for the non-participation of some of the 
ablest u.S. 18-year-olds, and up again by a% to adjust for the parti-
cipation of foreigners, for a net gain of about 4% to 3,227,006. Prom 
this figure I derived the figures shown in Column (3). 

Column (4): I assumed that the number of people achieving each 
score level on the S.A.T. (see Graph A) are spread evenly over a 10-
point interval starting 5 points below the specified score and ending  

5 points above that specified score. Thus, for example, the top 5 
scorers would be spread over the interval from 1595 to 1605, with one 
person in the interval 1595 to 1597, one in the interval 1597 to 1599. 
and so forth. So since about 3 people should be credited with a one-
in-a-million performance on the S.A.T. (the 99.9999 percentile), it 
follows that this percentile should be set equal to an S.A.T. score 
of about 1599. 

COlumn (5): Of those who attempted the Mega Teat, 222 reported 
S.A.T. scores. If one individual reported two S.A.T. scores, the first 
of these was eliminated on the assumption that it was achieved during 
the junior rather than senior year in high school. Scores from 1245 
to 1254 were rounded to 1250, and likewise for the other score inter-
vals. Then it was assumed that all those scoring from 1245 so 1254 
are spread evenly over the interval from 1245 to 1255 for purposes 
of determining how many participants scored over each of the S.A.T. 
scores specified in Column (4). 

Column (61: Chart C showing Mega Test raw scores for the 222 who 
reported S.A.T. scores was smoothed out to yield the distribution 
shown in Chart D. Of the 222 reported S.A.T. scores, 219 were above 
987 (veroal and math aptitude combined), which I rate as equivalent 
to the 90 percentile for all U.S. 18-year-olds. In Chart D, 219 have 
Mega Test raw scores of 4 or above, so I set a raw score of 4 on the 
Mega Test equal to 987 on the S.A.T. and to the 90 percentile for the 
general population. I did likewise for each of the other percentile 
levels above 90. The smoothed chart (Chart D) does not yield signi-
ficantly different results from the unsmoothed chart (Chart C) but 
was adopted primarily to give a more even distribution for Mega Test 
raw scores above 36, where the amount of data from those reporting 
S.A.T. scores is rather thin. The following comparison can be made 
between the results yielded by the unsmoothed data (Chart C) and the 
smoothed data (Chart D) as well as the Fourth horning of the Mega Test. 

Equivalences Between Percentiles 
and Mega Test flaw Scores • 

Percentile 
Smoothed 
(chart D) 

Unsmoothed 
(Chart C) 4th Morning.  

90 4 4 5 
97 7 7 7 
99 12.5 12.5 13 
99.7 19 19.5 19 
99.9 23.5 23.5 24 
99.97 29 28.5 29 
99.99 33 ' 33 32.5 
99.997 36 36 36 
99.999 40.5 41.5 40 
99.9997 42.5 43.5 43 
99.9999 44.5 44.5 45 

Bore I have rounded the Mega Teat raw scores to the nearest half 
point. The Educational Testing Service assumes that only about 75% 
rather than 95% of those in the. top 10% in ability try the S.A.T., 4 
but even making an adjustment for this at the 90 percentile puts the 
LA.?. score equivalent to this percentile at about 1025 rather than 
987. This does not altar my results because there are still only 3 
reported 8.1.7. scores below 1025 in chart B, just as there are also ., lust 5 below 987, leaving the equivalent Maga Test raw score at 4. 

322,701 
100,844 
32,270 
10,212 
3,227 
1,021 

323 
102 
32 
10 
3 



Number of 
S.A.T. 
scores 
reported by 
Mega Teat 
partici-
pants that 

Equivalent exceeded 
S.A.T. this level 
level (from (from 
Chart A) Chart 8 

Equivalent 
Mega Test 
raw scores 
(comparing 
Charts B 
and D 

219 4 
207 7 
174 12.5 
108 19 
71 23.5 
;a 29 
19 33 
9 36 
4 40.5 
2 42.5 

44.5 

987 
1175 
1288 
1385 
1449 
1496 
1529 
1553 
1575 
1583 
1599 

Chart E 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Equivalent 
standard Adjusted 
deviations number of 
above mean U.3. 18- 
(from - Year-olds 
standard exceeding 
statistical this level 

Percentile tables) in 1984  

90 1;3 
97 1.9 
99 2.3 
99.7 2.7 
99.9 3.1 
99.97 3.4 
99.99 3.7 
99.997 4.0 
99.999 4.3 
99.9997 4.5 
99.9999 4.8 

Comments on Column (1): The 97, 99.7, 99.97, etc., percentiles 
are aborevIatione Ior the 96.837723. 99.6837723. 99.96837723, etc.. 
percentiles. The latter even out the ratios between each successive 
percentile such that 1/3.162277 as many people soars above the . 
96.837723 percentile as score above tee 90 percentile, 1/3.162217 as 
many score above the 99 percentile as above the 96.8377225 perneatile, • 
and so forth. 

