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The Fox LSAT




Logical Reasoning Encyclopedia




Or: Disrespecting the LSAT




by Nathan Fox










Welcome




(or: “Disrespecting the LSAT”)






I mean the LSAT no disrespect. It’s a fair test, it’s a learnable test, and it’s the single best available predictor of a candidate’s likely success in law school. But that doesn’t mean we need to kiss its ass. Here’s an example of what I mean, from the June 2009 official LSAT:






City council member: The Senior Guild has asked for a temporary exception to the ordinance prohibiting automobiles in municipal parks. Their case does appear to deserve the exception. However, if we grant this exception, we will find ourselves granting many other exceptions to this ordinance, some of which will be undeserved.






The argument goes on from there, but if you aren’t already pissed off, you’re going to have a hard time answering the question. Read it again. Take your time! OK, now tell me: For God’s sake, why does the councilmember believe that granting a deserving
 exception will lead to granting undeserving
 exceptions? Are we idiots? Are we robots? Are we idiot robots? Raise your hand, stand up, and shout if you have to: Why, councilmember,
 WHY can’t we tell the difference between deserving and undeserving?! You’ve provided no evidence; you just slid it out there on that dirty school cafeteria tray to see if we’d swallow it. Sorry, we’re not biting. Frankly, sir, I am disgusted. Good day!






Here’s the most important thing I can teach you about the LSAT: If you get that far, you’ve already answered the question. It doesn’t matter what type of question this turns out to be, you’ve answered it well before you’ve even finished reading the argument. The test is really that simple.





And that
 is what I mean by “Disrespecting” the LSAT.





To make you an expert at the LSAT’s Logical Reasoning sections, I need to teach you to turn away in disgust from the type of slop offered up by the councilmember. So Lesson One is something you already know: Just because something is printed on paper does not mean it is true. There are a lot of bullshitters out there! You see them every day on Facebook and in the news. And you’ll see a ton
 of them on the LSAT’s Logical Reasoning. If you were nodding along as you were reading the councilmember’s argument, you were doing it exactly wrong. I need you to argue
 , dammit. Tell me why the argument is bullshit and you’ve already answered the question, nine times out of ten.





Thank you for giving me the opportunity to show you how easy this can be. Let’s get it on.










Meet your guide






I took the official LSAT in February of 2007 and scored a 179. In 2008, I enrolled at UC Hastings. It was the best school within biking distance of my home in San Francisco’s Mission District. I was 32 years old at the time, and I had no idea what I wanted to do with my life. I already had a Master’s degree in journalism. I already had an MBA. I’d already held, hated, and supremely sucked at a succession of jobs.

Now I’m 36. And as I write this introduction—with a coffee-and-Baileys close at hand—I feel like the luckiest guy in the world. Not because of Hastings, or because of the law. (Oh, God no. Add both of them to the list of things I hated.) The reason I feel so lucky is that I fell into a perfect niche for me: LSAT teaching. I’m good at it, I love it, and I get paid for it. I wish the same for you, in law or whatever career you end up in.

I want to know what you think of the book, and I want to help you get over any rough patches that may arise. If I can talk you out of law school, I will do that. And if I can’t talk you out of law school, I’ll do my damnedest to help you get in. I’m a huge nerd about this stuff, and I get far fewer messages than you might think. So call me! 415-518-0630. Email me! nathan@foxlsat.com
 . This is my fourth book and I still haven’t been forced to change my contact information.










Review this book






Before we even get started, I'd like to ask you for a favor: When you're done with this book, please take five minutes to write your honest opinions of it on Amazon. Fox LSAT has no marketing budget—if not for readers sharing their opinions of my books and classes, nobody would ever hear of me—and I'm at war with entrenched, wealthy opponents. Love my style or hate it, your voice will turn the battle.

So, if you like this book and you think it might make LSAT studying a bit less painful for other folks like you, the best thing you can do for David is write a quick review. Same thing if you think the book sucks, and believe students would be better off in the giant smelly bosom of Goliath. I'm not interested in fake reviews; all I want is the truth. Either way, by sharing your experience you'll be doing other readers a huge favor. Thanks!










A super-important note about guessing


Fact: Each question on the LSAT is worth the same value, one point. Fact: There is no penalty for guessing on the LSAT. Very important corollary that flows from these two facts: Take your time on the earlier, easier questions.
 If you’re going to guess, guess on the harder questions that appear toward the end of in each section. If you have to guess at the end of a section, that’s totally fine… as long as you got 90 percent of the earlier questions right. The worst possible strategy is to rush through the easy questions, making silly mistakes, in order to save time for the harder questions that you might miss even with unlimited time. So take a deep breath and slow down
 . The test is easier than you think, but it’s impossible if you rush.








How To Use This Book











My first three books, Cheating the LSAT, Breaking the LSAT,
 and Exposing the LSAT,
 were all guided tours of one full LSAT. Each one covers Logical Reasoning, Logic Games, and Reading Comprehension. If this is the beginning of your LSAT journey, you should definitely start with one of those books—pick whichever one of the three happens to be on sale right now. The purpose of this
 book, The Fox LSAT Logical Reasoning Encyclopedia,
 is to do a deep dive into the most important section of the LSAT: the Logical Reasoning. It’s the most important section because it comprises two out of the four scored sections on every test. You can’t dominate the LSAT without dominating Logical Reasoning.

But “dominating” doesn’t mean you have to get every single question right. My job is to get you to 150-something, if your dream is simply to get into law school. My job is to get you to 160-something, if your dream is to get a law school scholarship. My job is to get you to 170-something, if your dream is a world-class school. And, most importantly, my job is to help you reach those goals as efficiently as possible
 .

To expedite the process, I have learned not to let the perfect be the enemy of the good. Riding a bike is the perfect analogy. Obviously, we’re going to crash as we learn. But we’re not going to spend two days analyzing each crash in super slow-mo. Instead, we’re going to learn what we can from each mistake, and then get right back on the bike. And then we’ll crash and learn again.

And instead of taking our brand-new mountain bikes directly onto the gondola to the top of Whistler Mountain, we’re first going to learn to ride five miles per hour, on level ground. As such, each section of this book is organized roughly from easiest to hardest.
 The LSAT’s questions appear generally in order of difficulty in each section. (Number one in any section is much easier, generally, than number 23.) To organize my book in order of difficulty, I’ve simply put all the number ones first, number twos second, and number 23s twenty-third in any given section. So, here are your instructions:






1.
    Start at the beginning of each section, and start doing some questions. Give each question your best attempt. I don’t mean spend all day on it, but read the argument closely and try to predict the answer. As you proceed through the answer choices, cross out the letters corresponding to the answers you hate. When you’ve made a final selection, go ahead and circle the letter that corresponds to your choice. Only once you’ve made a selection
 should you proceed to the explanations. It’s important to make a commitment, so that you can make some mistakes and learn from those mistakes.


2.
    Read my full discussion of each question you miss, and also read my discussion of any question you weren’t 100% certain about, whether you got it right or got it wrong
 . The goal is to deepen your understanding of these concepts, so that you’ll be able to do them faster and more accurately on test day. Speed comes from accuracy, not the other way around. You should be crushing the earlier, easier questions in each section before you even bother with the harder questions near the end of each section.


3.
    If you run into a roadblock near the end of any particular section of this book, say in the late teens or early twenties, your time might be better spent moving on to the next section. If you’re currently scoring 150 on the LSAT, there’s no point in bashing your brains out on a bunch of difficult question number 23s, because you can easily get to 160 without ever even attempting a question number 23. If you run into a string of questions in this book that you can’t understand, even after reading the explanations, go ahead and move on to the beginning of the next section of the book. You’ll find lower-hanging fruit there, and your score will increase much faster.


4.
    Call or email if you have questions! My contact information is on the “Meet Your Guide” page.








Fox LSAT’s Eight Commandments









One: Thou Shalt Not Rush



The biggest mistake most students make on the LSAT is trying to go way too damn fast. Each section has 22-27 questions, with a 35-minute time limit. You do not need to finish the sections in order to get a good score. As a matter of fact, most students (except those already scoring 165+) will hurt their score if they do
 try to finish. The earlier questions in each section are much easier than the later questions in each section. So if you try to rush, you are guaranteed to make silly mistakes on the earlier, easier questions. And the only upside is saving a few minutes to use on the later, harder questions, which are missable even with unlimited time! Go ahead and guess at the end of each section. You’ll still get one out of five right! Slow down, and invest your time making sure you get the earlier, easier questions right. A score of 160 is easily attainable without ever attempting the last five questions in each section. So if you’re not already at 160, why the hell are you trying to finish the sections? Speed comes from accuracy.
 Not the other way around. If you slow down, and concentrate on getting them right, your mastery of the test will grow. And from mastery, you’ll actually end up going faster. If you rush, you’ll never improve.



Two: Thou Shalt Be a Dick



The most important thing I can teach you about the verbal sections of the test (LR and RC) is that you should argue
 with the speaker. On the Logical Reasoning, at least half of the arguments are incomplete, if not outright bogus. As you read, try to call “bullshit” on the speaker. You can’t do this too much with your friends and family, or they’ll think you’re a dick. But on the LSAT, you’re allowed to let your dick flag fly. On the Logical Reasoning, ask the speaker: Oh yeah, asshole? What evidence do you have for that position?
 This super-critical approach will allow you to see the holes in every argument. If you can see the holes, you can answer the questions. On the Reading Comprehension, ask the author: Hey, you’re boring the shit out of me. Why are you wasting my time with this?
 This super-aggressive approach will allow you to cut through the bullshit and get to the author’s main point.



Three: Thou Shalt Pay Attention to the Type of Question



This Commandment applies to all sections, but particularly to the Logical Reasoning. I’m shocked when a student says, “I didn’t pick A because it seemed too strongly worded,” on a Sufficient Assumption question. Sufficient Assumption questions love
 strongly stated answers! Stop being so formulaic, forget everything you learned from whatever gimmicky LSAT book you read before this, and pay attention to what the question is asking.
 You are smart enough to figure this out. Read every word on the page, figure out what they are asking, and answer the question. If you’re not open to the possibility that you’re smart enough to do this, then you really shouldn’t even attempt it. I believe in you.



Four: Thou Shalt Remember that the Answer Choices are Not Thy Friend



On the Logical Reasoning and the Reading Comprehension, if you’re not occasionally eliminating all five answer choices, you’re not being critical enough. Remember that four out of five of the answer choices—eighty percent—are professionally written traps and time-wasters. Most students read the arguments way too quickly, and spend way too much time comparing the answer choices to each other—three or four, or even five of the answers might look good. This is exactly the wrong approach. A high scorer will always read the arguments and passages very carefully, make a prediction, and skim fairly quickly through the answer choices. Only one, or perhaps two, answers will even be remotely close to correct. But you can’t easily eliminate the bad answers if you don’t have an idea what you’re looking for.



Five: Thou Shalt Read All Five Answer Choices



Don’t spend forever
 going through the answer choices, but definitely at least skim all five. Sometimes one of the earlier answer choices will be a very seductive trap, or almost indistinguishable from a later, better answer choice. If you don’t read all five answer choices, you’re going to get tricked. Go ahead and take the time to read B through E, even if you already love A. Most of the time, your first impulse will be correct. But once in a while, you’ll realize that your first choice was actually second best. On the LSAT, there are no points for second best.



Six: Thou Shalt Sometimes Eliminate All Five Answer Choices



If you don’t occasionally dislike all five answer choices, you’re not being critical enough. High scorers are super-critical of everything they read on the test, especially
 the answer choices. (Four out of five of them, after all, are wrong by definition.) Don’t settle for an imperfect answer, unless you’ve already eliminated all five. When this does happen, you’ll have to lower the bar a little bit, start back at the beginning, and choose the best of a bad lot.



Seven: Thou Shalt Know the Difference Between Sufficient and Necessary



This is the first concept I teach to every class, and it’s very simple. I need my head to live. My head is necessary
 to live. If I don’t have my head, you know that I can not
 live. That’s what “necessary” means.

If you see me come into the classroom and teach a four-hour LSAT class, then you know that I am alive—you have “sufficient information” to know that I must be alive. Seeing me teach a class is sufficient, i.e.
 enough, to know that I am alive. That’s what “sufficient” means.

The LSAT will frequently confuse a necessary condition for a sufficient condition. Like this: “Nathan has his head, therefore we know he is alive.” Uh, no. Nathan could very well be dead while still having a head. (As a matter of fact, he would strongly prefer to die that way.) Having a head is necessary
 for life, but it is not sufficient.

The LSAT will also frequently confuse a sufficient condition for a necessary condition. Like this: “Nathan wasn’t in class tonight, therefore he must be dead.” Uh, no. Nathan could be on the golf course somewhere, or he could be in a drunken stupor. Or, ideally, both! Being in LSAT class is sufficient
 for life, but it is not necessary.

I swear to God, that is all there is to the whole sufficient vs. necessary thing. It’s easy, and it’s the most commonly-tested flaw on the entire LSAT. Many students will pick up 5-10 LSAT points just by understanding this one simple concept. In the pages that follow, you’ll find plenty of applications of this simple concept.



Eight: Thou Shalt Not Confuse Correlation with Causation



This is the second concept that I teach to every class, and it’s also very simple. I’ll give you two examples of dumbass arguments that appear on every single LSAT. Ready? OK.

Dumbass argument one: Scientific studies have shown that people who got laid the night before tend to have more hangovers, on average, than people who did not get laid. Therefore, getting laid causes hangovers.


The problem with this argument is, I hope, obvious. First, correlation doesn’t prove causation. Second, specifically, how do we know that booze
 didn’t cause both the getting laid and the hangover? There’s an additional factor here that the argument simply ignores.

Dumbass argument two: Scientific studies have shown that people who eat poutine—that’s French fries smothered in gravy and cheese curd, in case you’ve never been to Canada—tend to have more heart disease than people who do not eat poutine. Therefore, heart disease causes people to eat poutine.


The problem here is also, I hope, obvious. First, correlation doesn’t prove causation. But specifically, how do we know that the poutine didn’t cause the heart disease? Isn’t that a more reasonable explanation?

Keep an eye out for these correlation-causation problems on the LSAT. You’re sure to see examples in the pages to come.








Flaw




(Example: “Which one of the following illustrates a flaw in Saffron’s reasoning?”)


