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Change of Address: Richard May announces thal his nhew address is:

Richard W. May

279 Highland Avenue

Huffalo, NY 142221748
Phone: (716} BA6-59R2

The Mega Test: Ron Hoeflin's sixth norming of his Mega Test ap-
prars in this issue. Though statistics is not an area of mathematics
in which I excel, this norming svems to me to be much more comprehen-
sive than any of his first five. The ceiling, near which norming has
been  especially problematic, but whose location is of primary impor-
tance to the test's purposes, is nuw at a rarity of one-in-300,000,000.
The one-in-a-million level occurs at a rounded raw score of 43,

In his explanatory text of the norming, Ron submits that a raw
score of 43 be the admission cut-off for the Noetic Society--a propos-
al of which I am much in favor. We would then be the only active “one-
tn-a-million society,” as far as I know. Any member who has an oplnion
Lu express concerning this proposal should contact me, so that 1 can
see  that the editor of the next issue of Noesis either mentions your
apinion or, preferably, has your letter to publish. Tf no exception is
Laken in Lhe near future by any member, a raw score of al least <43 gon
the  Heya Test shall be a requiremeni for admission into the Noetic Sou-
ciety,

Errata in Issue the Last: 1) 1 wmisunderstoud part of what Ron ex-
plained to me concerning the discussion of the saclely's name which
Ltook place some time ago. A fair amount of interest was indeed genera-
ted by Lthe issue, but "Noetic Suciety” did seem to be a slight favor-
fte. It vas a questionnaire of another sort to which cnly four members
responded .,

2) William F. Buckley. Jr. once said he
"can spot a solecism in the QED." however 1 assume he requires the
scrvices of the manuscript ceditor{s) whom he Lhanks in the forwards of
his own books. For my part, I have no difficwlty identifying grammat-
ica) asininities for which 1 am respensible once there is absolutely no
chance for me rectify them. “The Surivey in Which Kevin langdon Has No
Part Whatsvever, a Consequence of Which Signiricantly Lessens the
Probability...." should have rvad, "...No FPart Whatsoever, a Conse-

yuence of Which Is a Significant Lessening...." Ego pf absolvo.




Zoe Siith Norming of THE Mega Test
by Monald XK. Hoeflim
- 0. Box 7430
New York, MY 10116

The chiel impestue behind this new ROrming ¢f the Maga Test waa
my scquisition of dats Iroam the Kducational Testing Yarvice sbowing
combined Verbul plus malhemstlcal Gptitude 4T scores (sn & scale
fram 400 to loyo)for tue years 19685, 1986, 1987, and L 88, supple-
manting the dete | alresdy hed for 1984, upon which my fifth norming
was onlirely based. 1 had hoped thal with data on over S million
SAT testL eubjects ]| would be anabled to refine @y morme for the upper
end of the Moyu Ieat mcals, 1o particular peraitiiog me to piapolnt
the ony-in-a-milljion level more accurately. Uufortunately, whis goal
could Rol by achleved by means of tuis axtre date alnge the number of
S3AT @cores reported %0 me by Megu Test yarticipants, 222, remaiuns ln-
wdequato. 1 41d euaceed, howsver, in Iiuding a striking new approach

to extrapolating lhe Muga Test scale to the one-in-a-million lewel
and beyond.

I bogan by calculuting that there were almost preclissly one-thlyxd
a6 many SAY particlpants frow 1984 to 1965 g8 Lhere wars l8~-year-clds,
Damoely about 5 @illion ve. 15 million. ] sssumed that ¢lose 1o 100
ol l8-year-olde Lu the top 10% Lo 4bility would avtempt the SAT, and
that whatever ahorifull tilere was would be roughly balanced oy the
oumber ol forelau SAT purtacipants. J then found the percentile sgui-
valents of atandurd deviations {Blymau) ranging from 1.25 to 4.2%5
above the @cau at iutervale of 0.2 Glgmnyd, usin, standard statiatical
tables Ffur the Bolmul \buusaien) distrivution curve, eince ay aim wawu
10 map Muga Twsl raw &corew 1oto thls ourve. 1l then made & factor-ole
3 shift in these percentiles Lo allow for the awbove-averayge avility
0f HAT perticipenis. Tuess sdjusled percentiles were then couverted
into SAT 8cores Ior @scl Year a4t each wWigma level using the data
#upplied Ly tue nducationsl Testiung Service. 4Altaer averauging these
wcores for all five yeura, 1L equated the resulting HAT averayges
with Mepu Teol Tuw mcures st each Blgme level by raosniov, all the
reported SAY ecures frow 1 to 227 aud by rauking all the Maga Tesat
Gcores aculeved by uWhuse reportilg SAT mcores likewiss frow I to 222

and eéquatln, @corvs of equul repk. Thefse resulte are reported on
paye 3 of Wis Kopurtl.