Column (2): Since I am mapping raw scores on the Mega Test into 
a normal or Gaussian distribution curve, each percentile will always - 
equate with a single specific standard deviation, as specified in 
standard statistical tables. 

Column (3): The Reader's Digest Almanac and Yearbook for 1981 
estimates the number of high-school graduates trthe u.S. in 1984 at 
2,684,000 (see p. 202). The mew York Times reported in Its Sept. 22, 
1988 issue that 86.5 percent 3?-25=3'T gill-Olds in the U.S. were high-
school graduates. This would put the total 18-year-old population in 
1984 at about 3,102,890 (solving for z in the equation 2,684.000 • 
.8654. The Educational Testing Service estimates that more than 95% 
of those in the top one percent in ability in the U.S. take the S.A.T. 
It also says that aoout 2% of S.A.T. participants are foreigners, who 
score mostly in the top 25% on the test. So I adjusted the 3,102,890 
figure down by 4% to adjust for the non-participation of some of the 
ablest u.S. 18-year-olds, and up again by a% to adjust for the parti-
cipation of foreigners, for a net gain of about 4% to 3,227,006. Prom 
this figure I derived the figures shown in Column (3). 

Column (4): I assumed that the number of people achieving each 
score level on the S.A.T. (see Graph A) are spread evenly over a 10-
point interval starting 5 points below the specified score and ending  

5 points above that specified score. Thus, for example, the top 5 
scorers would be spread over the interval from 1595 to 1605, with one 
person in the interval 1595 to 1597, one in the interval 1597 to 1599. 
and so forth. So since about 3 people should be credited with a one-
in-a-million performance on the S.A.T. (the 99.9999 percentile), it 
follows that this percentile should be set equal to an S.A.T. score 
of about 1599. 

COlumn (5): Of those who attempted the Mega Teat, 222 reported 
S.A.T. scores. If one individual reported two S.A.T. scores, the first 
of these was eliminated on the assumption that it was achieved during 
the junior rather than senior year in high school. Scores from 1245 
to 1254 were rounded to 1250, and likewise for the other score inter-
vals. Then it was assumed that all those scoring from 1245 so 1254 
are spread evenly over the interval from 1245 to 1255 for purposes 
of determining how many participants scored over each of the S.A.T. 
scores specified in Column (4). 

Column (61: Chart C showing Mega Test raw scores for the 222 who 
reported S.A.T. scores was smoothed out to yield the distribution 
shown in Chart D. Of the 222 reported S.A.T. scores, 219 were above 
987 (veroal and math aptitude combined), which I rate as equivalent 
to the 90 percentile for all U.S. 18-year-olds. In Chart D, 219 have 
Mega Test raw scores of 4 or above, so I set a raw score of 4 on the 
Mega Test equal to 987 on the S.A.T. and to the 90 percentile for the 
general population. I did likewise for each of the other percentile 
levels above 90. The smoothed chart (Chart D) does not yield signi-
ficantly different results from the unsmoothed chart (Chart C) but 
was adopted primarily to give a more even distribution for Mega Test 
raw scores above 36, where the amount of data from those reporting 
S.A.T. scores is rather thin. The following comparison can be made 
between the results yielded by the unsmoothed data (Chart C) and the 
smoothed data (Chart D) as well as the Fourth horning of the Mega Test. 

Equivalences Between Percentiles 
and Mega Test flaw Scores • 

Percentile 
Smoothed 
(chart D) 

Unsmoothed 
(Chart C) 4th Morning.  

