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Editorial
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May's patent: Richard W, May has been awarded s patent for his
board game. I will reproduce this patent in the next imsue of Noesis.

Mew norming of the Mega Test: Using new data concerning the
distrIoution of acores on §Ee Scholastic Aptitude Test obtained by
member Keith Rauiere from officials at the Educational Teating Sarvice,
I have completed a new norming of the Mega Test, which I reproduce in

the present issue of Noeais.

Rockefeller Prize: 1 recently won a national competition for
a philésSophical essay. information concexrning this prize ia repro-
duced in this issue.

How colleges handle SAT's: On the final page of thia isauze I
repraoducé a clipping Irom the New York Times that describes how col-
leges in the United States deal with SAT scores when an individual
attempts the tesat more than onca.
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The Fifth Noraing of the Mega Test

Ronald X. Hoeflin
P.0. Box 7430
New York, Y 10116

The fourth norming of the Mega Teat was based on scoraa raported
by Mega Yest participanta on five previously taken teats: tha Arny
General Classification Test, the California Test of Mental Maturity,
the Wechsler idult Intslligence Scale, the Stanford-Binet, and the
Laagdon Adult Intelligenca Test.. Three commonly reported teat re-
Sults--on ths Scholastic Aptitude Test, the Graduate Hecord Exan, and
the Miller inalogies Test--wers discarded on the grounds that their
mepns and standard daviations with respect to the general population
ate quits uncertain.

Recently, howevar, fresh information on tha distribution of
scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test has been obtained by Keith
Eaniere, a member of the Hoeflin Ressarch Group, from asnior statia-
ticians at the Bducational Testing Service. Using this information,
1% 18 nov possible to norm the Mega Teat hy comparison with a test
for which an unusually large sample 1a availabls. Par whereas most
conventionsl intelligence teats are normed using a sample of 3,000
or 80 participanta, the new SAT data conaista of the parformances
of 964,739 individuals who took the test as high-achool senlors in
1984. Moreover, thin data shows combined verbsl and mathematical
aptituds scores, whersas all previous data haa consisted of separate
data for the verbal and for the mathematical portions of the 3SiT,
leaving the distribution of combined acores s mattar of uncertainty
and conjecturse.

Thers is still some¢ uncertainty as to how the nev dats relates
to the general population, since not all high achool seniors atteapt
the 347, but usi the sducstional Testing Sarvice‘s conjecture that
more than 95% otnthn most able ona percent af high achool ssaiors
attaapt the SLY sach ysar, it is possible to arrive st some fatrly
plauaidls norms for the Nega Test, which reaches the 99th percentile
at s fairly low raw score. In fact, the rFesults are almost identical
%o those srrived st in the fourth norming despite the strikingly dif-
fexsnt sources of thess two mormings.

The asnt noraing is pressnted in the form of ssven charts,
wvhoss nnmtn can be u—;rﬁu aa follows;

i Thie ohart ahows ths distribution of scorss on the 34%
Laxr 957, Sgh-achooal seniors in 1984.

t These charts show {A; the distribution of
847 scores repor Z2est participants, (&) the diatridbution of
Mega ZTest raw scoarss these sams participants, and (C) s smoothed
dstridution of Nega Zeat raw soores for these participants.

&FJ: This chart ahows the scaores on the 54T and on the Mega
Reat are equivalent to warious pesrcentiles vis-a-via the general
nuuhmlon md&rtll.mc.udnuull.nl
tes (reportad or ta Ieith Ban{ere by Educational feating
Sarvics of ) th srcentage of high-school seniors

at vaxrious abllity levels at t the BT and what parcentage of
data 1a from foreiga studants. ? ¢ ur

Sart J: his Ls a greph of the results froa Chert B.
w- chart gives IQ's and percentiles for sach raw
soore Sest a2 read froa Chart J.
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Chart A