1 wheu exawined the date ) had coapiled in my fourth morming, in
whileh [ bad used wcorews reporied ou five other teate; the AGCT (Arwy
Gansral Cluesificatiou Test), CIMM {(Cuiliforule Test of Menutal Matur-
Aly;, LAIT (Leugdou aduln Intelligeace Testl), &-b (Stanford-Binet),
wnd wWalo (Wechaler adult Intelligence Scale). In twe fourth Dorming
1 had found the eyulvelvont Mege Tesl Bcorus for sach of these tasty
at euch #lygmu level from 1.25 to 4.50 at intervels of 0.25, theu
averagsd Lhuse figures. Tase resulting graph bad & noticeable dip
du 4t between 3.50 wud 4.50 sigmas. Tois dip ean be largely elim-
lmated, huwaver, by welghting tae figures by whe puaber oI acorus
reporiad for ench tesl. These wolygnted avarages differ from the
8AT-baswvd resuits arrived gt on Pug® 2 by less then ene Meya Test y
Law @COre point 4T each of Lhe twelve alygme levela from 1.2% to
4.00, the Sl resulie averaging just one-aixth of g point Ligher
than the wel,hted averages [rom the olaer Ifive tesins. But at
440 migmss Lhe results diffar Ly 2.4 polmtls, wuich BugKeatle waual
the dsatu from these testle Lv becumimg too unreiisble to trust at

bigher levels. | uveruged the SAT and noh-SAT results and report
the oulcome on page 3,

{contianed on page &)
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SAT Scores Equivalent to the SAT Jile; 1984-88
Sigma file SaT Xile 1984 1985 1386 1887 1988 average

1.25 89.44 €8.32 993.3 1002.8 1003.2 1003.6 1000.9 1000.8
1.50 93.32 79.96 1075.9 1084.8 1087.8 108%9.4 1084.2 1084.4
1.75 95.99 87.97 1151.4 115%.4 1163.9 1166.2 1159.1 1160.0
2.00 97.72 93.16 1220.9 1228.6 1233.0 1236.4 1228.6 1229.5
2.25 98.78 96.34 1284.6 1293.4 1295.7 1300.7 1292.3 1293.3
2.50 99.38 98.14 1340.0 1349.3 1350.4 1356.4 1347.3 1348 7
2.7% 99.70 99.10 1390.3 1396.5 1397.6 1403.0 1395.8 1356.7
3.00 99.8650 99.5950 1434.4 1437.9 1437.6 1442.9 1436.2 1437.8
3.25 99.9402 99.8206 1471.0 1471.7 1471.6 1475. 1468.6 1471.1
3.50 99.9767 99.9301 1504.6 1504.3 1503.7 1506. 1498.7 1503.5
3.75 99.9912 99.9736 1530.7 1530.4 1527.4 1531. 1524.6 1528.9
4.00 99.9368 99.9904 1549.7 1552.3 1551.2 1%%4. 1544.1 155Q.4
4.25 99.998% 99.9%67 1570.0 1570.3 1571.3 157%. 1560.6 1569.5

- A BRI A

Bgulvelent Me.a Test raw &cores;
ol the 222 SAY-scose-reporiing
Q1 222 SAT acores reported by perticipante, the same number
Mege Teat participents, number had Mege Te&l 8corss Lalow these
falling below each SAT sverage es had SAT scores bolow those

Sigme given in the last column above [giveu io lhe last columu sbove
1.25 3 4.0
1.50 4 4.5
1.775 12 6.5
2.00 25.5 9.0
2.25 49.5 12.1
2.50 86 1.2
2.75 118 13.9
3.00 144.5 22.3
3.25 165.5 25.4
3.50 1849 30.0
3.75 203 32.8
4.00 212 35.75
4.25 217.5 40.0
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Equivalent Mepn Test Scores for Five Qther Tests