With enough practice, you should get really good at these questions. They are similar to Weaken questions, in that you’re asked to identify a problem with the argument. Flaw questions make actual errors of logic. Suppose Saffron had attacked the character of a speaker, rather than addressing the speaker’s facts and reasoning. This is the “source attack,” or “ad hominem” flaw. The same flaws appear over and over and over on the LSAT, and with practice you will start to see them coming a mile away. (You’re not going to fall for the same bad logic more than two or three times, right?) There are way too many flaws to fit in this book, but Wikipedia’s “fallacy” page is a great resource if you feel like doing some reading.






Flaw Questions: EASIER


June 2006




Section 4




Question 1



Editorial: Clearly, during the past two years, the unemployment situation in our city has been improving. Studies show that the number of unemployed people who are actively looking for jobs has steadily decreased during that period.







The editorial’s reasoning is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  presumes, without providing justification, that the government is at least partly responsible for the improvement in the employment situation



(B)  relies on data from a period that is too short to justify an inference about a general trend



(C)  fails to take into account the possibility that many unemployed workers who still desire jobs may have stopped looking for jobs



(D)  fails to take into account that the sorts of governmental efforts that reduce unemployment may not be effective in creating more high-paying jobs



(E)  ignores other economic indicators, which may not have improved during the past two years






Well, uh, this one is fairly easy, given the economic climate we’ve seen over the past few years. (It’s April 2012 as I write this.) Over the past couple of years, “unemployment” (as measured by the number of people searching
 for jobs) has actually been falling. But this is largely in part because lots of people have simply given up. That doesn’t mean the unemployment situation has actually been improving. Rather, it means that our stupid “unemployment” statistic is kinda worthless.

We’re asked to find grounds for criticizing the editor’s argument, and that’s exactly where I’d start. “Dude, you cited studies about the number of people looking
 for work. What if people have just given up?”





A)  No. The editorialist doesn’t ever mention the government.

B)  No way. The editorialist isn’t trying to claim there is a general trend. The editorialist is only concluding that things have gotten better over the past two years, and cites data from the past two years to back that up. There’s nothing wrong with the editorialist’s argument as far as sample size is concerned.

C)  Yeah, this is exactly what we were looking for.

D)  Again, the editorialist never mentioned the government.

E)  The editorialist didn’t make any claim about the economy as a whole, so this can’t be the answer. The editorialist was only talking about unemployment, so the worst attack we could make on the editorialist is to say, “Your unemployment statistics are leaving out a very important consideration relevant to actual employment.” That’s C.





So C is our answer.






Flaw Questions: EASIER


October 2003




Section 1




Question 1



Because the statement “all gray rabbits are rabbits” is true, it follows by analogy that the statement “all suspected criminals are criminals” is also true.







The reasoning above is flawed because it fails to recognize that







(A)  the relationship between being a criminal and being a rabbit is not of the same kind as that between being suspected and being gray



(B)  the relationship between being suspected and being a rabbit is not of the same kind as that between being gray and being a criminal



(C)  the relationship between being a gray rabbit and being a rabbit is not of the same kind as that between being a suspected criminal and being a criminal



(D)  not all rabbits are gray



(E)  not all criminals are suspected










Wow. This is just apocalyptically bad logic. If all gray rabbits are rabbits, then all XY are Y, no matter what X and Y are referring to? Even if X was a limiting, qualifying word, like “suspected”? Seriously?

So, by this same logic, all “prospective law students” become actual law students? Hell, we can skip that step entirely can’t we? Don’t all “future lawyers” automatically become lawyers? Sweet. No more LSAT prep, no three years of law school, no monstrous student loans, no bar prep after law school: we’re already done!

We’ve been asked to identify the flaw. I’m not sure I’ve seen this one before, so I don’t have a stock description of this flaw in mind. But I know I’ll be able to recognize it when I read the answer choice, because I know exactly what flaw we’re looking for.





A)  Hmm. No, I think the point is that “gray” is a subset of rabbits, whereas “suspected” is not
 a subset of criminals. One can be “suspected” without being a criminal at all. I’m not exactly sure why, but I don’t think this is it.

B)  No way. “Suspected rabbit”? Makes no sense whatsoever.

C)  This is better than A. The problem with the logic, as stated above, is that “gray rabbit” is a subset of rabbits, whereas “suspected criminal” is actually not a subset of “criminal.” This is the best answer so far.

D)  No, this isn’t the problem with the logic. It’s true that not all rabbits are gray, but so what? All gray rabbits are
 in fact rabbits.

E)  No, this isn’t it either. It’s true that not all criminals are suspected (some crooks get away with their crimes unsuspected) but that’s not what was wrong with the logic. What’s wrong with the logic is that it was going to automatically convict
 anyone who ever became suspected.





Very weird question here (I’m not sure I’ve ever seen one like it before) but our answer is C because it best captures the flaw in the logic.






Flaw Questions: EASIER


October 2004




Section 2




Question 1



The tidal range at a particular location is the difference in height between high tide and low tide. Tidal studies have shown that one of the greatest tidal ranges in the world is found in the Bay of Fundy and reaches more than seventeen meters. Since the only forces involved in inducing the tides are the sun’s and moon’s gravity, the magnitudes of tidal ranges also must be explained entirely by gravitational forces.







Which one of the following most accurately describes a flaw in the reasoning above?







(A)  It gives only one example of a tidal range.



(B)  It fails to consider that the size of a tidal range could be affected by the conditions in which gravitational forces act.



(C)  It does not consider the possibility that low tides are measured in a different way than are high tides.



(D)  It presumes, without providing warrant, that most activity within the world’s oceans is a result of an interplay of gravitational forces.



(E)  It does not differentiate between the tidal effect of the sun and the tidal effect of the moon.






Wait a minute, now. If the magnitudes of tidal ranges are explained entirely by gravitational forces, then wouldn’t tidal ranges be identical everywhere? Why would the sun’s gravity, and/or the moon’s gravity, act differently in the Bay of Fundy? Something’s fishy here.

The argument might look
 logical, but there’s a bait and switch happening here. We have a premise that says, “The only forces involved in inducing
 the tides are the sun’s and moon’s gravity,” and a conclusion that says tidal ranges must be entirely explained
 by gravitational forces. The problem with this is that “inducing” just means “starting.” So this argument basically pulls this switch on us: “Since childbirth can be induced
 by jumping on a trampoline, childbirth is entirely explained
 by jumping on a trampoline.” Really? Nah, didn’t think so.

I’m not sure how to articulate the flaw precisely, but I do know it has something to do with “inducing” and “entirely explained” not being the same thing.





A)  Uh, no. More examples might be nice, but this isn’t what we’re looking for and I wouldn’t call this a “flaw,” per se.

B)  This could be it. What’s special about the Bay of Fundy? I don’t know. But maybe the beach is extremely steep, or the bay is extremely shallow, or something, and those are “the conditions in which gravitational forces act” to create such an extreme tidal range. This one’s a keeper.

C)  Well, the argument definitely didn’t consider this possibility. But it also didn’t consider the possibility that we don’t give a shit whether it considered the possibility of quite a lot of things, including exactly how things are measured. This just isn’t the point.

D)  Does the argument actually do this? For example, does it presume that the mating cry of a Blue Whale in heat (do they go into heat? let’s pretend) is a result of the interplay of gravitational forces? Nah, I don’t think it did.

E)  Did the argument really need
 to do this? I don’t see why it would need to, if it was going to use the very broad “gravitational forces” in the conclusion. This is beside the point.





The best answer is B. And this is a surprisingly difficult question number one.






Flaw Questions: EASIER


June 2005




Section 3




Question 2



Benson: In order to maintain the quality of life in our city, we need to restrict growth. That is why I support the new zoning regulations.







Willett: I had heard such arguments ten years ago, and again five years ago. Each time the city council was justified in deciding not to restrict growth. Since there is nothing new in this idea of restricting growth, I oppose the regulations.







Which one of the following most accurately describes a way in which Willett’s reasoning is questionable?







(A)  It presumes that growth is necessarily good without offering support for that position.



(B)  It is based on attacking Benson personally rather than responding to Benson’s reasoning.



(C)  It ignores the possibility that new reasons for restricting growth have arisen in the past five years.



(D)  It fails to take into account the variety of factors that contribute to the quality of life in a city.



(E)  It overlooks the possibility that the city council of ten years ago was poorly qualified to decide on zoning regulations.






If I was Benson, Willett’s response would really make me angry. Which is good, because it means I’m paying attention.

Benson says, “We need to restrict growth, therefore we need these new regulations.”

Willett says, “We have never needed to restrict growth before, and there is nothing new in the IDEA of restricting growth, therefore we don’t need these new regulations.”

If I was Benson, my response would be something like this: “Listen you a-hole. Just because we never needed to restrict growth before, and just because there’s nothing new in the idea of restricting growth, doesn’t mean circumstances haven’t changed. Do you see all the traffic we never had before? Do you see the hideous McDonald’s and Jamba Juices going up left and right? Have you noticed the sudden influx of gutter punks downtown, begging for change? We
 currently need restrictions even if we never needed them before.”


Since we’re asked to describe something “questionable” about Willett’s reasoning, I’m fairly confident this objection is going to be connected to the correct answer. Willett has pretended that circumstances never change. Willett has pretended that any idea that is ever bad will always
 be bad, forever.





A)  No, Willett actually says nothing, and makes no assumption, about whether growth is good or bad.

B)  No, this would be the answer if Willett had said something like, “Benson is a registered sex offender, therefore we should all oppose the new zoning restrictions.”

C)  Yes, exactly. Willett has pretended that things never change.

D)  Nah, C was a perfect answer. This ain’t it.

E)  It’s irrelevant whether the city council ten years ago was “poorly qualified” to make a decision. If they were “justified” in making their decision, then their decision was correct, even if they made their decision by looking in Madame Ruby’s crystal ball. (The Alamo!
 )





Our answer is C.






Flaw Questions: EASIER


September 2007




Section 1




Question 2



Psychologist: A study of 436 university students found that those who took short naps throughout the day suffered from insomnia more frequently than those who did not. Moreover, people who work on commercial fishing vessels often have irregular sleep patterns that include frequent napping, and they also suffer from insomnia. So it is very likely that napping tends to cause insomnia.







The reasoning in the psychologist’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  presumes, without providing justification, that university students suffer from insomnia more frequently than do members of the general population



(B)  presumes that all instances of insomnia have the same cause



(C)  fails to provide a scientifically respectable definition for the term “napping”



(D)  fails to consider the possibility that frequent daytime napping is an effect rather than a cause of insomnia



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that there is such a thing as a regular sleep pattern for someone working on a commercial fishing vessel






How do you know that insomnia doesn’t cause napping?! This is a concept I teach on the very first night of every class. Any time somebody uses a correlation-therefore-causation argument, ask them if they might have the cause and effect relationship backward.
 This is the type of question you should be able to answer in your sleep. The argument says, “A and B are correlated, therefore A causes B.” You should always fire right back: “Hey homes, just curious, but how do you know that B didn’t cause A? In your faaaaaaaace!”





A)  No, the argument simply doesn’t do this.

B)  No, the argument doesn’t do this either. At a minimum, we have to pick an answer that describes something that the psychologist actually did
 .

C)  Okay, the psychologist did fail to define this term, but one is not required to precisely define every term in one’s argument. It would be unreasonable to be required do so, as doing so would require an unreasonable measure of time and words. This is almost never the correct answer on this test.

D)  Yes, exactly. The argument has ignored a possible reversal of cause and effect. Face.

E)  The argument doesn’t do this.





The answer is D. On this question, you absolutely must
 be able to predict the correct answer before looking at the answer choices. If you can’t learn to see this flaw coming, the LSAT is never going to be easy for you. I think you can learn to see it coming. If not, get out now.






Flaw Questions: EASIER


June 2009




Section 3




Question 2



Politician: Most of those at the meeting were not persuaded by Kuyler’s argument, nor should they have been, for Kuyler’s argument implied that it would be improper to enter into a contract with the government; and yet—as many people know—Kuyler’s company has had numerous lucrative contracts with the government.







Which one of the following describes a flaw in the politician’s argument?







(A)  It concludes that an argument is defective merely on the grounds that the argument has failed to persuade anyone of the truth of its conclusion.



(B)  It relies on testimony that is likely to be biased.



(C)  It rejects an argument merely on the grounds that the arguer has not behaved in a way that is consistent with the argument.



(D)  It rejects a position merely on the grounds that an inadequate argument has been given for it.



(E)  It rejects an argument on the basis of an appeal to popular opinion.






I can’t tell you how many times this flaw has been tested. It’s a lot. The flaw is attacking a proponent of a position
 instead of the position itself
 . Someone can be a hypocrite and still have an argument that makes sense. It is never correct, in LSAT logic, to say, “We shouldn’t listen to them because they don’t follow their own advice,” or more broadly, “We shouldn’t listen to them because they, personally, are [anything
 ].” The speaker is not relevant, only the speaker’s words.





A)  This simply isn’t what we’re looking for. And anyway, even though the given passage did
 use the grounds that the argument had failed to persuade anyone, that was only part of the reason the passage offered for rejecting the position. So it’s not fair to use the word “merely” here.

B)  No, the argument doesn’t do this. What testimony? Why would it be biased?

C)  Yes, exactly.

D)  No, the argument doesn’t do this either.

E)  No, even if the argument does do this (by appealing to the opinions of those at the meeting), C is an even worse flaw.





Our answer is C.
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Question 3



On the first day of trout season a team of biologists went with local trout anglers to the Macawber River. Each angler who caught at least 2 trout chose exactly 2 of these trout for the biologists to weigh. A total of 90 fish were weighed. The measurements show that at the beginning of this season the average trout in the Macawber River weighed approximately 1.6 kilograms.







The reasoning above is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  makes a generalization from a sample that is unlikely to be representative



(B)  relies on evidence that is anecdotal rather than scientific



(C)  ignores the variations in weight that are likely to occur over the whole season



(D)  fails to take into account measurements from the same time in previous seasons



(E)  does not consider whether any fish other than trout were caught






If you missed this one, I don’t think you’re reading carefully enough or being critical enough. The argument describes some terrible
 science. You should have been laughing as you read it, because of how horrible it is. Here’s the methodology: 1) Rather than sampling trout yourself, be lazy and let fishermen catch the fish for you. 2) Rather than weighing all
 the trout that are caught, let the fishermen who caught at least two trout arbitrarily choose
 two of the trout for weighing. 3) Then weigh all the trout, divide by the number of trout, and claim that the average weight of the trout in your totally bogus sample is the average weight of the trout in the whole goddamn river. Head straight to the bar and wait for your Nobel Prize to arrive. Right? Um, no. This “experiment” couldn’t win the bronze medal in a science fair for mentally challenged first graders.