1984 National Co Seni
llege-Bo
SAT ¥ + M Test Scorg Mautszuuo::n

Cumulative
Score Prequency Irequenty S frequency
eoss s s core  Frequency freguency
» 739
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ls,c 2 MetiEN 110 9,71% N29,22)
lssg 21 SEASEN e 10,293 819,508
1525 19 MOEHEH e 10,639 BC9,21)
i385 3 TEasses 1050 11,136 798,%74
i3 » N oa 11,268 781,438
1330 o8 OSSN 1859 11,7T1Y 716,150
1376 tos AN jor0 12,224 764,437
1aon 217 e ,182 1020 1300y 230056)
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10 ATe 9e0,481 ’go 150506 0730029
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ihis N Tiaar w0 16,294 &08,0%%
1400 1005 IS 9%3 16,3068 591,78%
1390 peae2 e 019 $40 6,080 315,197
137 1,621 954,578 e 16a39 1 858
1370 et 253953 :20 184539 541,858
1360 S 9e1 086 ’10 17,351 825,31y
1350 2.928 249 05n [+]¢] 17,089 807,962
1330 2,495 946,751 444 lorsae RN
1320 2,698 944,296 880 16,936 473,74}
1310 3,155 941,590 ey 11195 S3enay2
1310 3,334 TIA,44) oo 1A o
1300 s es1 935 109 8%0 17,409 422,017
1250 194944 ori aen ua0 16,933 404,978
HE 2.230 °r 118 830 1¢,89] IAR, 008
1210 4,393 923,619 o Telire HE
1260 . 362 219,228 ’lo 18,839 354,241
1308 ;.923 918,404 300 16.001 iz
240 623 9C9 4541 444 reloes reesrs
1230 5,701 90,918 190 1olens 290,239
1220 b.]’) e9n L2117 T70 15,801 290,239
1210 6,757 892,074 100 14in E0ES404
1200 6,578 885,217 739 e Teslooe
1190 ;.2“ 878,399 740 14,4123 244,588
g0 7. 0o P71.308 T30 14,081 230,17
1170 *o81 fe3 808 120 13,781 216,114
110 e he2 827 110 13,365 202,3%)
6,190 PaT.48) 700 12,795 1824980
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Chart A (continued)

Cumlative
Score Frequency frequency
690 12,094 176,193
[1.1¢] 11,942 ‘164,099
610 11,519 182,157
&40 10,532 140,578
650 10,727 130,040
440 $.990 119,319
830 G674 109,329
620 9,%12 99,6%%
810 r,621 90,142
600 f,Al? Al,%22 -
%90 T:9%58 73.11C
380 7,304 65,157
3710 Te139 57,840
560 6,812 50,709
430 5,974 44,7297
%40 LR A1 38,323
%30 %.C86 32.6AH9
520 4,79 27,53
510 4,218 22,787
500 3,709 1P,5T1
440 3,275 14,807
480 2.212 11,527
‘0 2,439 8,715
480 1.7R% 5,276
4%0 1,737 4,49]
440 1,107 TeT54
430 [1%3 1o807
420 431 92
slo 126 551
400 204 225
380 0 21
3D 1 21
310 3 20
380 1 17
3s0 3 16
Mo 1 13
3o 1 12
320 2 1t
3o 2 9
Moo ] ?
2%0 o 7
R0 0 7
270 3 ]
;:g : : Beprinted by
permlsalion
240 ] !  of the Educa-
230 0 o tional Yeat-
220 o 0 ing Servica,
210 ] ] the copyright
200 0 0 holder.




Distribution of SAT Scores Raeported by Mega Test Participants
and the Distributicon of Their Mega Test Baw Scores