90 4 4 5 
97 7 7 7 
99 12.5 12.5 13 
99.7 19 19.5 19 
99.9 23.5 23.5 24 
99.97 29 28.5 29 
99.99 33 ' 33 32.5 
99.997 36 36 36 
99.999 40.5 41.5 40 
99.9997 42.5 43.5 43 
99.9999 44.5 44.5 45 

Bore I have rounded the Mega Teat raw scores to the nearest half 
point. The Educational Testing Service assumes that only about 75% 
rather than 95% of those in the. top 10% in ability try the S.A.T., 4 
but even making an adjustment for this at the 90 percentile puts the 
LA.?. score equivalent to this percentile at about 1025 rather than 
987. This does not altar my results because there are still only 3 
reported 8.1.7. scores below 1025 in chart B, just as there are also ., lust 5 below 987, leaving the equivalent Maga Test raw score at 4. 

322,701 
100,844 
32,270 
10,212 
3,227 
1,021 

323 
102 
32 
10 
3 
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Mega raw scores vs. Standard deviations (IQs) 
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48 SAT Scores (V c. M) Mega Test Raw Scores 
of Those Reporting 

SAT Scores (0nsmoothed) 

Mega Test Rae Scores 
of Those Reporting 
SAT Scores. (Smoothed) 1100 XX 900 

1110 910 0 1120 
1130 

920 
930 

1 
2 

1 
2 

40 
1140 
1150 XXX 

1160 XX 

940 
950 
960 

3 XX 

4 XX 

5 XXXI 

3 XX 
4 XX 

5 XXXX 

6 XX= 6 =XX 1170 970 
1180 980 XXX= 7 =XXX 1190 XX 990 8 fly Try a XXXXX 1200 XXXXX 1000 9 XXX= 9 XXXI= 1210 10 X[Tvxr 1010 10 =XXXX 

32 1220 
1230 in 

1020 
1030 

11 XXX 

12 1-TX  

11 XYVYYry  
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1240 1040 13 ri YX 13 XYVVYYrx 
1250 =XX 1050 14 Irt YYYYY 14 1260 ZXXXX 15 nr-ratrunt 

YZYTYYTI 
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1270 XX= 16 r-IrrYSTXYVYYTICX 1070 16 XTYTTXYVYti 
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18 XSTTYTY lEt YTYXYVYYTTY 1290 nrynx 1090 
24 1300 InTriarr  

2.310 XXX 
19 flyyyr 

20 XTTTY YYYYY 

19 ItirrYYTYT 
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1480 =XXXI 37 37 S 
1490 XTYVVWTVVVT 38 38 
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1510 =XXX 40 z 40 
1520 ITTSZYT 41 41 
1530 X= 42 42 
1540 XXXXX 43 xx 43 
1550 XX= 44 zz 44 
1560 XXX 45 45 
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Distribution ot SAT Scores Reported by Mega Test Participants 
and the Distribution of Their Mega Test Rae Scores 
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Mart A (continued) 

Cumulative 
Score Frequency frequency  

690 12.094 126.19. 
660 11.942 164.09 
620 11,579 152.15 
660 10.532 140.52 
650 10.771 130.04 
640 9.990 119,31 
630 9,674 109.32 
620 9.512 99.65 
610 0,671 90.14 
600 0,417 01.57 
590 7050 73.11 
500 7.304 65,15 
1570 7.119 57,04 
560 6.412 5000 
550 5.974 44 ,79 
540 5,654 36.32 
530 5,006 37,66 
570 4.296 27.56 
SIO 4.216 22.70 
SOO 3.769 10.57 
490 3.775 34.60 
400 2.612 11.52 
070 2.439 6.71 
460 1.70S 6.27 
450 1,737 4.49 
440 1.107 7.75 
430 665 1,64 
470 431 9b 
410 326 SS 
400 204 72 
390 0 2 
300 1 i 
370 3 2 
360 I I 
350 3 1 
940 1 1 
330 1 I 
320 2 1 
310 2 
300 0 
290 0 
200 0 
710 3 
760 3 
250 0 Reprinted by 
240 permission 

of the &Inca- 1  
730 0 none]. test- 
220 0 lag Service, 
710 0 the copyright 
200 0 holder. 