AL CIMM LaIT S-1 wals

Sigma HKile {H=28} (NaTh) {N=T76) (N=46) {M=34) Average
1.25 89.44 - 5 3 — 5.5 4.5
1.5% 93.32 9 2 5 3 6 5.6
1.75 $5.99 11 5 1 7.5 6.9 7-4
2.00 97 712 13 (i 7 8.5 a 8.7
2.25 98.78 11 12 13 11 1¢ 12.6
2.50 99.38 21 16.5 15 i5 12 15.9
2.75 99.70 28 20 16 17 20 0.2
3.00 99.8650 28.5 25 17 20.5 23 22.8
3-25 99 9402 24 31 21 26 25 26.4
2.50 99.9767 - 31 24 20.5 30 29.4
3.75 99.9912 -— 34 29 28.5 31 31.6
4.00 99.9968 -~ 40 34 29.5 32.% 34.0
4.25 94.998y - 41 38 34 34 36.48

Weighted averuge

for the five testa SAT reswlis from Welghted averauge

listed above thé previous page for the SAT and

Sigmna {U=253) (N=222) the five other tests
1.25 §.3 4.0 4.1
1.50 9.2 4.9 4.9
1.75 6.5 6.5 6.5
2.00 8.Q5 8.0 8.5
2.25 1.4 12.7 12.5
2.50 15.7 16.2 15.9
.75 19.2 19.9 19.5
3.00 22.0 22.3 2.1
3.25 26,2 25.4 5.8
3.50 29.6 30.0 5.8
3.75 32.1 3z2.8 32.5
4.00 34.8 35.75% 35.3

4.25 3i.6 40.0 8.7



- poge 4 -

Bxtrapolations to higher percentiles
basad on changes in the ratios of
observed to expected participants

scoring above five selected pereentiles

Cgbaerved Bupected

Percestlle Sigma Mege Test score Participanta paerticipants Rataio
90 1.282 4.2 3,740.7

99 2.326 13.5 2,249.0 374.07 6.0:1
99.9 3.090 23.4 B826.6 224.90 3.8:1
99.99 3.719 32.2 229.0 82.66 2.8:1
93.999 4.265 38.9 54.8 22.90 2.4;:1
99.9999 4.753 (42.6) (12.06) 5.48 (2.2;1)
99.99999 5.199 (45.2) (2.54) 1.21 (2.1:1)
99.999999 5.612 (47.0) - {0.50) 0.25 (2.0:1)

(ligures in parentheses are extrapolatioas) Discussiou: Six times
as many participantis
. - . acored above the 99th
Greph depicting the foregoing percentile as would
calculatiouns and extrapoletions have beeu axpected Lo
on the basis ol the
number who Bcored above
the 90th percentile
+« = calculsted point divided by 10; 3.8
- times &8 mau; acored
o extrapolated point above the 99.9th per-
centile as wowld have
bean expeeted to on
the basis of the number
who scored above the
99th percentile divided
by 10; and so forth.
The graph at left awg-
gesta that the last
three ratios for the
table above shouid be
epproximately 2.2, 2.1,
end 2.0. Multiplyimg
these nuabars by the
expected number ol
participents yields
the number that ought
to be gbserved above
these levele, Irown
which the Maga Teat
seore san be deter-
mined (see next page)
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Perforuwance on Problem 36,
The 3-interpenetrating-Cubes Probiex

% who solvad

otal problems Purticipauts who  Perticlpeuts who problem 36 4
aclved @cored this high solved problew 36 per 6-point ranie

48 4] 4]

42 1 1

4 1 1

45 S 2 61.5

44 3 2

43 [ 2

42 12 4

41 1’5! 5

40 2

39 13 4 3.2

38 15 6

37 16 4

36 27 1

35 25 2

4 28 2

33 41 1 10.5

32 20 10

31 49 1

30 40 6

29 w2 3

28 16 4

21 bl 1 4.9

26 Y-} 2

25 80 4

24 90 0

23 106 2

22 118 2 0.7

21 133 4]

20 130 0

19 les4 1

18 130 1
17 160 1
16 165 2 .