Based on their terrible sampling, the only valid
 conclusion that could have been reached here is, “The average weight of the two trout chosen by fishermen who caught at least two trout today is X.” You cannot make any valid conclusion about the average trout in the river.

There are not one but two
 reasons to believe that the sample is unrepresentative here. First, the trout weren’t randomly selected from the river: they are the ones that were caught by fishermen. Maybe they were caught because they are different in some way! They could be bigger than average, and that’s why they were caught. Or they could be younger and less experienced than average, and that’s why they were caught. Or they could be slower, dumber, lazier, hungrier—they could be different from the average trout in a million ways. So the sample may not be representative of the population as a whole.

And that’s not even the worst of it. The fishermen were then allowed to choose
 two of their trout to present for weighing! What, do you think the fishermen are going to show you the two trout closest to the average size of all the ones they caught? If that’s what you think, then you’ve never met a fisherman. And even without
 any outside knowledge, you should at least recognize that it’s not good science to let someone select which subjects will be used in a sample—the sample should be random! Either weigh all
 the trout that were caught, or randomly select
 from the trout that were caught, but for Chrissakes don’t let Grandpa Skidmark limp over with his two biggest ones to brag about.

Okay, that’s gotta about take care of it. The answer is going to be “biased sample” or “unrepresentative sample.” Guaranteed.





A)  Yes, this is exactly what we were looking for.

B)  Well, it was certainly bad science, but I don’t know about anecdotal. “Anecdotal” would have been going down to the campfire and asking a couple of drunken fishermen what size trout they caught that day. I don’t think 90 trout is “anecdotal.” As bad as the science might have been, I don’t think this answer choice does a good job of describing it.

C)  No, the conclusion was only about the weight of the trout at the beginning of the season, using fish that were caught on the first day of the season. Later variation is irrelevant.

D)  No, the conclusion was only about the weight of the trout at the beginning of this
 season. Prior seasons are irrelevant.

E)  No, the conclusion was only about trout.





Our answer is A.
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Question 4



Panelist: Medical research articles cited in popular newspapers or magazines are more likely than other medical research articles to be cited in subsequent medical research. Thus, it appears that medical researchers’ judgments of the importance of prior research are strongly influenced by the publicity received by that research and do not strongly correspond to the research’s true importance.







The panelist’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  presents counterarguments to a view that is not actually held by any medical researcher



(B)  fails to consider the possibility that popular newspapers and magazines do a good job of identifying the most important medical research articles



(C)  takes for granted that coverage of medical research in the popular press is more concerned with the eminence of the scientists involved than with the content of their research



(D)  fails to consider the possibility that popular newspapers and magazines are able to review only a minuscule percentage of medical research articles



(E)  draws a conclusion that is logically equivalent to its premise






The panelist is saying something like, “Studies that get featured in Time
 magazine tend to get cited more frequently in subsequent medical research. Therefore medical researchers are influenced by Time
 magazine.” But that’s not necessarily true. Example: Study A proves, conclusively, that cancer has been eradicated. Study B proves, conclusively, that St. John’s wort doesn’t do jack shit to cure depression. Both are scientifically sound, but the cancer study is a hell of a lot more interesting and important than the St. John’s wort study. Time
 celebrates the glorious defeat of cancer with a cover story. The cancer study gets cited in hundreds of subsequent other studies, because it’s about the cure of friggin cancer
 , and that’s amazingly important. Time
 completely ignores the St. John’s wort study, because nobody is that surprised that herbal remedies don’t do anything. And subsequent studies also ignore the St. John’s wort study, because scientists aren’t surprised either. Were the scientists influenced by Time
 ? No.





A)  The only way you could pick this answer is if you could show me, in the argument, which view was presented, then argued against, that “isn’t actually held by any medical researcher.” You can’t do that, because such a view is not mentioned in the argument.

B)  This would match our example about Time
 magazine and the cancer study. I like it.

C)  No, the argument didn’t mention why
 the popular press would pick up one study vs. another. Maybe it’s because of the eminence of the scientist, but maybe it’s because of the quality of the science, or maybe it’s because Rupert Murdoch forces his outlets to pick up certain stories that are beneficial to Murdoch’s own financial interests, or who knows
 .

D)  Well, the argument didn’t consider this possibility, but why is this possibility relevant? The conclusion of the argument could still be valid, even if this was true.

E)  No, there was no circular reasoning in the argument. This would be the correct answer if the argument had said “every word in the Bible is true because it says so in the Bible.” That’s not what happened in the argument though.





Our answer is B, because if it’s true it undermines the idea that scientists are ignoring the true importance of studies when choosing to cite them.
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Question 4



Politician: Suppose censorship is wrong in itself, as modern liberals tend to believe. Then an actor’s refusing a part in a film because the film glamorizes a point of view abhorrent to the actor would be morally wrong. But this conclusion is absurd. It follows that censorship is not, after all, wrong in itself.







The reasoning in the politician’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that this argument







(A)  presumes, without providing justification, that actors would subscribe to any tenet of modern liberalism



(B)  uses the term “liberal” in order to discredit opponents’ point of view



(C)  takes for granted that there is a moral obligation to practice one’s profession



(D)  draws a conclusion that is inconsistent with a premise it accepts



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that declining a film role constitutes censorship in the relevant sense






Straw man! Politicians and preachers love
 to do this. It’s actually an awesome debate technique. That is, if you’re debating a six-year-old. Politician: “Barack Obama’s health care plan will turn the United States into a Communist country. Surely, nobody wants us to become Communist
 , so the health care plan must be defeated.” (This argument misstates the reality of the plan, in order to more easily challenge it. Barack’s plan, whatever its strengths and weaknesses may be, does not
 turn the USA into a Communist
 fucking country. Stop it.) Preacher: “Evolutionists believe that a fish was swimming along in the ocean one day, when a leg suddenly popped out its side! And then a leg popped out its other side, and then the fish started walking up the beach! That’s absurd, therefore the theory of evolution is wrong, praise Jesus!” This argument misstates the reality of evolution, in order to more easily challenge it. No scientist believes that a leg popped out the side of a fish. It’s more subtle and complicated than that, and it happened over billions of years, and just stop it you asshole
 . The preacher is either disingenuous, or stupid, or both.

Both the politician and the preacher are building up an artificial enemy made of straw, so that they can then puff up their chests and knock their straw man down with a seemingly mighty intellectual blow. But actually, they’re just blowhards.

The given argument does the same thing. It’s not “censorship” when an actor chooses not to take a role. The film will still get made. The politician has misstated the argument against censorship in order to more easily challenge it.

We’re asked to find a flaw, and we already have. This is one of the really big ones. After a while, it should start to jump out at you.





A)  Huh? This isn’t what we’re looking for. And the argument never talks about actors being liberal or not.

B)  No, this is what Rush Limbaugh tries to do every day: turn “Liberal” into a dirty word. That might be a flaw, but it’s not what the politician does.

C)  I think the politician actually did the opposite
 of this. The politician is saying, “It would be absurd to force Clooney to make a film that glorifies war,” not “Clooney has a moral obligation to take every role he is offered.” No way.

D)  No, I don’t see any premise in the argument that conflicts with the conclusion. This would be the answer if the argument had said “2+2=4, therefore 2+2 cannot equal four.” That’s not what happened here.

E)  Yep. The politician has conflated “declining a film role” with “censorship.” Part of our objection above was “those are not the same two things.” So this answer points out the politician’s straw man argument.





Our answer is E.
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Question 4



Ray: Cynthia claims that her car’s trunk popped open because the car hit a pothole. Yet, she also acknowledged that the trunk in that car had popped open on several other occasions, and that on none of those other occasions had the car hit a pothole. Therefore, Cynthia mistakenly attributed the trunk’s popping open to the car’s having hit a pothole.







The reasoning in Ray’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism in that the argument







(A)  fails to consider the possibility that the trunks of other cars may pop open when those cars hit potholes



(B)  fails to consider the possibility that potholes can have negative effects on a car’s engine



(C)  presumes, without providing justification, that if one event causes another, it cannot also cause a third event



(D)  fails to consider the possibility that one type of event can be caused in many different ways



(E)  presumes the truth of the claim that it is trying to establish






This is a cause and effect argument. Ray is trying to disagree with Cynthia’s assertion that her trunk opened because
 of the pothole. Ray says, “Excuse me, Cynthia? Isn’t it true that your car is a piece of shit, and the trunk regularly pops open all the time even when it has not
 hit a pothole? I rest my case: you did not
 hit a pothole this time either.”

But by that same logic, we could make this argument: “Um, Cynthia? Isn’t it true that millions of people get cancer who have never smoked? I rest my case: your uncle, who was a smoker, didn’t get his cancer via smoking.” That’s just absurd.

The problem here is that correlation doesn’t have to be perfect
 in order for there to still be correlation. And while correlation doesn’t prove
 causation, it is a good start toward suspecting that there might be a causal relationship. On the LSAT, it is never a good counterargument to say, “Well, many smokers don’t get cancer,” or “Well, many cancer patients never smoked.” Even if those two things are true, smoking and cancer can still be highly
 correlated, and smoking can, in fact, cause
 cancer.

We’re asked to criticize Ray’s argument. I would boil down my objection into another example: “Hey Ray, you dumbass. Getting your face mauled off by a bear can still cause death, even if all previous deaths in the history of the world have been attributed to other causes.”





A)  Huh? Other cars are not relevant.

B)  The engine of the car is also not relevant.

C)  This is closer, but I don’t see what “third event” Ray ever mentioned.

D)  Yes. Ray has failed to recognize that cancer can be caused by a lot of other things and still also be caused by smoking. Ray has failed to recognize that death can be caused by a lot of other things and still also be caused by getting your face mauled off by a bear. Ray has failed to recognize that even if Cynthia’s car is a horrific piece of shit, and the trunk regularly pops open every time the breeze exceeds 2 MPH, the trunk, in this instance, could still have been caused to open by hitting a pothole. Love it.

E)  Nah, this would be the answer if the argument had said, “The 49ers are the best football team because they are the best in the league at playing football.” That’s definitely bad logic (circular reasoning) but it’s not Ray’s
 bad logic.





Our answer is D.
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Question 4



Industrialist: Environmentalists contend that emissions from our factory pose a health risk to those living downwind. The only testimony presented in support of this contention comes from residents of the communities surrounding the factory. But only a trained scientist can determine whether or not these emissions are dangerous, and none of the residents are scientists. Hence our factory’s emissions present no health risk.







The reasoning in the industrialist’s argument is flawed because the argument







(A)  impugns the motives of the residents rather than assessing the reasons for their contention



(B)  does not consider the safety of emissions from other sources in the area



(C)  presents no testimony from scientists that the emissions are safe



(D)  fails to discuss the benefits of the factory to the surrounding community



(E)  equivocates between two different notions of the term “health risk”






OK, I’m actually starting to get sick of this flaw because I’ve seen it so many times. Defeating an argument does not prove the opposite of that argument’s conclusion! Imagine: “Nathan is an atheist who believes there is no God. But Nathan can provide no evidence that there is no God. Therefore Nathan’s argument cannot stand. And therefore, God certainly does
 exist.” No, jackass, that’s not a good argument. Just because I can’t prove there isn’t a God doesn’t somehow prove that God does exist.

That’s exactly what this argument does.

Here’s another, similarly-flawed, argument: “The defendant claims that he was injured on the night of the murder, and therefore not strong enough to have raised the sledgehammer over the victim’s head while she was sleeping. But we have video footage of him at the county fair that night, winning a giant teddy bear on the ‘test your strength’ game. Therefore, even though we didn’t present any evidence that the defendant had motive, or was at the scene of the crime, or had fingerprints on the sledgehammer, or is actually connected in any way to the victim, we have conclusively proven (based solely on the fact that we have disproven
 one facet of his defense) that the defendant is the murderer.” Uh, no you haven’t. Stop it.





A)  No, the argument doesn’t do this. The argument doesn’t say, “We shouldn’t listen to the residents because they are biased.” Instead, the argument says, “Only scientists are qualified,” which is a substantive reason to eliminate the testimony of the residents, rather than naked discrimination.

B)  No, this is just irrelevant.

C)  Well, yeah. If scientists are the only ones that know whether or not the emissions are safe, you’ll need to provide testimony from those scientists in order to claim that the emissions are safe. It’s definitely not enough to go, “Only scientists know for sure, so we can’t listen to the residents, and even though the scientists didn’t testify at all, we have therefore proven that the emissions are safe.” That ain’t how it works. So this is a good answer.

D)  No, the net value of the factory isn’t at issue here. The only thing at issue is whether the emissions are safe or unsafe.

E)  This would be the answer if the argument had unfairly used the term “health risk” in two different ways. I don’t see that happening here. I thought our answer would more clearly say, “Disproof of an argument doesn’t prove the opposite of the argument’s conclusion.” But C, even though it doesn’t say
 exactly that, does point out that the industrialist hasn’t presented his own argument, and has instead tried to rely solely on defeating his opponent’s argument to prove his own conclusion.





So our answer is C.
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Question 4



Sydonie: Parents differ in their beliefs about the rules to which their children should be subject. So any disciplinary structure in schools is bound to create resentment because it will contradict some parental approaches to raising children.







Stephanie: Your conclusion is incorrect; educational research shows that when parents list the things that they most want their children’s schools to provide, good discipline is always high on the list.







Stephanie’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that







(A)  it focuses on educational research rather than educational practice



(B)  it addresses a more general issue than that addressed in Sydonie’s argument



(C)  it does not counter Sydonie’s suggestion that parents have diverse ideas of what constitutes good discipline



(D)  the phrase “high on the list” is not specific enough to give useful information about what parents desire from a school



(E)  it fails to discuss educators’ attitudes toward discipline in schools






I disagree with Syd, because I don’t think that any (i.e. every)
 disciplinary structure is bound to create resentment. What about a disciplinary structure that took into account parents’ differing beliefs? And I also disagree with Steph, because the fact that parents care about good discipline doesn’t mean they will agree with each other
 about what “good discipline” means. So I disagree with both speakers, which is good
 , because it means that I understand their arguments. This is going to be a piece of cake.