Chart B Chart ¢ Chart D
SAT Scorea (V¥ + N) Mega Test Raw Scores Maga fest Raw Scores
of Those Reporting of fhoas Reporting
- moothed Scorea (Smoothed
1100 xx 900 SAI i.;"cores (Unsm )} sar ( )
1110 910 o] 0
1120 x 920 x 1 1
1130 930 2 2
1140 940 3 xx 3 xx
1150 xxx 950 =x 4 xx 4 xx
1160 =xx 960 x 5 xxxx 5 xIxxx
1170 =z 270 & xxrx 6 xxxx
1180 x 980 T xxxxx 7 xIxxxx
1190 =zxx 590 8 xxxxxx 8 xxxxx
1200 =xxxxx 1000 9 xxxxx 9 xxxxxx
1210 x 1010 10 xxxxxx 10 xxxexx
1220 =x 1020 1! xxx 3 xxxaxyx
1230 =xxz 1030 12 xxxrrxxxxxx 12 xxxxxxx
1240 zx 1040 13 xxxxxxx 13 rxxxxxrx
1250 =xxxx 1050 =x 14 zxxorxxxx 14 xxooexxx
1260 xxxzx 1060 15 xxxxxxxxzxxxzx 15 Exrxxxxxxxx
1270 =xzxx 1070 16 IXTIXXXXIXXXXX 16 xxxxxxxxxxx
1280 xxx 1080 17 xxxxxxxxxrrx 17 xxxrxxrxxxxxxy
1290 xxxxxrx 1090 = 18 zxxrxyxy 18 xxwxroxxxxx
1300 xxxxxrxxxx 19 =xxxxxx 19 xxxxxxxxxx
1310 =xxx 20 xxrIyTEZXYYXTXY 20 Irxxxxxxxx
1320 == 2] rxrrzxxrxxzacx 21  xxxxxoax
1330 zrrxxxxrrx 22 xxIxzxxrrx 22  EXXIXXXX
1350 xxxxxx 24 xxrIXXIXX 24 xxxrooxx
1360 xxxxxxxrx 25 xxxxxx 2% xryerxx
1370 xxxx 26 xrrIxx 26 xxxxxY
1380 xxrrxrxxxxx 27 Dxxx 271 xxxxxx
1390 xxxx 28 xrrxxxxxx 28 xxxxxX
1400 xxxxxxx 29 xxx 29 xxxxx
1410 xxxzxx 30 xx 30 xxaxx
1420 xxzxxxTX 31 rxxxxxxrx 3] xxxxx
1430 xxxxxx 32 xxx 32 xxxx
1440 xxxxx 33 xxxxxx 33 xxxx
1450 xxxxx 34 xxx 34 =x=xxx
1460 =xxrzxxxxx 35 x 35 zxx
14TC xrxrx 36 xxxx 36 xx
1480 xxrxxx 31 31 x
1490 xTxrxxrrIIIX 38 38 x
1500 xxxxxx 9 xx 39 x
1510 =xxxxrx 40 x 40 x
1520 xxxxxxx 41 41 x
1530 xxx 42 42 x
15340 xzxxx 43 xx 43 x
1550 =xxxx 44 xx 44 x
1560 xxx 45 45
1570 =x 46 46
1580 xxx 47 47
1590 =x 44 48
1600
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Chart B
(1) (2) 3} (4) (5) (6) .
Number of L
S.A.T.
acores
Equivalent reported by A
atandard Adjusted Mega Test
deviations xumber of partici- Equivalent
above mean U.3. 18- panta that Mega Test
(from Year-olds Equivalent exceeded Taw scored
atandard exceeding S.A4.7%. this level (comparing
atatistical this level level (froa (from Charts B
Percentile tables) in 1984 Chary A) chart B) and Db}
90 1:3 322,701 947 219 4
91 1.9 100,844 1175 207 7
99 2.3 32,270 1288 174 12.%
99.7 2.7 10,212 13a5 108 19
99.9 3.1 3,227 1449 71 23.5
99.97 3.4 1,021 1496 38 29
99.99 3.7 323 1529 19 33
99.997 4.0 102 1553 9 36
99.999 4.3 32 1575 4 40.5
99.9997 4.5 10 1583 2 42.5
99.5999 4.8 3 1599 0 44.5

Comments on Column ‘1!:
are abporeviations Tor

percentijes.

The 97, 99.7, 99.97, etc., percentiles
e 96.837123, 99.6837723, 99.96837723, ete.,

The latter aven out the ratios beiween each successive
percantile such that 1/3.162277 as many people socrs above the

96.837723 percentils as score above tne 90 percentile, 1/3.162211Vas

many score azbove the 99 percentile as above the 96.8377223 pergentile, . '
and so forth.

Column (2}: §ince I am mapping raw acores on the Mega Test into
a no or Gausalan diatribution curve, each percentile will alwaya
squate with a single specific standard deviation, as specified in
standard statistical tablaes.