Chart G 

IQ's and Percentiles per Raw Score Based on Chart F 

Mega 
Raw 
Score 

Standard 
deviation I.Q. Percentile Rarity 

1 0.00 100 50 1 in 2 
2 0.50 108 69 1 in 3 
3 1.00 116 84 1 in 6 
4 1.25 120 89 1 in 9 
5 1.50 124 93 1 in 14 
6 1.69 127 95 1 in 20 
7 1.88 130 97.0 1 in 33 
S 2.00 132 97.7 1 in 43 
9 2.08 134 98.1 1 in 53 

10 2.19 135 98.6 1 in 71 
11 2.25 136 98.8 I. in 83 
12 2.33 137 99.0 1 in 100 
13 2.40 138 99.2 1 in 125 
14 2.46 139 99.3 1 in 143 
15 2.53 140 99.4 1 in 167 
16 2.59 141 99.5 1 in 200 
17 2.67 143 99.6 1 in 250 
18 2.73 144 99.7 1 in 333 
19 2.81 145 99.75 1 in 400 
20 2.88 146 99.80 1in500 
21 2.94 147 99.84 1 in 625 
22 3.00 148 99.87 1 in 769 
23 3.06 149 99.89 1 in 909 
24 3.14 150 99.92 1 in 1,250 
25 3.21 151 99.93 1 in 1,429 
26 3.27 152 99.95 1 in 2,000 
27 3.33 153 99.96 1 in 2.500 
28 3.41 155 99.97 1 in 3,333 
29 3.48 156 99.975 1 in 4,000 
30 3.54 157 99.980 1 in 5,000 
31 3.60 158. 99.984 1 in 6,250 
32 3.68 159 99.988 1 in 8,333 
33 3.75 160 99.991 1 in 11,111 
34 3.81 161 99.993 1 in 14,286 
35  
36 

3.88 
3.96 

162 
163 

99.995 
99.996 

1 in. 20,000 
1 in 25,000 

37 4.02 164 99.997 1 in 33,333 
38 4.08 165 99.9977 1 in 43,478 
39 4.14 166 99.9983 1 in 58,824 
40 4.23 168 99.9988 1 in 83,333 
41 4.31 169 99.9992 1 in 125,000 
42 4.42 171 99.9995 1 in 200,000 
43 4.54 173 99.9997 1 in 333,333 
44 4.68 175 99.99986 1 in 714,286 
45 4.83 177 99.99993 1 in 1,428,571 
46 5.00 180 99.99997 1 in 3.333.333 
47 
48 5.42 

5.21 183 
186 

99.999991 
99.999997 

1 in 11,111,111 
1 in 33,333.333 
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1600 
1590 
1560 
1570 
Inc 
1550 
1540 
1530 
1520 
1510 
1500 
1490 
1460 
1470 
1460 
1450 
1440 
14)0 
1420 
1410 
1400 
1390 
1300 
1370 
1360 
1350 
1340 
1330 
1)20 
1310 
1300 
1290 
1260 
1270 
1260 
1250 
1240 
123U 
1220 
1210 
1200 
1190 
1100 
1170 
1160 
1150 

5 914.739 
0 964,734 
27 964.739 
19 9(4.707 
39 914.656 
75 9(4.649 
96 964,574 
1On 964.476 
108 9(4070 
217 9V1.182 
278 963.965 
316 913,607 
404 963.371 
473 962.967 
617 962.494 
601 961.877 
795 461.2/6 
674 960.401 

1.071 959.607 
1.196 956.536 
1 0323 957.340 
1.439 456.017 
1.621 954.570 
1.071 952.957 
2.028 91,006 
2.267 949.0511 
2.995 946.791 
2.696 914.296 
3.155 941,594 
3.334 93(1.443 
3.661 935.109 
3.730 911,446 
4.099 927.710 
4.393 923.619 
4,762 919.226 
4.923 914.464 
5.623 909.54/ 
5.701 9CI.916 
6.143 8986217 
60767 092.074 
6.676 025.217 
7.091 070.399 
7.500 rzi.soa 
7,901 4463.008 
0,346 1455.027 
6.790 647.941 

1190 9.470 11346691 
1130 9.725 0290221 
1120 10.293 029.506 
1110 10.639 8090213 
1100 11.136 790,579 
1050 11.268 767.438 
1060 11.713 776.150 
1070 12.224 764.437 
1060 22.652 752.223 
1050 13.057 7396561 
1040 13.733 726,504 
1030 14.064 712.771 
1020 14.333 698,707 
1010 15.209 684,374 
1000 15.082 669.265 
990 25.218 654.103 
900 15.440 634.065 
970 15.566 623.625 
960 26.294 608.059 
950 26.366 591.765 
940 /6.640 575.397 
930 16.899 558,757 
920 16.539 541.050 
910 17,351 525,319 
900 27.069 507.960 
890 17,238 4400879 
880 16.936 473.741 
870 17,733 456080‘ 
060 27.155 439,577 
050 31,419 421,411 
840 166933 404.970 
830 1E6801 308.045 
820 16,903 371.744 
810 16.639 3C46341 
800 16,061 337.102 
790 15062 371.641 
700 15.540 305.779 
770 15.0S1 290.239 
/60 14.992 274.350 
750 18•770 25/1.366 
740 14.413 244.588 
730 14.061 230,27" 
720 13.761 216.114 
710 13.365 202.353 
700 12.795 1144.906 