We’re asked to criticize Steph’s argument, which I have already done. Steph can suck it because, as I stated above, the fact that parents care about discipline doesn’t mean they will agree with each other
 about what ‘good discipline’ means. The correct answer will probably say that in slightly different words. But that, my friends, is in essence gonna be the correct answer.  Watch:





A)  I don’t even know what this means. No way.

B)  Definitely not what I’m looking for. We have such a strong prediction here that we are not going to waste time on bullshit. Next, please.

C)  Yep. Steph totally ignored the part of Syd’s argument where Syd said “parents differ in their beliefs.” That was dumb of Steph, and that matches our prediction, and that’s why this is going to be the correct answer.

D)  Nah. Lack of specificity, like failure to define a term, is almost never the correct answer. You don’t have to have a perfect definition or be perfectly specific at all times. If you did, your argument would always be encyclopedic in length. We’ve already found C, so this isn’t going to be it.

E)  Who gives a shit what educators think? Their opinions are simply irrelevant here, since the arguments were about what parents
 think. This is out.





Our answer is C.
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Question 5



Byrne: One of our club’s bylaws specifies that any officer who fails to appear on time for any one of the quarterly board meetings, or who misses two of our monthly general meetings, must be suspended. Thibodeaux, an officer, was recently suspended. But Thibodeaux has never missed a monthly general meeting. Therefore, Thibodeaux must have failed to appear on time for a quarterly board meeting.







The reasoning in Byrne’s argument is flawed in that the argument







(A)  fails to consider the possibility that Thibodeaux has arrived late for two or more monthly general meetings



(B)  presumes, without providing justification, that if certain events each produce a particular result, then no other event is sufficient to produce that result



(C)  takes for granted that an assumption required to establish the argument’s conclusion is sufficient to establish that conclusion



(D)  fails to specify at what point someone arriving at a club meeting is officially deemed late



(E)  does not specify how long Thibodeaux has been an officer






There’s a sufficient vs. necessary flaw here. Basically, the argument goes like this: Diving headfirst into an industrial sausage grinder will kill you. Stepping in front of a San Francisco Muni train will also kill you. Jimbo recently died. But Jimbo didn’t step in front of a Muni train, therefore Jimbo must have dived headfirst into an industrial sausage grinder.

That doesn’t make sense, does it? It shouldn’t. Your objection should be something like, “Uh… how do you know cancer didn’t get Jimbo? Heart attack? What about the million other mundane ways you can bite it?”

Same thing with Thibodeaux’s suspension. Being late, or missing meetings, are specified as ways you can get suspended. But maybe there are a million other ways to get suspended. Who knows? Like maybe Thibodeaux banged one of the other club member’s wives, or farted explosively in the club’s formal dining room. “Pull my finger!”

We’re asked to find the flaw. The flaw is, “Just because two things will get you suspended doesn’t mean that those are the only
 two things that will get you suspended.”





A)  Nah. Being late
 to general meetings wasn’t mentioned as something you could get suspended for.

B)  Yep. This is one way of describing the sufficient-necessary flaw. “Just because two things will produce the result of you dying doesn’t mean nothing else is sufficient to kill you.” Exactly.

C)  Well, this would be a flaw, but it’s not the flaw in this argument. This would be the answer if the logic had gone like this: “Every Pixar movie is awesome, and this movie is awesome, therefore this movie is Pixar.” That’s also a sufficient-necessary flaw, but B does a better job of describing exactly
 the way the flaw was played out, including the “if one thing didn’t do it, the other thing must have done it” part.

D)  Huh? Nah. These details are just not important.

E)  This is totally irrelevant.





Our answer is B.
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Question 5



Letter to the editor: Middle-class families in wealthy nations are often criticized for the ecological damage resulting from their lifestyles. This criticism should not be taken too seriously, however, since its source is often a movie star or celebrity whose own lifestyle would, if widely adopted, destroy the environment and deplete our resources in a short time.







The reasoning in the letter to the editor is vulnerable to criticism in that it







(A)  criticizes a characteristic of the people giving an argument rather than criticizing the argument itself



(B)  takes failure to act consistently with a belief as an indication of the sincerity with which that belief is held



(C)  presumes that a viewpoint must be unreasonable to accept simply because some of the grounds advanced to support it do not adequately do so



(D)  fails to recognize that evidence advanced in support of a conclusion actually undermines that conclusion



(E)  generalizes about the behavior of all people on the basis of the behavior of a few






Very common flaw here: Attacking the source
 of an argument rather than the merits
 of the argument. It’s true that George Clooney blasts all over the world in a private jet, spewing spent jet fuel all over the planet, in order to tell people not to pollute. But “you can’t listen to Clooney because he’s a hypocrite” isn’t a good attack on Clooney’s “don’t pollute” argument. Sure, it might make Clooney look like a dick, but it hasn’t touched his argument
 . The answer here is going to be something like, “The letter has attacked the proponent of an argument rather than the argument itself.”





A)  Yep, that’s exactly what we were looking for. Remember: On the LSAT, it doesn’t matter if the Devil himself is making an argument. You have to hear him out and attack the merits of his position, rather than simply saying, “It’s the Devil, he can’t be trusted.” It’s a classically tested flaw.

B)  Yes, I think the argument does this. But I’m not sure it’s a flaw
 . Isn’t it reasonable to suspect that if someone doesn’t follow their own advice, they might not be sincere? It’s not a flaw to say, “Clooney isn’t sincere.” It’s a flaw to say, “Because Clooney isn’t sincere, his conclusion must be wrong.” That’s why A is the answer, and B is not.

C)  This would definitely be a flaw, but it’s not the flaw found in this argument.

D)  Nah. I don’t see this in the argument.

E)  Again, I don’t see this in the argument.





Our answer is A, and it’s an extremely common one.
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Question 6



The simultaneous and apparently independent development in several ancient cultures of a myth of creatures who were half human and half horse parallels the increased use of horses in these cultures. But despite the nobility and gentleness traditionally ascribed to the horse, the mythical half-horse, half-humans were frequently portrayed as violent and savage. Many human cultures use myth to express unconscious thoughts, so these mythical creatures obviously reflect people’s unconscious fear of the horse.







The reasoning in the argument is flawed because the argument







(A)  fails to show that the mythical creature mentioned represents the horse in people’s minds



(B)  fails to consider that people might have good reason to fear horses



(C)  confuses the expression of unconscious thoughts with the suppression of them



(D)  fails to demonstrate that the myth was not borrowed from one of the cultures by the others



(E)  fails to explain why people use myth for the expression of unconscious thoughts






“Obviously”? No, your conclusion is far from “obvious.” People could have independently invented the savage half-human, half-horse mythical creature for any reason,
 not “obviously” because they were afraid of horses. My first objection is, “How do you know they weren’t afraid of humans
 ? The fucking thing is half human, after all.” My second objection is, “How do you know they weren’t afraid of monstrous half-human, half-anything
 beasts? Why do you ascribe fear of horses, particularly?” Oh, and one more: “Anyway, why did fear have to be involved at all? How do you know that folks don’t just like
 stories about violence? A half-human, half-horse that went around hugging everybody wouldn’t make for very exciting campfire tales.”

We’re asked to find a flaw, and I think the flaw is basically, “Dude, you have made one big-ass assumption there. Basically you’re just guessing that the fear of horses was what caused these fake creatures to be portrayed as savage. But you pulled that out of your ass—there could be millions of reasons.”





A)  We could pick this answer if everything else was totally
 shitty, on the grounds that this seems like a necessary assumption of the argument. If the half-human, half-horse does not
 represent horses in people’s minds, then how could fear of horses have made this mythical creature savage? Then again, I don’t love this answer because the fucking thing was, in fact, represented as half horse
 . How could that not represent horses in people’s minds? So I could go either way on
 this answer.

B)  No way. The point isn’t whether people were justifiably afraid of horses in real life. The point is whether the half-human, half-horse was savage because people were afraid of horses.

C)  What? No, the argument simply isn’t about this.

D)  Nah, this is a red herring. Even if the myth was only invented once, and then borrowed by all other cultures, we are still left wondering why the half-human, half-horse was savage. This answer just doesn’t attack the conclusion of the argument, so there’s no way this can be it.

E)  No, the point isn’t why
 people would use myth to express unconscious thoughts. The point is, in this case, did people express an unconscious fear of horses when they made the half-man, half-horse creature savage? The only possible answer is A. I didn’t love it, but I made a case for it. If A is untrue, then why would the half-human, half-horse be related at all to fear of horses?





Our answer is A.
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Question 6



Studies show that individuals with a high propensity for taking risks tend to have fewer ethical principles to which they consciously adhere in their business interactions than do most people. On the other hand, individuals with a strong desire to be accepted socially tend to have more such principles than do most people. And, in general, the more ethical principles to which someone consciously adheres, the more ethical is that person’s behavior. Therefore, business schools can promote more ethical behavior among future businesspeople by promoting among their students the desire to be accepted socially and discouraging the propensity for taking risks.







The reasoning in the argument is flawed because the argument







(A)  infers from the fact that something is usually true that it is always true



(B)  takes for granted that promoting ethical behavior is more important than any other goal



(C)  concludes merely from the fact that two things are correlated that one causes the other



(D)  takes for granted that certain actions are morally wrong simply because most people believe that they are morally wrong



(E)  draws a conclusion that simply restates a claim presented in support of that conclusion






Correlation does not equal causation! There’s a lot going on here, but that’s the giant flaw. The first sentence is a correlation. The second sentence is another correlation. The third sentence is yet another correlation. And the conclusion wraps all these correlations into a three-layer shit burrito when it says “business schools can promote,” i.e. cause
 something because of these three correlations.

We’re asked to find a flaw, and “correlation does not equal causation” is our very strong prediction, heading into the answer choices.





A)  This doesn’t say, “Correlation does not equal causation,” so we need to move on pretty quickly.

B)  Same explanation as A.

C)  Yep, this is what we were looking for. Guaranteed correct answer.

D)  We already found the correct answer, in C.

E)  We already found the correct answer, in C.





Our answer is C.

Sorry if that was a little jarring, folks. But that’s the correct way to answer this one. Correlation/causation is such an elementary component of your LSAT preparation that you’ve simply got
 to be on the lookout for it. You must predict the correct answer in advance on a question like this.
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Question 7



Numerous books describe the rules of etiquette. Usually the authors of such books merely codify standards of behavior by classifying various behaviors as polite or rude. However, this suggests that there is a single, objective standard of politeness. Clearly, standards of politeness vary from culture to culture, so it is absurd to label any one set of behaviors as correct and others as incorrect.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  reaches a conclusion about how people actually behave on the basis of assertions regarding how they ought to behave



(B)  bases a generalization about all books of etiquette on the actions of a few authors



(C)  fails to justify its presumption regarding the influence of rules of etiquette on individual behavior



(D)  overlooks the possibility that authors of etiquette books are purporting to state what is correct behavior for one particular culture only



(E)  attempts to lend itself credence by unfairly labeling the position of the authors of etiquette books “absurd”










Hmm. So the idea here is basically, “There are many cultures, and many different standards of politeness, therefore no single book on etiquette can possibly be correct.” We’re asked to find a vulnerability, or flaw, in the argument.

Initially, I thought the answer might be something like, “The argument ignores the likelihood that spitting in someone’s grandma’s face during a family dinner is probably rude in all cultures.” But then I looked a little closer at the argument, and the argument actually isn’t claiming that it’s never correct to label a single behavior rude or polite; rather, the argument says no one book
 can be correct.

I don’t think the argument is perfect, because there’s a gap between “there are many different cultural standards of politeness” and “therefore no book on etiquette can be correct.” That’s a chink in the armor at the very least, even if it’s not a flaw per se
 . (I suspect the “flaw” here is basically “the argument’s evidence doesn’t fully justify its conclusion.”) A good weakener would directly probe that gap—something like, “Even though there are many standards of etiquette, there can still be a single book on etiquette that is correct.” Because that would totally devastate the argument, I think the speaker has necessarily assumed that “if there are many cultural standards of etiquette, no single book on etiquette can be correct.”

I don’t love
 any of what I just said, but I do think I’ve explored one of the argument’s weaknesses. You can’t let the perfect be the enemy of the good on the LSAT—there just isn’t enough time. We have to make an argument, even if it’s imperfect, and then move forward. Let’s see what the answer choices have for us.





A)  No, the behavior of people is not at issue here. The argument was about whether a single book of etiquette can be correct, not about how people actually behave.

B)  No, the argument didn’t do this. This would be the answer if the argument had said, “Because authors A, B, and C are wrong, no author can be right.”

C)  Same explanation as A. The argument is just not about behavior.

D)  Oh, I can make a case for this answer. Perhaps Ms. Manners can write a book about etiquette in the United States, and tell her readers
 that she’s writing about United States etiquette, and still be correct even if the book would be worthless in India. If that’s true, then the argument’s conclusion is ridiculous. Of course there are different standards, and different cultures will each have their own books!
 I think this is probably our answer.

E)  Nah. The argument didn’t say, “These other people are absurd, therefore I am right.” Rather, it was labeling “absurd” the idea that any single book of etiquette could be correct. It’s not unfair to call a position absurd if you arrive there by reason. But the reasoning itself
 was flawed, as D points out.





So our answer is D.
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Question 8



Though ice cream is an excellent source of calcium, dairy farmers report that during the past ten years there has been a sharp decline in ice cream sales. And during the same period, sales of cheddar cheese have nearly doubled. Therefore, more and more people must be choosing to increase their intake of calcium by eating cheddar cheese rather than ice cream.







The reasoning above is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  fails to produce statistical evidence supporting the dairy farmers’ claims



(B)  fails to consider alternative explanations of the decline in sales of ice cream



(C)  relies solely on the testimony of individuals who are likely to be biased



(D)  presumes, without providing justification, that ice cream is a better source of calcium than is cheddar cheese



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that people who eat cheddar cheese never eat ice cream






What the fuck is this? Patently ridiculous. People do not
 choose to eat either ice cream or cheddar cheese because of the goddamn calcium
 content. People eat ice cream and cheese because of the taste
 , and that’s pretty much it!





A)  This would almost never be the answer. You’re not required to provide “statistical evidence” that backs up your premises. If you were, then every argument would be encyclopedic in length.

B)  If by “alternative explanations” this answer might mean “taste,” then this could be a good answer. Maybe people decided they like the taste of cheese more than they like the taste of ice cream, so they’re eating cheese over ice cream and it has nothing to do with calcium. That’s my case for this answer.