Column {3F): The Reader's Digest Almanac and Yearbook for 1981
estimales the number ol high-achool graduates Iln the U.3. 13 1984 at
2,684,000 (@98 p. 202). The Hew York Times reported fn Its 3Jept. 22,
1988 issue that 86.5 percent of 25-374 year olds in the U.S§. were high-
achool graduates, Thia would put the total l8-year-old population in
1984 at about 3,102,890 (solving for x ln the aguation 2,684,000 =
-865x). The Educational Testing Service estimates that mora than 95%
of those I{n the top one percent in ability in the U.5. take the S.A.T.
It also says that about 2% of S.i.T. participants are foreignera, who
acore moatly in the top 25% on the teat. So I adjusted the 3,102,890
figura down by 4% to adjuat for the pon-participation of some of the
ablest .3, l8-year-olds, and up again by 8% to adjust for the parti- N
clpation of foreigners, for a nat galn of about 4% %o 3,227,006. Prom
this figure I derived the figurea shown in Column (3).

Column (4}: I asaumed that the numher of people achieving each
acors level on the S.4.T. (see Graph i) are apread evenly over a 10- M
paint intarval starting 5 points beslow the spacifiad score and ending !



5 ppinta above that specified acore. ‘Phus, for example, the top §
acorers would be spread over the interval froa 1595 to 1605, with one
person in the interval 15395 to 1597, one in the interval 1397 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}, 1t
follows that this percentile should be aat equal to an S5.4.T. acore
of about 1599.

Column (3): Qf those who attempted the Mega Teat, 222 reported
S.A.T. scores. If one individual reported two 5.4.2. ecores, the firat
of these vas eliminated on the assumption that {t wes achieved during
the Junior rather than genior year in high achool. Scores from 1245
to 1254 were rounded to 1250, and likewisa for the other score inter-
vals. Then it was assumed that all those scoring from 1243 to 125%
are spread evenly over the interval from 1245 to 1255 for purposes
of determining how many participants scored over each of the S.4.T.
acores specified in Column {4).

Column (6): Chart C ahowing Mega Test raw scorea for the 222 who
reported S.A.T. scores was smoothed out to yield the distribution
Sbown In Chart D. Qf the 222 reported 5.A.T. acores, 219 were above
987 (veroal and math aptitude combined), which I rate as equivalent .
to the 90 percentile for 4ll U.S. l8-year-olds. In Chart D, 219 have
Mega Teat raw scores of 4 or above, a0 I set a raw score of 4 on the
Mega Test equal to 987 on the 3.4.P. and to the 30 percentile for the
general population. I did likewise for each of the other percentile
levels above 90. The smaothed chart (Chart D) does not yleld aigni-~
ficantly different rasults from the unsmoothed chart ({Chart C) but

was adopted primarily to give a more even diastribution for Mega Teat
Traw acores above 36, where the amount of data from thoae reporting
S.A.T. scores ig rather thin, The following comparison can be made
batween the rasults ylelded by the unsmoothed data (Chart C) and the
Smoothed data (Chart D) as well as the Fourth horming of the Mega Test.

Equivalences Between Percentiles
and Mega Tesat Haw Scores

Smoothad Unsmoothed
Percentils _(Chart D) (Chart C) 4th Norming

90 4 4 5
97 7 1 T
3 12.5 12.5 13
99.1 19 19.5 13
95.9 23.5 23.5 24
99.917 29 28.5 29
99.99 » - 33 32.5
99.937 36 36 36
99.999 40.5 41.5 40
99.9997 42.5 43.3 43
99.9999 44.5 44.5 45

Here I have rounded the Mega Teat raw scoras to the nearest half
point. The Educaticnal Teating Service assumes that only about 75%
rathar than 95% of thoaa in the top 10% in ability try the S5.4.7T.,
but even making an adjustment for thias at the 90 parcantile puts the
2.4.2, acore equivalent to this percentile at about 1025 rather than
987. This does not alter my resulta becauss there are atill only 3
reported 3.4.%. 8cores palow 1025 i{n Chart B, just as thers are gl3o
Just 3 below 987, leaving the equivalent Maga Test raw scora at 4.