15 176 v} 0.6

14 151 1

13 174 1
12 i72 V]

11 lzg 0
10 1 0 0.0

9 185 o .
8 145 0 v
1 1e3 o !
6 153 0

5 114 4] '
. ay o K
3 53 0 6.0

2 34 8]

1 24 0

0 & Q

Total; 3920 Total; a7 Total; 2.2
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Equivalences botween Megs Teel raw Scorea and
Standard deviations abo¢s ths mesn (with igs}

® = calculated point
O = extirapolated point

48
A
40 A
i IN4u IR
0% N W VR Y — - PN S S S
32
- __|___
- . I | -
24 .
~ _ B 4 RS ,
ﬂ A AT T
16 {
- i . | -
.3 ! ‘ L -
i l
y i o S N B a4
P 17 L L T [ .
43— . 2 l 4 —1 4—+—
—p—— —-A——v-u—-[—#— -{ + - ——

2 3 4 5 &
(100 1Q) (116 IQ) (132 1Q) (148 IQ) (164 IQ) (180 1Q) {136 Iy)

Standard Jdeviations above the mean
{with IQa}
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Raw score S pna 1.q. Perceatliie
1 0.0 100 50
2 0.675 111 5
3 1.0 116 64
4 1.25 120 )
5 1.5 124 g3
6 1.7 127 95
7 1.8 129 96
8 1.9 130 97
9 1.975 132 97.6
10 2.05 133 98.0
11 2-.1.25 134 95_3
12 2.2 135 9a.
13 2.275 136 93.8
14 2.3% 138 99.0
15 2.425 139 95.2
16 2.5 140 33.4
17 2.5975 141 99.5
18 2.65 142 99.6
19 2.725 144 99.7
20 2.8 145 99.7%
21 2.875 146 99.80
22 2.95 147 9y.84
23 3.025 148 93.87
24 3.1 150 99.90
25 3.17% 151 44.92
26 3.2% 152 99.94
27 3.325 153 93,95
28 3.4 154 99.97
<9 3.475 156 99.975
30 3.55 157 99.980
31 3.629 158 99.386
32 3.7 159 99,9459
33 3.775 160 99.992
34 3.85 162 99.534
35 3.925 163 93.996
26 4.0 164 99.997
3 4.07% 165 99.998
38 4.15 166 99.9983
39 4.265 168 99.3990
40 4.375 169 959.9994
41 4.5 17¢ 99.9997
42 4.625% 174 99.9998
43 4.8 77 99.9999
44 5.0 180 99.99997
45 5.2 183 99.99999
46 5.4 186 99.999947
47 5.6 190 99.999999
48 5.8 193 99.9999397

Barity High-Ig soci
{1/x) winiews cut-

ety
olf

S0 Menaa

100 Iatertel

1,000 1SPE, INS, Miuervea

1,300
1,700
2,000
3,000
4,000
5,000
7.000
9,000

12,000

17,000

23,000

30,000 Prometheus,
40,000

60,000

100,000

165,000

300,000

500,000

1,000,000 Mega, MNoetic
3,000,000

10,000,000

30,000,000
100,000,000
300,000,000

4 Sigma

st Sl i
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Iu order to extrapolate to the 99.9999 percesntile aud beyand,

1 detarmined the equivalent sigua acores for the 90, 99, 99.9,
99.9%, end 99.9%99 percentiles from standard statistical tables for
the pormal distrivution curve. I then equated these perceatiles
wiih raw scores on the Meyga Test by interpolating between \or, iao
ihe ca8e of tihe 99.399 percentile, extrapolatiug alightly beyaud)
the reswlis given on psge 3. Using the data on page 5, I then
determined how many Mega Test participunts had scersd above eacn
of theee raw acores and, heaca, their eorrdspoending percentilas.
1 obtained fractional resulta by essuming, lor example, that the
96 people who ecored 24 right wure spread evanly ever the interval
Irom 23.5 to 24.5., By cowpering one-tenth the number who ezceeded
each percentile with lhe number who actually exceeded the next
higher perceatile, I found that 6.0 times a6 many people exceedsd
- the 39th percentile as would have been expected to by merely