C)  The argument doesn’t do this. We’re not given any reason why the dairy farmers would lie about increases and decreases in the sales of their dairy products.

D)  It doesn’t do this either. The argument says that ice cream is an excellent source of calcium, and it assumes that cheddar cheese also has calcium in it. The argument never presumes that cheddar cheese is a better source of calcium.

E)  It certainly never says this, or assumes it.





The only plausible answer is B. If we read “alternative explanations” to mean the obvious taste
 explanation, it’s a terrific answer.
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Question 8



Consumer advocate: There is ample evidence that the model of car one drives greatly affects the chances that one’s car will be stolen. The model of car stolen most often in our country last year, for example, was also the   model stolen most often in the preceding year.







The consumer advocate’s reasoning is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  fails to address adequately the possibility that the model of car that was stolen most often last year was the most common model of car in the consumer advocate’s country



(B)  fails to address adequately the possibility that the age of a car also greatly affects its chances of being stolen



(C)  fails to address adequately the possibility that the car model that was stolen most often last year was stolen as often as it was because it has a very high resale value



(D)  presumes, without providing justification, that someone considering whether or not to steal a particular car considers only what model the car is



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that the likelihood of a car’s being stolen should override other considerations in deciding which car one should drive






The problem with this argument is that the consumer advocate ignores the possibility that one model of car is by far the most common, and therefore the most stolen, car. If it’s true that everyone in San Francisco drives a Prius, then it’s probable that the Prius is the most commonly stolen car, even if Priuses are stolen less often per car than other cars
 . If that’s true, then buying a Prius, even if it’s the most commonly-stolen car, would actually decrease
 your chances of having your car stolen.





A)  Yep. If the Prius is the most common car, then it might be the most commonly stolen car even if any individual Prius is no more likely, or even less likely, to be stolen than other cars. This is exactly it.

B)  I suppose this answer is like, “Having a newer car increases the chance that it will be stolen, therefore having a particular model of car does not increase the chances that it will be stolen.” But that’s just silly, because there can be more than one cause for a stated effect. I mean, would it be fair to say, “Leaving the keys in the car increases the chances that it will be stolen, therefore having a Ferrari does not increase the chances that it will be stolen”? I don’t think so. Generally, it’s not a flaw in reasoning to fail to consider all other possible causes. Of course
 there might be other causes. This answer is like saying, “Since you’ve ignored the possibility that eating red meat increases the incidence of cancer, you are wrong to conclude that smoking increases the incidence of cancer.” Answer A was a much stronger weakener, since it specifically attacked the purported correlation.

C)  The reason why
 the model was stolen is irrelevant. Or, if anything, this would actually strengthen the idea that the two variables—ownership of a certain model, having one’s car stolen—are causally related because it would provide a reason to believe that one thing caused the other.

D)  No, the advocate didn’t actually do this. The argument never “presumed” that there aren’t other causes of having a car stolen. Where did the argument use the word “only,” or specifically say that leaving keys in the car won’t get it stolen? It didn’t.

E)  No, the advocate didn’t actually do this. This would only be the answer if the argument had said, “Therefore, you should purchase a model less likely to be stolen.”





Our answer is A.
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Question 9



Letter to the editor: I have never seen such flawed reasoning and distorted evidence as that which you tried to pass off as a balanced study in the article “Speed Limits, Fatalities, and Public Policy.” The article states that areas with lower speed limits had lower vehicle-related fatality rates than other areas. However, that will not be true for long, since vehicle-related fatality rates are rising in the areas with lower speed limits. So the evidence actually supports the view that speed limits should be increased.







The reasoning in the letter writer’s argument is flawed because the argument







(A)  bases its conclusion on findings from the same article that it is criticizing



(B)  fails to consider the possibility that automobile accidents that occur at high speeds often result in fatalities



(C)  fails to consider the possibility that not everyone wants to drive faster



(D)  fails to consider the possibility that the vehicle-related fatality rates in other areas are also rising



(E)  does not present any claims as evidence against the opposing viewpoint






Wait, what? What kind of bullshit is this? The logic here basically goes, “Traffic fatality rates are rising in low speed limit areas, so to improve safety we should raise speed limits.” That’s asinine! Let’s see if we can find an answer that points out why.





A)  Nah, this could never
 be the answer. Using your opponent’s own data against her is not a flaw, it’s a great strategy.

B)  The letter definitely doesn’t mention this possibility, but I don’t know that it “fails to consider” it either. It seems pretty obvious that there are probably fatal traffic accidents everywhere, no matter what the speed limit. I don’t think this answer, by itself, would devastate the logic of the letter. So I’ll keep looking for something better.

C)  Whether people want
 to drive faster is definitely not the issue. No way.

D)  Hmmm. The letter didn’t mention whether fatality rates in high speed limit areas are also
 rising. It just said that fatalities were rising in low speed limit areas, therefore we should raise speed limits. But what if fatality rates are going up at a much faster
 rate in high speed limit areas than in low speed limit areas? Wouldn’t that make the letter look stupid? I like this answer.

E)  There is an extremely high bar for claiming that your opponent presented “no evidence.” Here, the letter mentioned the change in fatality rates in low speed limit areas. That’s evidence. Even if it’s shitty evidence, it’s still not “no evidence.” This answer is out.





Our answer must be D.
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Question 10



Columnist: The failure of bicyclists to obey traffic regulations is a causal factor in more than one quarter of the traffic accidents involving bicycles. Since inadequate bicycle safety equipment is also a factor in more than a quarter of such accidents, bicyclists are at least partially responsible for more than half of the traffic accidents involving bicycles.







The columnist’s reasoning is flawed in that it







(A)  presumes, without providing justification, that motorists are a factor in less than half of the traffic accidents involving bicycles



(B)  improperly infers the presence of a causal connection on the basis of a correlation



(C)  fails to consider the possibility that more than one factor may contribute to a given accident



(D)  fails to provide the source of the figures it cites



(E)  fails to consider that the severity of injuries to bicyclists from traffic accidents can vary widely






No, this is stupid. This logic is like saying, “Fifty-five percent of the class is female, and fifty-five percent of the class is under the age of 30, therefore 110 percent of the class is female and under the age of thirty.” That’s obviously absurd, and what it’s doing is ignoring the overlap—you’re counting quite a few under-thirty females twice in that analysis. Same thing here, with the bikes. How do we know that failure to obey traffic regulations and
 inadequate safety equipment aren’t both factors in some of the accidents? (Example: The drunken idiot on a bike with no lights, and no reflective gear, who runs a stop sign and gets squished by a UC Davis Unitrans bus.)

We are asked to identify a flaw. My prediction is, “Ignores the potential overlap.”





A)  Not what I’m looking for.

B)  The argument doesn’t do this, and it’s not what I’m looking for.

C)  This answer basically means, “Ignores the possible overlap.” Great answer.

D)  Nah, you aren’t required to provide a source for every premise you offer on the LSAT. There’s just not room for all the citations—every argument would be four pages long if they had to go into all that detail.

E)  Huh? Severity of injuries is just not at issue here.





Our answer is C, because it’s the worst flaw present in the columnist’s argument.
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Question 10



The enthusiastic acceptance of ascetic lifestyles evidenced  in the surviving writings of monastic authors indicates that medieval societies were much less concerned with monetary gain than are contemporary Western cultures.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  employs the imprecise term “ascetic”



(B)  generalizes from a sample that is likely to be unrepresentative



(C)  applies contemporary standards inappropriately to medieval societies



(D)  inserts personal opinions into what purports to be a factual debate



(E)  advances premises that are inconsistent






This argument is bullshit because it uses the writings of monks, who purposely live ascetic lifestyles, to make a broad generalization that all people who lived in medieval societies were “less concerned with monetary gain” than people living in contemporary Western cultures. This is silly. The analysis needed to either compare the common man of then to the common man of now, or compare the monks of then to the monks of now, in order to be able to make any sort of valid comparison. So the problem is with the validity of the sample. There is good reason to believe (they are monks
 , for Chrissakes) that the sample is biased. That’s my prediction.





A)  The term ascetic is anything but imprecise. This isn’t the answer.

B)  Yes! The sample is unrepresentative. This is the answer.

C)  This is close, but no cigar. The author has inappropriately compared
 two standards, not applied
 one standard to another time. The author has compared modern standards to medieval monks
 , not to medieval societies
 . Answer B is much better.

D)  This would be the correct answer if the argument had gone something like, “Glee
 is objectively the finest show on TV because it’s my favorite.” That’s not what happened here.

E)  I can’t identify two premises that work against each other here, so this isn’t the answer.





Our answer is B, because it used the writings of monks to make a conclusion about normal folks.
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Question 11



Career consultant: The most popular career advice suggests emphasizing one’s strengths to employers and downplaying one’s weaknesses. Research shows this advice to be incorrect. A study of 314 managers shows that those who use self-deprecating humor in front of their employees are more likely to be seen by them as even-handed, thoughtful, and concerned than are those who do not.







The career consultant’s reasoning is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  bases a conclusion about how one group will respond to self-deprecation on information about how a different group responds to it



(B)  ignores the possibility that what was viewed positively in the managers’ self-deprecating humor was the self-deprecation and not its humor



(C)  ignores the possibility that non-self-deprecating humor might have been viewed even more positively than self-deprecating humor



(D)  infers from the fact that self-deprecating humor was viewed positively that nonhumorous self-deprecation would not be viewed positively



(E)  bases a conclusion about certain popular career advice on a critique of only one part of that advice






The conclusion of this argument is, “Research shows this advice (emphasize your strengths to employers and downplay your weaknesses) is incorrect.” The evidence used to support this conclusion is a study of managers that shows that being a self-deprecating manager
 causes your employees to like you. Um, so, this study about managers
 means that it’s a good idea for me to be self-deprecating in a job interview? Imagine: “My greatest weakness? Well, I mean there are just so many of them, heh heh, where should I start? Am I right?
 ”





Now, maybe if the boss said that, you’d laugh. But how do you think that would work out if someone was interviewing you for a job? Not so well. This indicates that the cited research probably doesn’t apply to the conclusion that was drawn.

The question asks us to criticize the argument. We already have, and our criticism is probably going to be very closely related to the correct answer.





A)  This seems about right. A group of employees might respond differently to self-deprecation than a group of potential employers would. This matches our prediction.

B)  This is not what we predicted, and A already matches our prediction, so we don’t really have to worry too much about what this answer choice might mean. I guess it’s something like, “The employees didn’t like the humor. Rather, they liked that the managers were pointing out their own shortcomings.” Okay fine, but even if that’s true it wouldn’t ruin the idea that self-deprecation is a good strategy in a job interview. If A is true, then it ruins the argument. So A is better than B.

C)  Other types of humor are just irrelevant. A is still the best answer.

D)  These answer choices are getting worse and worse. What does this even mean? A is still the best.

E)  I don’t think this could ever be the correct answer, because it’s perfectly reasonable to base your opinion of a certain plan on only one part of that plan. Example: “I don’t think you should steal that car, because there is a policeman across the street watching you.” In this analysis, I didn’t need to consider what the person was planning to do with the stolen car, or how fun it would be to take a joyride, or any other aspect of the plan, because the plan had one fatal flaw.





Anyway, answer A very closely matched our prediction, B through E were all terrible, and A is therefore our answer.
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Question 11



In order to maintain a high standard of living, a nation must maintain a functioning infrastructure. Major investment in the improvement of its infrastructure will, over time, reward a nation with a corresponding rise in its standard of living. Hence a nation whose standard of living is on the rise can be safely assumed to be a nation that has invested heavily in improving its infrastructure.







The reasoning in the argument is flawed because the argument fails to take into account that







(A)  a nation that fails to invest in its infrastructure need not experience any resulting decline in its standard of living



(B)  many nations are unable to make the needed investments in infrastructure



(C)  the rise in a nation’s standard of living that is prompted by investment in its infrastructure may take a long time to occur



(D)  a rise in a nation’s standard of living need not be the result of major investments in its infrastructure



(E)  nations often experience short-term crises that require that resources be diverted to purposes other than the maintenance and improvement of infrastructure






The flaw in this argument is a confusion between a necessary condition and a sufficient one. The first sentence says that maintaining a functioning infrastructure is necessary
 to maintaining a high standard of living. (So if you don’t maintain your infrastructure you can’t have a high standard of living.) The second sentence says that major investment in infrastructure is sufficient
 to raise the standard of living. (So if you don’t raise your standard of living, you didn’t do major investment in your infrastructure.) The conclusion says if your standard of living is on the rise, then you have invested heavily in infrastructure. But heavy investment was only one way
 to raise your standard of living. It was sufficient (it works), not necessary (other things might also work).





A)  The argument says nothing about decline.

B)  This is sad, but isn’t relevant.

C)  “Take a long time” — so what?

D)  Yep, exactly. This is our answer, because the argument assumes that major investment is the only
 way to make your standard of living rise, which confused a sufficient with a necessary condition.

E)  Short-term crises are irrelevant.





The best answer is D. It’s critical that you answer this question in advance. If you didn’t notice the blatant sufficient/necessary error before looking at the answer choices, you were probably screwed.
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Question 11



It is easy to see that the board of directors of the construction company is full of corruption and should be replaced. There are many instances of bribery by various persons on the staff of board member Wagston that are a matter of public record. These bribes perniciously influenced the awarding of government contracts.







The argument’s reasoning is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that







(A)  the argument fails to show that corruption is not limited to Wagston’s staff



(B)  the argument fails to show that Wagston’s staff engaged in any bribery other than bribery of government officials



(C)  the argument fails to specify the relation between bribery and corruption



(D)  the argument presumes without giving justification that all of Wagston’s staff have engaged in corruption



(E)  the argument attempts to deflect attention away from substantive issues by attacking the character of the board






Starting an argument with “it is easy to see” does not increase my confidence about the believability of what follows. It makes the argument sound like bullshit.

And the rest of the argument doesn’t disappoint me—my bullshit meter is pegged. The evidence is about Wagston’s staff.
 And the conclusion is about the entire Goddamn board of directors! That’s not okay.





A)  Yeah, exactly. Just because Wagston’s staff is dirty doesn’t mean everyone’s dirty.

B)  Uh, no. It’s possible that any
 bribery is bad enough to prove that Wagston’s staff is dirty. This definitely isn’t as big of a problem as A was.