The Rockefeller Prize 

Proceedings and Addresses 

of 

The American 
Philosophical Association 

FIFTH ANNUAL COMPETITION FOR WORK 
BY UNAFFILIATED PHILOSOPHERS 

The APA Committee on Lectures. Publications and Research invites submissions 
from members for the prize awarded annually, with funds provided by a grant from 
the Rockefeller Foundation, for the best unpublished work in philosophy by a non-
academically affiliated philosopher. This will be the fifth annual prize. 

This prize was made possible by a five-year grant awarded to the APA in order 
to encourage writing and research by humanists not employed in an academic set-
ting; similar prizes are awarded, also with Rockefeller funding, by the American 
Historical Association and the Modern Language Association. 

Rules for the 1988 competition are as follows: 

I. Manuscripts submitted must be unpublished and written by individuals who 
hold a PhD in philosophy. 

2. Authors of work submitted may not have held an academic position at an 
institution of higher education within the last three years. Professors emeriti are 
not eligible; persons holding an unpaid affiliate appointment to a department, or 
holding only a limited and temporary adjunct appointment are eligible. 

3. Manuscripts must be neatly typed, and three copies must be submitted to the 
subcommittee chair at the address below. 

4. Deadline for receipt of submissions for the 1988 competition is June I, 1988. 

Book length manuscripts will not be considered. A representative chapter from a 
book would be considered. The manuscripts will be reviewed "blind". 

Members of the Subcommittee of the Committee on Lectures, Publications and 
Research to award the 1988 prize are Timothy Brennan, Chair; LaVerne Shelton 
and Paul Woodruff. Works submitted for consideration and questions about the 
competition, should be sent to Timothy Brennan, do George Washington Univer-
sity. 515 22nd Street, NW, Room 401, Washington, DC 20037. 

NON-ACADEMICALLY AFFILIATED PHILOSOPHER 
ROCKEFELLER PRIZE AWARDED 

The 1987 Rockefeller Prize for the Best Unpublished Work in Philosophy by 
a Non-Academically Affiliated Philosopher has been won by Richard Brockhaus 
for "Realism and Psychologism in 19th Century Logic." The Committee did not 
award an honorable mention this year. 
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Chart A  

1984 National College-Bound Seniors 
SAT V Test Score Distributions 

Cumulative Cumulative 
Score Frequency frequency Score Prequency frequency 
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The Fifth Morning  of the Mega  Test 

Ronald I. doeflin 
P.O. Box 7430 

New York, NY 10116 

The fourth norming of the Mega Test was based on scores reported 
by Moms Test participants on five previously taken tests: the Any 
General Classification Teat, the California Test of Mental Maturity, 
the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale • the Stanford-Binet, and the 
Langdon Adult Intelligence Test. Three commonly reported test re - 
sults - -on the Scholastic Aptitude Test, the Graduate Record Eras, and 
the Miller Analogies Teat - -were discarded on the grounds that their 
means and standard deviations with respect to the general population 
are quite uncertain. 

Recently, however, fresh information on the distribution of 
scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test has been obtained by Leith 
Ranieri, a member of the Noeflin Research Group, from senior statis-
ticians at the Educational Testing Service. Using this information, 
it is now possible to norm the Mega Test by comparison with a test 
for which an unusually large sample is availebliii.  Per whereas moat 
conventional intelligence teats are named using a sample of 3,000 
or so participants, the new SAT data consists of the performances 
of 964,739 individuals who took the test as high-school seniors in 
1984. Moreover, this data shows combined verbal and mathematical 
aptitude scores, whereas all Previous  data  has consisted of separate data for the verbal and for the mathematical portion. of the SAT, 
leaving the distribution of combined scores a matter of uncertainty 
and conjecture. 