dividing the oumber who exceeded the 9Qtu percentile by 10, and

the corresponding figures for the 99.9, 99.99, and 99.995 percen-—
tiles were 3.4, 2.8, and 2.4, respectively. Graphing thess factars,
oune Iinds tuat they are leveling off fairly rapidly end that ibe
upext three fagtora should probably be sbout 2.2, 2.1, aud 2.0.
Since 54.8 people exceeded the 99.999 percentile, one would thus
estimate ihal 2.2 tiaes (54.6/10) = 12.06 people would exceed tae
99.9999 percentils, that 2.1 times (12.06/1() = 2.54 people would
exceed the 39.93999 percentile, and that 2.0 tiumes (2.54/10) = 0.50
people would exceed ine 99.999999 parcentile. By examiuing the
distribution of scores showu ou page 5, ooe Iiudy that 12.06 people
exceeded a raw score of 42.6, tmat 2.54 people excevded a raw acore
of 45.2, end that Q.5 230p1e exceaded a raw score of 47.0. fhus
the celllong of the Lest, 48 right, would appear 1o correapond to
about the 99.9999997 percentile or one-in-300,000,U00,level. 1ae
results described in this parsgraph are reported on page 4.

Page & presents @ graps ol the results arrived at on pages 3
&nd 4, the page 3 results appearing as thirteen filled-in black dots
representing the Mega Test raw scores that are eguivalent to 1.25,
1.50, L.75, 2.00, 2.25, 2.5, 2.75, 3.00, 3.25, 3.50, 3.75, 4.00,
and 4.25 stendard deviations above the wmean on & mormal curye, and
the three emall circles represeniing the Mega ascores equivalsnt to
the 99.9999, 99.99999, aud 99.999999 percentiles, respectively. A
best-fitliny line was drawn by eye throwgh all sixtesn data points,
using & 8traipghtedge for the middle portion and & french eurve for
the curved sections at the upper and lower aends.

Ihe table ou pa,e 7 was compiled usimg whe line coustiucted ou
page 6 as & guide. A wuiforu scaliue of 0.075 Blpmas per raw 8COIc
poinl was used for the wiraighi-line section Irom a raw score of 8
to 38. Since ] wee 16 I.Q. points per etandard deviation, this
meane 1.2 I.Q. points per raw Bcore point for wnis middle wection.
Thé percentiles were, of course, devermiued usiug ataondard stetis-
tical tables for & wormal curve. The rignthand colwmn 1ists nine
high~IQ societies ut thelr miuvimwn qualifyin, levels. Curreuntly.
ouly three ol these nine groups do not accept the Mega Teet ior ad-
@wiesion purposes; Meusa, Intertel, snd Fouwr Sigma. The Noetic Soci-
ety, formerly kuown as toe Hoeflin Hesearch Group and before that
as the Titan jgociely, cau clalw & one-in-a-mi)lliou admissious re-
quirement oy returning 1ts cul-oll ou the Mega Tesl to & Taw 8COLe
ol 43, where it was for mosl 01 toe group's existeuce. Meaberahips
of curreust members would nut be altected.
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THE THINKING

Pac Haden, ex-Rhodes
scholarand Los Angeles Ram

Jeft Herrod, Indiznapohs
Cole

Alan Page, former Minneso-
ra Viking, Chicago Bear and
NFL Most Valuable Player

Gene Mayer

Bob Fetry, Washington Bul-

lees general manager

The Delta 70 Power Yache

The Manshield TDX porta-
ble toilet

Sir David Low, Britush
caricarurise

C-SPAN cable network

Descartes

Joseph Mankiewicz, director
of All About Eve

Kennech King, dance and
Nietzsche aficionado

“The thinking man's
quarterback”

"The thinking man’s line-
backer”

“The thinking man’s rackle”

“The thinking man's tennis
pro”

“The thinking man's general
manager”

“The thinking man’s yacht”

“The thinking man’'s head”

THE WIDE-RANGING CULTURAL WORLD OF THE THINKING MAM

"The thinking man’s
cartoonist’

"The thinking man's
channel”

"The thinking man's
philosopher”

"The thinking man’s
director”

“A thinking man’s
choreographet”

Welcome to the incredibly unenhghtened world of the thinking man —a world of
foothall herves, political failures, useless hardware-store items, saranic birds and wrgid
culeural phenomena. A world where thinking men have o be told which football
heroes, polincal failures, useless hardware-store items, satanic birds and wrgid culeural
phenemena they should be thinking about

THE SURPRISIMGLY WELL-POPULATED ATHLETIC WORLD OF THE THINKING MAN

The Christian Science
Monstor (1981)

The Sporiimg News
(1987)

Newsweek (1980)

Tennis (1983)

Washingtonian
(1982)

Mortor Boating &
Sailing (1986)