C)  Haha, no. On this question, it’s not horrible to assume that “bribery” and “corruption” are equal. It’s a much worse problem to accuse everyone on the board of corruption because of the actions of a possibly limited group.

D)  The argument doesn’t “presume without providing justification” that Wagston’s staff is corrupt. The argument provides evidence that they engaged in bribery! Furthermore, the argument didn't necessarily accuse all of Wagston's staff.

E)  No, the conclusion of the argument is about character, so it’s okay to present evidence and logic about character.





The answer is A, because it’s not cool to call the entire board corrupt on the basis of a few wrongdoers on one board member’s staff.
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Question 11



Psychiatrist: While the first appearance of a phobia is usually preceded by a traumatizing event, not everyone who is traumatized by an event develops a phobia. Furthermore, many people with phobias have never been traumatized. These two considerations show that traumatizing events do not contribute to the occurrence of phobias.







The reasoning in the psychiatrist’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  treats the cause of the occurrence of a type of phenomenon as an effect of phenomena of that type



(B)  presumes, without providing justification, that some psychological events have no causes that can be established by scientific investigation



(C)  builds the conclusion drawn into the support cited for that conclusion



(D)  takes for granted that a type of phenomenon contributes to the occurrence of another type of phenomenon only if phenomena of these two types are invariably associated



(E)  derives a causal connection from mere association when there is no independent evidence of causal connection






Another common flaw. Very simple example: “Studies show that cigarette smoking is highly correlated with lung cancer. But many smokers never get lung cancer, and many lung cancer patients have never smoked. Therefore smoking does not cause lung cancer.” Bullshit! Variables do not have to be associated 100 percent of the time in order to still be causally related.






A)  No, the argument doesn’t confuse cause and effect.

B)  No, the argument doesn’t throw up its hands and say, “Therefore we’ll never know what causes some phobias.”

C)  No, the argument isn’t circular. This would be the answer if the argument had said “My daddy can definitely beat up your daddy, because if they got in a fight, my daddy would kick your daddy’s ass.”

D)  Yep. This is exactly it. The speaker has assumed that if George Burns can smoke every day of his life without getting lung cancer, then smoking and lung cancer are not “invariably associated,” and therefore smoking can’t cause lung cancer.

E)  No, this answer has two problems. First, it can’t claim the argument presents “no independent evidence of causal connection” when it specifically says “the first appearance of a phobia is usually preceded by a traumatizing event.” What is that, if not evidence? “No evidence” is a super-high standard for an answer choice to bear… the argument has to basically have nothing
 going for it in order to have “no evidence.” The psychiatrist specifically mentions a correlation, and while correlation does not prove
 causation, it’s at least “some evidence” that suggests causation. The second problem with this answer is that the psychiatrist in the end claims that there is no
 causal connection. So he doesn’t “derive a causal connection” after all—he does the opposite.





Our answer is D.
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Question 11



Biologist: Many paleontologists have suggested that the difficulty of adapting to ice ages was responsible for the evolution of the human brain. But this suggestion must be rejected, for most other animal species adapted to ice ages with no evolutionary changes to their brains.







The biologist’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on which one of the following grounds?







(A)  It fails to address adequately the possibility that even if a condition is sufficient to produce an effect in a species, it may not be necessary to produce that effect in that species.



(B)  It fails to address adequately the possibility that a condition can produce a change in a species even if it does not produce that change in other species.



(C)  It overlooks the possibility that a condition that is needed to produce a change in one species is not needed to produce a similar change in other species.



(D)  It presumes without warrant that human beings were presented with greater difficulties during ice ages than were individuals of most other species.



(E)  It takes for granted that, if a condition coincided with the emergence of a certain phenomenon, that condition must have been causally responsible for the phenomenon.






Here, let’s rearrange the elements so that we can more easily follow the logic.






	Premise: Most animal species adapted to ice ages with no evolutionary changes to their brains.

	Conclusion: Therefore we should reject the suggestion of many paleontologists that the human brain evolved in response to ice ages.







Wait, what? The argument basically says, “Humans probably aren’t different.” But isn’t that patently ridiculous? Humans are different from other animals in many
 ways. Our big brains are one of the most important differences, if not the single most important difference. So aren’t paleontologists justified in speculating that something different made
 us different?

We’re asked to criticize the argument, and my first idea is, “Well, something
 must have made us different. So how do you know that it wasn’t a different adaptation to the ice ages that made us what we are? You seem to have assumed that if polar bear brains didn’t adapt to ice ages, then human brains couldn’t have adapted either. That seems silly, seeing as how humans are very different from polar bears.”





A)  This is describing the classic sufficient vs. necessary flaw, which I didn’t spot in the argument. I’m very highly attuned to this flaw, because it is so common. So if I didn’t spot it when I read the argument, then I am almost sure it isn’t there.

B)  Yep. Because polar bears didn’t change, therefore humans couldn’t have changed? That’s bullshit! Which makes this a great answer.

C)  The problem with this answer is that it’s saying “necessary” instead of “sufficient.” The argument says ice ages weren’t sufficient to change polar bear brains, therefore ice ages weren’t sufficient to change human brains either. This answer says ice ages were necessary to change one species, but might not be necessary for other species. That’s different… the argument isn’t talking about necessary conditions.

D)  Huh? The argument simply doesn’t do this.

E)  The argument doesn’t make a correlation-therefore-causation error.





Our answer is B, because it does the best job of pointing out why the argument is silly.
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Question 12



The number of different synthetic chemical compounds that are known to be carcinogenic but are nonetheless used as pesticides, preservatives, or food additives is tiny compared to the number of nonsynthetic carcinogenic compounds widely found in plants and animals. It is therefore absurd to suppose that the rise in the cancer rate in recent decades is due to synthetic carcinogens.







The reasoning above is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it overlooks the possibility that







(A)  the rise in the cancer rate in recent decades is due to increased exposure to nonsynthetic pollutants



(B)  the rise in the cancer rate in recent decades is due to something other than increased exposure to carcinogens



(C)  some synthetic chemical compounds that are not known to be carcinogenic are in other respects toxic



(D)  people undergo significantly less exposure to carcinogens that are not synthetic than to those that are synthetic



(E)  people can vary greatly in their susceptibility to cancers caused by nonsynthetic carcinogens






This is a fairly crafty bit of flim-flammery. It’s good sleight-of-hand, and it’s an argument that a tobacco executive would love: “It’s true that cigarettes cause cancer, but cancer is everywhere! Ooooh SCAAAAAARY. It’s in your water, your air, your food, your BED…
 therefore the recent increase in cancer can’t be due to cigarettes, right? Please?”

Fuck off with that. The fact that there are multiple causes of cancer doesn’t mean that one particular cause isn’t the worst one.

The given argument has claimed, on the basis that there are so many nonsynthetic carcinogens, that synthetic carcinogens can’t be causing the recent rise in cancer. Bullmotherfuckinshit they can’t.





A)  This would actually support the argument. No way.

B)  This would also support the idea that the rise in the cancer rate is not due to synthetic carcinogens.

C)  Since the argument is only about cancer, toxicity only matters here to the degree that it causes cancer. Other toxicity is irrelevant.

D)  It’s not the world’s easiest question, but this is probably the answer. This answer says, “Sure, there are both synthetic and nonsynthetic carcinogens. But people are far more frequently exposed to synthetic carcinogens… so um, synthetic carcinogens might be the culprit after all.” It’s not what we predicted, but it’s a solid attack on the argument.

E)  Who cares? People probably “vary greatly in their susceptibility” to nonsynthetic carcinogens as well, but that does nothing to indicate whether synthetic or nonsynthetic carcinogens are responsible for the recent increase in cancer.





Our answer is D, because it points out a possible problem with the argument.






Flaw Questions: HARDER


December 2008




Section 2




Question 12



Throughout a certain nation, electricity has actually become increasingly available to people in urban areas while energy production has been subsidized to help residents of rural areas gain access to electricity. However, even with the subsidy, many of the most isolated rural populations still have no access to electricity. Thus, the energy subsidy has failed to achieve its intended purpose.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  takes for granted that the subsidy’s intended purpose could have been achieved if the subsidy had not existed



(B)  takes for granted that if a subsidy has any benefit for those whom it was not intended to benefit, then that subsidy has failed to achieve its intended purpose



(C)  presumes, without providing justification, that the intended purpose of the subsidy was to benefit not only rural populations in the nation who have no electricity, but other people in the nation as well



(D)  overlooks the possibility that even many of the people in the nation who live in urban areas would have difficulty gaining access to electricity without the subsidy



(E)  fails to take into account that the subsidy could have helped many of the rural residents in the nation gain access to electricity even if many other rural residents in the nation were not helped in this way






It’s critical to answer this question in advance. The intended purpose of the rural electricity subsidy is “to help residents of rural areas gain access to electricity.” Just because “most isolated rural populations still have no access to electricity” does not mean that the policy has failed. Perhaps zero
 of the most isolated rural populations had access to electricity before the subsidy, and now some of them do. Furthermore, why are the “most isolated” rural populations relevant here? Just because we haven’t been able to get the most extreme hillbillies electricity quite yet doesn’t mean we haven’t been successful—even very successful—with other rural populations.

A similarly flawed argument would be: “I stopped eating cheeseburgers to help me lose weight. I still weigh 300 pounds, so my new cheeseburger policy hasn’t helped.” This makes no sense if we don’t know my starting weight!





A)  This just isn’t what we’re looking for.

B)  This would be the correct answer if the argument had said, “The subsidy has helped urban populations gain electricity, therefore it is a failure.” But that’s not what the argument says.

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  Not what we’re looking for.

E)  Exactly. A policy doesn’t have to help everyone
 in the target population in order to be a success unless it states that somewhere in the policy itself.





Our answer is E.






Flaw Questions: HARDER


June 2003




Section 3




Question 12



Novelist: Any author who thinks a sentence is ungrammatical will not write it down in the first place, and thus will have no need to use a grammar book. On the other hand, any author who is sure a sentence she or he has written is grammatical will not feel a need to consult a grammar book. Thus, grammar books are useless as reference sources for authors.







The reasoning in the novelist’s argument is flawed because the argument







(A)  infers, from the claim that authors should not consult grammar books, that they will not in fact do so



(B)  infers, from the claim that an author does not mistakenly think that a sentence is ungrammatical, that the author will feel sure that it is grammatical



(C)  overlooks the possibility that grammar books are useful as reference sources for people who are not authors



(D)  presumes, without providing justification, that grammar books cannot have any use except as reference sources



(E)  ignores the possibility that there is a middle ground between being sure that a sentence is grammatical and thinking that it is ungrammatical






The problem here is that the novelist assumes that authors always know whether their sentences are grammatical or not. “If they think they’re ungrammatical they’ll never write them down, and if they’re sure they’re grammatical they won’t need to look.” Yeah, yeah. But what if they think
 a sentence is grammatical, but once it’s on paper they’re not so sure and they need to look it up?





A)  The word “should” is never used in the argument. I can’t see how this could possibly be the flaw, because the author simply didn’t do what A describes.

B)  I think this is probably the answer. The novelist’s main problem seems to be the assumption that authors will always know in advance whether something is grammatical; the novelist is failing to see the gray area. B seems to point this out. It’s the best answer so far.

C)  This would be the answer if the novelist had made a grand, sweeping conclusion that grammar references are useless to everyone. But that’s not what the argument said. The novelist’s conclusion was only about authors: “Thus, grammar books are useless as reference sources for authors.
 ” So this answer is a trap.

D)  This is just like C. The novelist’s conclusion was only about the usefulness of grammar books as reference sources.
 He never said they’re not good for looking smart and therefore getting laid, or as paperweights, or for burning in the wintertime. This is a trap, just like C.

E)  Okay, now we have to figure out what the difference is between B and E. I’m 99 percent sure that the novelist’s mistake was ignoring the middle ground. Both B and E seem to describe that. I think E actually does a better job of describing the flaw, because it says clearly, “Ignores the possibility that there is a middle ground.”  Answer B, on the other hand, says the author has “inferred” one thing from the other. I don’t think the author actually did that. If he did, it would have sounded like, “Anyone who doesn’t think a sentence is ungrammatical must always think a sentence is grammatical.” He didn’t actually say that, did he? Instead, he just failed to consider, or “ignored,” the middle ground. So I think our answer is E. I’m kinda going with my gut here, which you have to learn to do from time to time.





Our answer is E.






Flaw Questions: HARDER


June 2004




Section 2




Question 12



Essayist: People once believed that Earth was at the center of the universe, and that, therefore, Earth and its inhabitants were important. We now know that Earth revolves around a star at the outskirts of a spiral arm of one of countless galaxies. Therefore, people’s old belief that Earth and its inhabitants were important was false.







A flaw in the essayist’s argument is that the argument







(A)  presumes, without providing justification, that only true statements can have good reasons to be believed



(B)  neglects to consider that a statement that was believed for questionable reasons may nevertheless have been true



(C)  fails to consider that there can be no reason for disbelieving a true statement



(D)  overlooks the fact that people’s perception of their importance changed from century to century



(E)  neglects the fact that people’s perception of their importance varies from culture to culture






This question exhibits a commonly-repeated flaw on the LSAT: Disproof of an argument
 being taken as disproof of that argument’s conclusion
 . Just because an argument is bad doesn’t mean that the argument’s conclusion can’t still be correct.

An example of this flawed thinking would be, “The cops planted the bloody glove, therefore OJ did not actually commit the crime.” I agree that the cops ruined their case against OJ through their misconduct, and I think it’s right that OJ therefore walks, because we need to discourage future police misconduct. But the fact that some of the evidence was shown to be faulty does not prove
 that OJ didn’t commit the crime. A rock-solid alibi would prove
 he didn’t do it. A videotape of someone else doing the crime would prove
 he didn’t do it. Unfortunately for OJ, he doesn’t have either of these, and all other evidence suggests he is insane. The most likely scenario seems to be that the cops are crooked, the prosecutors were weak, and OJ, nevertheless, did actually do it.

Another example of this concept would be something like, “It’s raining outside, therefore San Francisco is in California.” This argument is horrible. The only premise (“it’s raining outside”) has nothing to do with the conclusion. But a terrible argument doesn’t disprove its own conclusion: the conclusion of the argument can still be correct.





A)  I don’t think the argument does this, partially because I don’t even know what it means. I’m hoping to find something that I can understand, and that matches my predicted flaw.