There is still some uncertainty as to how the new data relates 
to the general population, since not all high school seniors attempt 
the SAT, but using the educational Testing Service's conjecture that 
more than 92% of the most able one percent of high school seniors 
attempt the Mt each year, it is possible to arrive at sons fairly 
plausible norms for the Riga test. which reaches the 99th percentile 
at a fairly low raw score. Da fact, the results are almost identical 
to those arrive& at in the fourth writing despite the strikInely dif-
ferent sources of these two somelngs. 

The present norair
m
i:

r
fresented in the fora of seven charts, 

whose contents can be sad as follawsi 
i s chart skews the distribution of scores on the SAT ter 9MA-

Lhi This 
seniors in 1984. 

9herts X. 0. :Ad

e

l:  theme charts show (A) the distribution of 
SAT scores reports Me Test participants, (1) e distribution of Kegs Test saw sabres these am participants, and (0) • smoothed 
distribution of Nags Test saw scores for these participants. 

ghtrt Li  This chart shows the scares on the SAT and on the Mega Teat That  
are equivalent to various percentiles vim -a -vim the general 

population based on oaupexiseas of charts A. S. C. tad X as  well as estimates (repor ted orally to Leith Ranier" by Educational Testing Ser a vice n ) coacerniag whet percentage of high-school seniors 
at various ability levels attempt the NAT and what percentage of SAT data la tree &eels &talents. 

Ghent Pi  This is a graph of the results froa Chart N. 
t Xi  This cart gives IQ's and percentiles for each raw seore9harlkii Naga Test as read from Chest 1. 

a a 
COMMITTEE ON LECTURES, PUBLICATION AND RESEARCH 

COW* 
Plaanan tio-.• 

QOM- lot in• Sivay of 31/14/103 
Unanty 01 0013111111 
010.11.1. 133.1.11,3 113111 September 12, 1988  13021 4014,411 

Or. Ronald Noeflin 
P. O. Box 7430 
New York, NY 10116 

Dear Or. lioeflin: 

I am pleased to inform you that your essay. "Theories 
of Truth: A Comprehensive Synthesis." has won the Fifth Annual 
Competition for the Best Unpublished Work in Philosophy by a 
Non-Academically Affiliated Philosopher. 

The Selection Comittee congratulates you and wishes 
you continued success in your philosophical work. 

Sincerely yours. 
(--; 

?ormain tE).tt:le4./Lt.  
Chair. Comnittee on Lectures. 
Publication and Research 
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Noesis 
THE NEW YORK TIMES, SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 1987 

How Colleges 
Handle S.A.T. 
Is it advantageous for a col-

lege applicant to take the Scho-
lastic Aptitude Test more than 
once? 

The question was asked of 
3,000 admissions officers by the 
College Board, which adminis-
ters the SAT. Here are the 
replies from 325 public Institu-
tions and 694 private colleges: 

'Might percent of the public 
colleges and 6 percent of the 
private institutions consider 
only a student's most recent 
S.A.T. scores. 

9Thirty-nine percent of the 
public colleges and 14 percent 
of the private colleges accept a 
student's highest combination 
of verbal and mathematics 
scores taken on a single day. 

41Thirty-four percent of the 
public colleges and 50 percent 
of the private colleges accept 
the highest math score and the 
highest verbal score, even 
from different dates. 

giOne percent of the colleges 
in each group averages all of a 
student's scores. 

Most students take the test 
once or twice over the course of 
the junior and senior years in 
high school. 
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The Journal of the Hoeflin Research Group 

(Issue 31, October 1988) 

Editorial  
Ronald K. Hoeflin 

P.O. Box 7430 
NOW York, AY 10116 

May's patent:  Richard W. May has been awarded a patent for his 
board game. / will reproduce this patent in the next issue of Roesis. 

Rev norming of the Mega Test:  Using new data concerning the 
distrloution of scores on the scholastic Aptitude Test obtained by 
member Keith Rauiere from officials at the Educational Testing Service, 
I have completed. a new norming of the Mega Test, which / reproduce in 
the present issue of Basis. 

Rockefeller Prize:  I recently won a national competition for 
a philosopbacal essay. Information concerning this prize is repro-
duced in this issue. 

BOW colleges handle SAT's:  On the final page of this issue I 
reproduce a clipping from the New York Times that describes how col-
leges in the United States deal with SAT scores when an individual 
attempts the test more than once. 

H. W. Corley and Family (Photo) 