Boating Magazine
(1984)

The Christian Science
Momisor (1983)

Los Angeles Times
(1984)

Hobbies (1977)

American Film
(1978)

The New York Times
(1981)
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MAN’S WORLD

Books on tape “The thinking man's CB” Time (1982)
Bob Dylan “A thinking man's rock sar”  The New Ropublic
(1988)

Frank Zappa "The dunking man's mother  Tims (1988)
of invention”

2001: A Space Odyssey A thinking man’s Srar People (198%)
Wars

M. Butierfly “The thinking person’s Faral  David Hwang in
Attraction” New York Press (1988)

William Hurn “The thinking man's Esgunire (1986)
asshole”

THE ROMANTIC WOALD OF THE THRRING MAN

Meryl Sueep “A thinking man’s crumpet”  Prople (1986)

Blair Brown “The thinking man's bomb-  Eigwire (1988)
shell”

Gloria Sceinem “Thinking man's Shrmpron™  Time (1969)

Tmmvawmmumammm

John Anderson “Thinking man’s The Wall Sirver
candidace’ Journal (1980)

Ernese "Friez” Hollings “The thinking man's dark campaign pamphlet
horse” (1983)

THE CUTDCOR WOALD OF THE THRNIGNG MAN

The raven “The thinklng man's bird” Aluska Magazing
(1986)
Drip irmigation "The cthinking man's way of  Country Jowrnal
warering” (1987)
Lake Geneva “The thinking man’s lake* Horizem (1963)
A regularly mowed, twice- “The thinking man’s lawn” Herticulinee (1976)

ferulized, well-weeded,
crabgrass-free fawn — Eddie Siern




From: The Buuk of Lists

by David Wall«rhinsky, Irving Wallace, and Amy Wallace

ESTIMATED 198 OF
30 CELEBRATED PEOPLE

A normal intelligence quotient (1Q) ranges from B85 to 115.
Only 19 of the people in the 11.S. have an IQ of 140 or over. In 1926,
psychologist Dr Catherine Morris Cox—- who had been assisted by Dr.
Lewis M. Terman, Dr. Maud A, Mermill, Dr. Florence L. Goode-
nough, and Dr Kate Gordon——published a study of 301 “of the most
eminent men and wamen” who had lived between 1450 and 1850 10
estimate what their 1Qs might have been. The resultant 1Qs were
based largely on the degree of brightness and intelligence each sub-
Ject showed before attaining the age of 17. Taken from this study,
here are the projected 1Qs of 30 famous persons selected at random.

Q
1. John Stuart Mtll, English writer, economist 190
2. Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, German poet 185
3. Thomas Chatterton, English poet and writer 170
4. Voltaire (Francois-Marie Arouvet), French writer 170
5. George Sand (Aurore Dugin), French novelist 150
6. Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart, Austrian composer 150
7. George Gordon, Lord Byron, English poet 150
8 Thomas Jefferson, U.S president 145
9. Benjamin Franklin, U 8. diplomat, statesman, and 145
scientist
10. Charles Dickens, English novelist and humorist 145
11. Galiteo Gatlilei, ltalian physicist and astronomer 145
12. Napoleon, French emperor 140
13. Richard Wagner. German operatic composer and poet 135
14 Charles Darwin, English naturalist . 135
15 Ludwig van Beethoven, German composer ) 135
16. Leonarde da Vinci, Italian painter, scientist, and 135
engineer
17. Honoré de Balzac. French novelist 130
18. Sir Isaac Newton, English mathematician 130
19. Baruch Spinoza. Dutch philosopher 130
20. George Washington, U.S. president 125
21. Abrabam Linceln, U.S. president 125
22. Robert Btake, English admiral 125
23. Johann Sebastian Bach, German composer 125
24. Joseph Haydn, Austrian composer 120
25 Hernando Cortes, Spanish conqueror of Mexico 115
26 Emanuel Swedenbgrg, Swedish religious writer 115
27. Martin Luther, German religious reformer 118
28. Rembrandt van Riyn, Dutch painter and etcher 110
29. Nicolaus Copemicus. Polish founder of modemn 105
astronomy
30. Miguel de Cervantes, Spanish poet and novelist 105

Sounce: Catherine Morris Cox, Genetic Studies of Geniuses, Vol. 11
(Stanford, Calif : Stantord University Press, 1926).