Chart P

Mega Megza
raw Mega raw seores vs. Standard deviations (1gs) raw
seore score
@ttt s
- ' 99.9999th percentile
99.9997*# percentile T
99.999%n percentile T
40 f 40
il I / 1
L 99.997%0 percentile [
I 4
T 99.9g%2 pereentile T
32 E 32
T 99,97 pereantile +
24 99.9%® percentile 24
T 9g.7% percentile T
16 16
99th percentile T
8 ——— gt percentile 8
4 |
9ot percentile T
o —+— ——t ——t —t—t Pt 0
4] 1 2 3 4 5
{100 IQ) (116 19) (132 19) (148 IQ) (164 13) 180 13)

Standard deviations above the mean




Mega
Raw Standard
Score deviation
1 G.00
2 0.5Q
3 1.00
4 1.25
5 1.50
& 1.69
1 1.88
8 2.00
9 2.08
10 2.19
11 2.25
12 2.33
13 2.40
14 2.46
15 2.53
16 2.59
17 2.67
18 2.73
19 2.81
20 2.88
21 2.94
22 3.00
23 3.06
24 3.14
25 21
26 3.27
27 3.33
28 3.41
29 3-‘8
30 3.54
3 3.60
32 3.68
33 3.75
34 3.81
35 3.88
36 3.96
31 4.02
38 4.08
33 4.14
40 4.23
41 4.31
42 4.42
43 4.54
44 4.68
45 4.83
46 5.00
47 5.2L
48 5.42

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

I.Q.
100
108
116
120
124
127
130
132
134
135
136
137
138
139
140
141
143
144
145
146
147
148
149
150
151
152
153
155
156
157
158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
168
169
171
113
175
177
180
183
186

Percentile Rarity
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99.999937
99.999391 1
99.999937 1
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The Hockefeller Prize

Proceedings and Addresses
of

The Amencan
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 Rockefelier 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 possibie by a five.year grant awarded to the APA in order
1o encourage writing and research by humanists not employed in an academic set-
ting. similar prizes sre awarded, also with Rockefeller funding, by the American
Historical Association and the Modern Language Association.

Rules for the 1988 competition are as follows:

1. Manuscripts submitted must be unpublished and written by individuals who
hold & 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 competitien is June 1, 1988,

Book length manuscripts will notr be considered. A representative chapter from a
book would be considered. The manuscripts wili be reviewed “blind ™.

Members of the Subcommittee of the Committee on Lectures, Publications and
Reseatch 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, c/o 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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AMERICAN PHILOSOPHICAL ASSOCIATION
UWVEREITY OF DELAWARE
NEWARK O LAWARE

F ot Yool Dolla, Y Wy Gk, ——,

COMMITTEE ON LECTURES, PUBLICATION AND RESEARCH

CHAM
Narman € Bow.e

Canter 1or b Study of Vaiue

Unvarady of Delawara
Mowish Dwawire V14
1302) 451-3348

COMMITTEL NEMBERS
Jor Funterg

Unisgrioly o Anigong
Prupps Fool

Lnwersity of Cahiiormy’

Las Angeiss

Guibart Harman

Princeion Lrivarsity
Norman Kralgmaan

Carrndll Unewdibily
Myine Nulsbium

Brown Unwarssy
Oary Shapiro

Urord bify OF Kansep
Jamas $arna

Unevarnity of Mots Dame

September 12, 1988

Dr. Ronald Hoeflin
P. 0. Box 743n
New York, NY 10116

Dear Dr. Hoeflin:

I am pleased to inform you that your essay, "Theories
of Truth: A Comprehensive Synthesfis,® has won the Fifth Annual
Competition for the Best Unpublished Work n Philasophy by &
Non-Academically Affiliated Philosopher.

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

Sincerely yours,

DL . &

Norman E, Bowle
Chair, Committee on Lecturss,
Sublication and Research
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THE NEW YORK TIMES, SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 1987

How Colleges
Handle S.A.T.

Is it advantageous for a col-
lege apphicant to take the Scho-
lastic Aptitude Test more than
once?

The question was asked of
3,000 admissions officers by the
Collcge Board, which adminis-
ters the SAT. Herc are the
replies from 323 public institu-
tions and 694 private colleges:

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

qThirly-nine percent of the
public colleges and 14 percent
of the private colleges accepl a
student’s highest combination
of verbal and mathematics
scores taken on a single day.

qThirty-four percent of the
public collcges and 50 percent
of the private colicges accepl
the highest math score and the
highest verbal score, even
from different dates.

i0ne 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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