B)  Yep. This is a good description of the flaw of taking disproof of an argument
 to mean disproof of that argument’s conclusion
 , so it’s almost certainly the correct answer.

C)  What? This is nonsensical. There can be all sorts of good reasons for disbelieving a true statement. Example: If you were OJ’s friend, but you didn’t know he was completely crazy, then maybe you wouldn’t believe the prosecutor when he told you OJ did it, even though in retrospect you’d have to agree that he obviously did it. Anyway B was exactly what I predicted, so I don’t need to waste any more time on C.

D)  Is it even a given fact
 that people’s perception of their importance changed from century to century? I’m not sure it is. Anyway this isn’t what I was looking for. B is still the leader.

E)  Again, I’m not sure this is a fact we were provided. And I’m also not sure it’s relevant.





Our answer is B.

This was a relatively easy question if you’ve seen the flaw a few times, but could be a very difficult question if you haven’t seen it before. The answer choices here are confusing, so if you don’t have an idea what you’re looking for you’re probably in really big trouble. Keep practicing.






Flaw Questions: HARDER


September 2007




Section 3




Question 12



No matter how conscientious they are, historians always have biases that affect their work. Hence, rather than trying to interpret historical events, historians should instead interpret what the people who participated in historical events thought about those events.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument fails to consider the possibility that







(A)  historians who have different biases often agree about many aspects of some historical events



(B)  scholars in disciplines other than history also risk having their biases affect their work



(C)  many of the ways in which historians' biases affect their work have been identified



(D)  not all historians are aware of the effect that their particular biases have on their work



(E)  the proposed shift in focus is unlikely to eliminate the effect that historians' biases have on their work






This is just stupid. “Historians always have biases, therefore historians shouldn’t try to interpret historical events, but should instead interpret what the people thought about those events as they were happening.”


Ahem
 . Why would the people who were involved be any less biased than the historians themselves? Couldn’t they actually be even more
 biased? And furthermore, why would the historians be any less biased when interpreting what these people thought than they would be when interpreting the events themselves?

We’re asked to find a flaw, and I think we’re already on the right track with the two objections above. Let’s see.





A)  The argument didn’t consider this possibility, but why is this possibility even relevant? Just because two historians sometimes agree doesn’t strengthen or weaken the idea that historians should interpret participant observations rather than interpreting the events themselves. This just isn’t relevant to the given argument.

B)  Other scholars aren’t relevant here.

C)  Whether or not the specific mechanisms of bias have been identified doesn’t matter. What matters is, will bias be avoided by focusing on participant observations?

D)  It doesn’t matter whether the historians are aware of their bias or not. The only thing that matters is, will bias be avoided by focusing on participant observations?
 So far, none of the answers have even come close to addressing that issue.

E)  Yes! This answer choice doesn’t get into specifics, but it does match up with our objections at the top. The plan is stupid because why on Earth would you think it will eliminate bias?!
 The plan never provided a shred of evidence that it would change the bias situation at all… it was just one gigantic assumption. Since A through D didn’t touch this issue, we can happily pick E.





Our answer is E.






Flaw Questions: HARDER


June 2006




Section 4




Question 12



Politician: The huge amounts of money earned by oil companies elicit the suspicion that the regulations designed to prevent collusion need to be tightened. But just the opposite is true. If the regulations designed to prevent collusion are not excessively burdensome, then oil companies will make profits sufficient to motivate the very risky investments associated with exploration that must be made if society is to have adequate oil supplies. But recent data show that the oil industry’s profits are not the highest among all industries. Clearly, the regulatory burden on oil companies has become excessive.







The reasoning in the politician’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  fails to justify its presumption that profits sufficient to motivate very risky investments must be the highest among all industries



(B)  attacks the character of the oil companies rather than the substance of their conduct



(C)  fails to justify its presumption that two events that are correlated must also be causally related



(D)  treats the absence of evidence that the oil industry has the highest profits among all industries as proof that the oil industry does not have the highest profits among all industries



(E)  illicitly draws a general conclusion from a specific example that there is reason to think is atypical






WTF is this guy talking about? The conclusion is, “Regulation of oil companies is excessive.” The evidence is, “Oil companies are making huge amounts of money,” and “If regulations are not excessively burdensome then oil companies will make profits sufficient to motivate them to invest and provide us with an adequate oil supply,” and “The oil industry’s profits are not the highest among all industries.” That last one makes me laugh. They aren’t the richest on the planet, therefore we should make them richer? Come on.

The question tells us there is a flaw in this reasoning, and I think the part that made me laugh is probably the biggest problem. You’re trying to tell me that just because they aren’t the
 richest industry of all, and even though we currently have an adequate oil supply, and even though the oil industry is making “huge amounts of money,” that we really need to cut these guys a break and remove the regulations? I’m not buying it.





A)  Yes, the politician assumed that if the oil barons weren’t the richest of all industrialists, then we’d better let them get even richer. The politician did employ a half-assed justification for this, with the bit about the risky investments that are required, but the problem with that analysis is that the risky investments currently are
 being made, so how could we conclude that the regs are too tight? I like this answer, because I feel like it points out the idiocy of the argument.

B)  The politician is on the oil companies’ side, so he definitely didn’t attack their character. Not even close. If you picked this answer, it’s a sure sign that you just aren’t reading carefully enough. Slow down.

C)  I’m very familiar with the dreaded correlation-therefore-causation flaw, but that’s not the flaw present in this argument. A is still the best answer.

D)  The argument actually doesn’t do this, because it cites “recent data” rather than citing an absence of evidence. No way.

E)  This would be the answer if the argument had said, “My LSAT teacher brings us cookies, therefore all LSAT teachers bring their students cookies.” But that’s not what happened in this actual argument.





Our answer is A.






Flaw Questions: HARDER


June 2010




Section 2




Question 12



The government has recently adopted a policy of publishing airline statistics, including statistics about each airline’s number of near collisions and its fines for safety violations. However, such disclosure actually undermines the government’s goal of making the public more informed about airline safety, because airlines will be much less likely to give complete reports if such information will be made available to the public.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  fails to consider that, even if the reports are incomplete, they may nevertheless provide the public with important information about airline safety



(B)  presumes, without providing justification, that the public has a right to all information about matters of public safety



(C)  presumes, without providing justification, that information about airline safety is impossible to find in the absence of government disclosures



(D)  presumes, without providing justification, that airlines, rather than the government, should be held responsible for accurate reporting of safety information



(E)  fails to consider whether the publication of airline safety statistics will have an effect on the revenues of airlines






What? Publishing accident statistics will make the public less informed
 ? No it fucking won’t. Just stop it. This is an argument that only a dirty politician, or LSAT test maker, could love.

We’re asked to find grounds on which the argument is vulnerable. My prediction is, “Listen. Publishing reports makes the public more
 informed. If the airlines are going to put less information in the reports, then we just need to force those dicks to issue accurate reports, not make the reports secret
 . Are you high?”





A)  This doesn’t go as far as I wanted it to go, but I suppose it’s another way of looking at it. Even if the airlines are more guarded with their information, an incomplete published
 report is probably more useful to the public than a complete unpublished
 report. I’d be happy with this answer.

B)  Huh? The argument never does this. It’s only about airline safety reports, not “all matters of public safety.”

C)  Nah, I don’t think the argument actually does this either. The argument doesn’t assume that it’s impossible for investigative journalists, or Erin Brockovich, to dig up the dirt. The argument is solely about whether publishing the reports will make the public more informed or not.

D)  The argument doesn’t take a position on this issue.

E)  Revenues are irrelevant here. The only thing that’s relevant is the public’s interest in being informed.





Our answer is A.






Flaw Questions: HARDER


December 2003




Section 4




Question 12



Many people say that the press should not pry into the personal lives of private individuals. But the press has the right to publish any story of interest to the public unless that story is libelous. So, if a story about a private individual is not libelous, the press has an obligation to publish it, for such information is clearly of interest to the public.







The argument’s reasoning is vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument presumes, without giving warrant, that







(A)   the press can publish nonlibelous stories about private individuals without prying into their personal lives



(B)  one’s having a right to do something entails one’s having an obligation to do it



(C)  the publishing of information about the personal lives of private individuals cannot be libelous



(D)   if one has an obligation to do something then one has a right to do it



(E)  the press’s right to publish always outweighs the individual’s right not to be libeled






Wait, what? Remember, the arguments on the LSAT usually don’t make any sense. This one is no exception. My default mode is always going to be, “The argument doesn’t make sense because _______________.” Here, the argument has concluded that the press has an obligation to publish every non-libelous story about a private individual, on the evidence that “such information is clearly of interest to the public.” That is some bullshit right there. Just because we might be “interested” in what kind of underwear George Clooney wears does not mean that the press has an obligation to publish that story. We are asked to find a flaw in the logic, and I think the flaw is that the argument presumes the press has an obligation to publish every story we are interested in. Is that a fact? It wasn’t presented as fact. So it’s just a giant assumption. And you’re not allowed to make giant assumptions in legal reasoning.





A)  The argument doesn’t assume this. Rather, the argument seems not to care whether the press pries or not.

B)  I think this is it. The argument says the press has the right
 to publish stories about Clooney’s tighty whities, therefore it has an obligation
 to publish those stories. This answer choice does the same thing.

C)  The argument doesn’t do this. Rather, the argument says the press is obligated to publish certain non-libelous stories. Libelous stories are explicitly exempted from the obligation.

D)  This is the reverse of B, but B was correct. This one gets the relationship backward.

E)  Same explanation as C. Libelous stories are explicitly exempted from the argument’s conclusion. So this can’t be the answer.





Our answer is B.






Flaw Questions: HARDER


December 2004




Section 1




Question 13



If the play were successful, it would be adapted as a movie  or revived at the Decade Festival. But it is not successful. We must, regrettably, conclude that it will neither become a movie nor be revived at the Decade Festival.







The argument’s reasoning is flawed because the argument







(A)  fails to draw the conclusion that the play will not both be adapted as a movie and be revived at the Decade Festival, rather than that it will do neither



(B)  fails to explain in exactly what way the play is unsuccessful



(C)  equates the play’s aesthetic worth with its commercial success



(D)  presumes, without providing justification, that there are no further avenues for the play other than adaptation as a movie or revival at the Decade Festival



(E)  fails to recognize that the play’s not satisfying one sufficient condition does not preclude its satisfying a different sufficient condition for adaptation as a movie or revival at the Decade Festival






This is another sufficient/necessary flaw. The facts say that if the play were successful, that would be sufficient information to know that the play would either have to be adapted or revived. Then the argument concludes, on the basis of the play not
 being successful, that the play won’t be adapted or revived. That’s like saying, “If you’re eaten by a shark, you’re dead, therefore any time you’re not eaten by a shark, you’re not dead.” The problem with this thinking is that you could be dead for a lot of other reasons. Similarly, the play could be adapted or revived for a lot of other reasons.

We’re asked to identify the flaw, so we’re looking for something that points out the sufficient/necessary flaw. In the abstract, this would sound like, “The argument confuses a sufficient condition for a necessary condition.” Worded more specifically, it might sound like, “The argument mistakenly assumes that a play’s success is the only
 reason it would ever be adapted or revised.”





A)  No. The flaw isn’t that the argument drew the wrong conclusion; the flaw is that the argument drew any conclusion at all. The conclusion, “the play will not both be adapted as a movie and be revived,” wouldn’t be justified… it would be just as bad as the given conclusion.

B)  You don’t need to define everything in your entire argument. The fact that the play is unsuccessful is enough to know that the rule “every successful play will be either adapted or revived” isn’t triggered in this case. We don’t need to know why
 it’s unsuccessful.

C)  I don’t think the argument actually does this. And anyway, we know exactly what we’re looking for. This isn’t it.

D)  No, “other avenues” aren’t relevant. The only thing that’s relevant to the given rule is adaptation and revival.

E)  Yes, it’s a sufficient/necessary problem. “Sufficient condition,” in this case, means “reason for adapting or reviving.” Success is one reason for adapting or reviving. But there could be other reasons besides success. In fact, maybe lack of success
 would be an equally good reason to adapt it (it sucks, let’s fix it) or revive it (it’s so bad that people will come see it for laughs, a la Point Break
 ). This matches our prediction quite nicely, so it’s got to be our answer.





Our answer is E.






Flaw Questions: HARDER


December 2005




Section 4




Question 13



Columnist: Tagowa’s testimony in the Pemberton trial was not heard outside the courtroom, so we cannot be sure what she said. Afterward, however, she publicly affirmed her belief in Pemberton’s guilt. Hence, since the jury found Pemberton not guilty, we can conclude that not all of the jury members believed Tagowa’s testimony.







Which one of the following describes a flaw in the columnist’s reasoning?







(A)  It overlooks that a witness may think that a defendant is guilty even though that witness’s testimony in no way implicates the defendant.



(B)  It confuses facts about what certain people believe with facts about what ought to be the case.



(C)  It presumes, without providing warrant, that juries find defendants guilty only if those defendants committed the crimes with which they are charged.



(D)  It presumes, without providing warrant, that a jury’s finding a defendant not guilty is evidence of dishonesty on the part of someone who testified against the defendant.



(E)  It fails to consider that jury members sometimes disagree with each other about the significance of a particular person’s testimony.






Huh? Can’t witnesses say one thing inside the courtroom, and another thing outside the courtroom?  The columnist admits that she doesn’t know what Tagowa said in the courtroom, and then goes on to say, “Jurors must not have believed Tagowa.” Big, unjustified assumption here: How the hell do you know that Tagowa didn’t tell a different story on the witness stand?





A)  This isn’t written very clearly, but it’s exactly what we predicted. “In no way implicates” means “does not implicate” means “didn’t drop the dime.” So this answer choice points out the giant flaw we were looking for: Just because a witness says, outside of court, that she thinks a defendant is guilty does not
 mean that the witness, inside court, actually testified against the defendant. Looks perfect.

B)  The argument never claims anything about what anybody “ought” to think.

C)  The argument never claims that anyone found guilty actually committed the crime.

D)  Close, but backward. The argument assumes that Tagowa was honest
 , not dishonest.

E)  This is simply beside the point. It’s true that the argument “fails to consider” arguments between jurors over the significance of some witnesses vs. the significance of other witnesses, but who gives a shit? Every argument “fails to recognize” a lot of irrelevant matters… you can’t talk about everything
 in every
 single argument. This would be a lot better answer if it simply said, “Fails to consider that the jury might believe a witness who thinks the accused is guilty, but still find the accused not guilty.” That
 would be relevant here. But arguments between jurors is too specific, and too much of a stretch.





Our answer is A, because it matches the big flaw we predicted.






Flaw Questions: HARDER
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Question 13



It is characteristic of great artists generally, and of great writers in particular, to have a discerning view of the basic social and political arrangements of the society in which they live. Therefore, the greater a writer one is, the more astute one will be in perceiving the basic social and political arrangements of one’s society.







Which one of the following most accurately describes a flaw in the reasoning above?







(A)  It assumes, without providing justification, that members of a group that is part of a larger group possess all of the characteristics possessed by members of the larger group.



(B)  It assumes, without providing justification, that because something is sometimes the case it must always be the case.



(C)  It assumes, without providing justification, that those artists with political insight do not have insight into matters outside of politics.



(D)  It assumes, without providing justification, that only great individuals can make discerning criticisms of their societies.



(E)  It assumes, without providing justification, that because people who have one quality tend to have a second quality, those who have more of the first quality will have more of the second.






This is going to be easy, because it’s a fairly common flaw on the LSAT. It’s basically, “All A are B, so if you’re more
 A, then you’re more
 B.” That’s not always true. Example: “Drinking whiskey is fun, so the more
 whiskey you drink, the more
 fun you’ll have”? Well, for me that’s true until about Jameson number five or maybe six. At a certain point the fun-meter actually starts to go the other way. Jameson number 15, for example, would certainly not be as fun as Jameson number three; actually, it would be zero fun. Another example: “Some rain is good for a golf course, so more
 rain is always more
 good for a golf course.” Nah. It’s true that without some water, all golf courses would dry up and disappear. But with too much water, the golf course would be submerged, and would also disappear. Okay, I think you get the point.

The question tells us there’s a flaw, which we are fortunate enough to have already identified. Important
 : If you haven’t already identified the flaw in the argument, when the question tells you there is a flaw, you damn well better figure out what that flaw is before looking at the answer choices. The answer choices are going to describe a wide range of flaws, and you need to be really sure what you’re looking for if you want to have any chance.





A)  No, this would be the answer if the argument had said, “The cast of Dancing with the Stars
 is, overall, good at dancing. Therefore Ron Artest / Metta World Peace and Martina Navratilova (the first cast members to be kicked off in two recent seasons) are also good at dancing.” That’s certainly flawed, but it’s not the same flaw.

B)  This is closer, but this isn’t what we’re looking for. This would be the answer if the argument had said, “Because my grandma won a $400 jackpot at a quarter slot machine last year, I am guaranteed to win money this weekend in Vegas.” Very stupid, but we’re looking for the same
 stupid.

C)  Nah. The argument makes no claim about what other insights these artists and writers may or may not have.

D)  No, the argument doesn’t make any claim about what kind of discerning criticisms non-great people may or may not be able to make.

E)  Yeah, exactly. Jameson is fun, but more Jameson isn’t always more fun.





Our answer is E.
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Question 13



Researcher: People with certain personality disorders have more theta brain waves than those without such disorders. But my data show that the amount of one’s theta brain waves increases while watching TV. So watching too much TV increases one’s risk of developing personality disorders.







A questionable aspect of the reasoning above is that it







(A)  uses the phrase “personality disorders” ambiguously



(B)  fails to define the phrase “theta brain waves”



(C)  takes correlation to imply a causal connection



(D)  draws a conclusion from an unrepresentative sample of data



(E)  infers that watching TV is a consequence of a personality disorder







What
 ?!?!! Jesus Christ. The logic in this argument is identical to this: “People with cancer spend a lot of time in the hospital. But my data show that spending time in the hospital increases after getting run over by a truck. So getting run over by a truck increases one’s risk of developing cancer.” That is dumb, and it pisses me off. If you’re doing the LSAT right, it should piss you off too. Getting pissed leads to right answers.

The argument has assumed that just because two things (personality disorders, watching TV) are both correlated
 with the same other thing (increased theta brain waves), then the first two things must be causally
 related with each other: Watching TV must cause personality disorders. This is simply unreasonable. There is no reason
 to think this is true.

Lemme just check to make sure my example uses the same bad pattern: The argument has assumed that just because two things (cancer, getting run over by a truck) are both correlated
 with the same other thing (visits to the hospital) then the first two things must be causally
 related with each other: Getting run over by a truck must cause cancer. Yep, it’s exactly the same dumbass argument.

From here, the question should be pretty easy to answer.





A)  Uh, no. Definitely not what I’m looking for.

B)  Again, no. It’s not a requirement of logic that you define every single term you use. If you did have to do that, then every argument would be dictionary length.

C)  Yes, it definitely does this. See above.

D)  No. This is sometimes the answer, but only when the argument gives you a reason to suspect that the sample is biased
 . That didn’t happen here, so no way.

E)  No, this is backward. The argument says that personality disorders are a consequence of watching TV.





Our answer is definitely C. 
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Question 14



Some critics claim that the power of the media to impose opinions upon people concerning the important issues of the day is too great. But this is not true. It would be true if on major issues the media purveyed a range of opinion narrower than that found among consumers of media. The fact that this assumption is untrue shows the critics’ claim to be false.







Which one of the following most accurately describes a reasoning flaw in the argument?







(A)  The argument launches a personal attack against the critics rather than addressing the reasons they present in support of their claim.



(B)  The argument takes for granted that the media give at least as much exposure as they should to a wide range of opinion on the important issues of the day.



(C)  The argument takes for granted that if the truth of one claim implies the truth of a second claim, then the falsity of the first claim proves the falsity of the second claim.



(D)  The argument, instead of providing adequate reasons in support of its conclusion, makes an appeal to popular opinion.



(E)  The argument takes for granted that it is desirable for a wide range of opinion on the important issues of the day to receive media exposure.






This is yet another conditional reasoning error, of the most fundamental sort. Basically the logic is in the same form as, “Fact: If OJ admitted it, then he did it. Fact: OJ didn’t admit it. Conclusion: So OJ didn’t do it.” Formally, my objection would be stated as, “You have confused a sufficient condition for a necessary condition. Sure, if OJ admitted it then that would be sufficient
 for us to know that he did it. But that does not mean it is necessary
 for OJ to confess in order for him to have done it.”

Informally, my objection would be, “The arrow only goes one way, you incredible dumbass.” “Confess —> guilty” does NOT mean that “guilty —> confess.”





A)  This would be the answer if the argument had said, “People who believe this are douchebags, therefore their conclusion is false.” That’s not what the argument did though.

B)  You can't accuse someone of “taking something for granted” unless it is a necessary part of their argument. Here, the speaker never claimed or assumed that the media cover “a wide range of opinion on the important issues of the day.” So this can't be it. 

C)  Yep. Exactly. This describes an error of conditional reasoning. A —> B does NOT mean that B —> A or A
 —> B
 . Note that those two errors are contrapositives of each other, and are therefore the same thing, logically. That’s exactly what this argument did. This is the answer, unless D or E somehow talks me out of it. But I don’t see that happening.

D)  This would be the answer if the argument had said, “People think American Idol is a great show, therefore American Idol really is a great show.” That would be flawed thinking, because popular opinion doesn’t prove anything, but that’s not what the argument did.

E)  Even if the argument did this, I’m not sure it would be a flaw. And the argument didn’t even do this. Rather, the argument was solely concerned with whether the critics are right or wrong, independent of any normative analysis of whether media coverage of any sort is better than another.





Our answer is C. By the time you’re done studying for the LSAT, a question like this should be a two out of ten difficulty… you should see it coming a mile away. This issue is so important that until you understand it, you shouldn’t even bother studying for the rest of the test. This is walking… learn how to do it before you try to run.









What's all this about the "contrapositive"?











Suppose I gave you the following rule: “If you’re Warren Buffett, then you’re rich.”




This statement means that if you are Warren Buffett, then we know for sure that you are rich. (Buffett —> Rich). What the statement doesn’t mean is that anyone who is rich is Warren Buffett. That's because there are plenty of other rich folks in the world. But the statement does mean that if you’re not rich, then you are not Warren Buffet. (Rich
 —> Buffett
 ).




What I just did there is called the “contrapositive.” Memorize this: To do the contrapositive, you must 1) switch the order of the terms, and 2) switch the signs of both terms.
 It’s very puzzling to new students, but pretty straightforward once you get used to it.








Another example:




“If you trip and fall headfirst into an industrial sausage grinder, then you are dead.”




Okay, so if someone gets turned into sausage, that’s enough information for us to know that they are dead. (Sausage —> Dead). But that doesn’t mean that every dead person fell headfirst into an industrial sausage grinder. (There are lots of other ways to go, and personally I would prefer just about any other method.) But what the statement does mean is that if you are not dead, then you could not have fallen into an industrial sausage grinder. When we draw the contrapositive, we’ll see the terms in 1) opposite order with 2) the opposite sign. So the contrapositive is (Dead
 —> Sausage
 ). In other words, if someone is not dead, then we have enough information to know that they are not sausage.




You'll see lots more examples of the contrapositive in this book. I know it might seem a bit abstract and puzzling right now, but it'll be second nature by the time you're done.
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Question 14



Eighteenth-century moralist: You should never make an effort to acquire expensive new tastes, since they are a drain on your purse and in the course of acquiring them you may expose yourself to sensations that are obnoxious to you. Furthermore, the very effort that must be expended in their acquisition attests their superfluity.







The moralist’s reasoning is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the moralist







(A)  draws a conclusion that simply restates a claim presented in support of that conclusion



(B)  takes for granted that the acquisition of expensive tastes will lead to financial irresponsibility



(C)  uses the inherently vague term “sensations” without providing a definition of that term



(D)  mistakes a cause of acquisition of expensive tastes for an effect of acquisition of such tastes



(E)  rejects trying to achieve a goal because of the cost of achieving it, without considering the benefits of achieving it






The first time I read this argument, I thought it was circular. Circular reasoning is an argument that assumes its own conclusion, that is, an argument that presents a conclusion without any support other than itself. I’ve already provided a few examples of this, but here’s another one: “Bakersfield is the armpit of California, because Bakersfield sucks.” There’s no evidence or logic there at all, just a naked attack on Bakersfield. Which does, by the way, suck ass.

But that’s not what really happens here.  The moralist presents three reasons why “expensive new tastes” should be avoided: 1) cost, 2) exposure to “obnoxious sensations,” whatever that means, and 3) effort. After all that, I can’t really call the argument “circular.” There definitely has
 been evidence presented. Unfortunately, I can’t really predict what the flaw is before looking at the answer choices. We’re just going to have to wade in.





A)  This would be the correct answer if the argument were
 circular. But, as we discussed above, this argument did present some evidence.

B)  “Financial irresponsibility” isn’t mentioned in the argument, so this can’t be the flaw that the author has actually made.

C)  This is almost never the correct answer on the LSAT. First, “sensations” isn’t an inherently vague term. Second, we don’t need to define every
 term used in our arguments. If we did have to do that, then every argument would have to be accompanied by an entire dictionary. This can’t be it.

D)  This would be the correct answer if the argument had confused a cause for an effect. An example would be, “Laptop ownership leads to higher incomes,” when, in fact, higher incomes probably cause laptop ownership. This isn’t it.

E)  The argument does
 do this. It focuses entirely on the negative aspects of acquiring new tastes, without mentioning whether there might be any positives. This would be like saying, “You shouldn’t ever go to the hospital because it’s expensive and painful,” while ignoring the fact that the hospital might save your life, thus justifying any expense and pain you might have to bear.  This is it.





Our answer is E.
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Question 14



Expert: A group of researchers claims to have shown that for an antenna to work equally well at all frequencies, it must be symmetrical in shape and have what is known as a fractal structure. Yet the new antenna developed by these researchers, which satisfies both of these criteria, in fact works better at frequencies below 250 megahertz than at frequencies above 250 megahertz. Hence, their claim is incorrect.







The reasoning in the expert’s argument is flawed because the argument







(A)  fails to provide a definition of the technical term “fractal”



(B)  contradicts itself by denying in its conclusion the claim of scientific authorities that it relies on in its premises



(C)  concludes that a claim is false merely on the grounds that there is insufficient evidence that it is true



(D)  interprets an assertion that certain conditions are necessary as asserting that those conditions are sufficient



(E)  takes for granted that there are only two possible alternatives, either below or above 250 megahertz






This argument confuses a condition that is necessary for a given outcome to be sufficient for that same outcome. The argument basically says, “Scientists claim that to be in San Francisco, you must be in California. But George is in California, and he is not in San Francisco, therefore the scientists are mistaken.”

Yes, it really is
 that simple.





A)  No way, we’re looking for “confuses a necessary condition with a sufficient condition” or its equivalent.

B)  Again, not what we’re looking for.

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  Boom.

E)  Not what we’re looking for, and D was exactly
 what we were looking for, so D is our answer.





Our answer is D.

There’s a reason why I discuss the Sufficient-Necessary flaw on the first night of every single class I teach: The LSAT will probe for your understanding of this flaw on every single test
 . Probably multiple times per test. Until you master it, you’re going to have a very hard time on the LSAT.
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Question 14



Franklin: The only clue I have as to the identity of the practical joker is the handwriting on the note. Ordinarily I would suspect Miller, who has always been jealous of me, but the handwriting is not hers. So the joker is apparently someone else.







Which one of the following provides the strongest grounds for criticizing Franklin’s reasoning?







(A)  It fails to consider the possibility that there was more than one practical joker.



(B)  It fails to indicate the degree to which handwriting samples should look alike in order to be considered of the same source.



(C)  It provides no explanation for why Miller should be the prime suspect.



(D)  It provides no explanation for why only one piece of evidence was obtained.



(E)  It takes for granted that if the handwriting on the note had been Miller’s, then the identity of the joker would have been ascertained to be Miller.






This is a tough question, and I missed it the first time around. After reading the argument, my objection to the reasoning was “how do you know Miller didn’t get someone else to write the note?” Let’s see how that plays out in the answer choices.





A)  For some reason, this didn’t jump out at me initially. I think I assumed that Miller could have gotten someone else to write the note without that someone else being labeled as another “practical joker.” But that seems silly, in retrospect. I think I wanted an answer choice to say something more like, “It fails to consider the possibility that Miller could have gotten someone else to write the note,” and this answer doesn’t explicitly say it. But it’s a very short leap from “more than one practical joker” to “Miller is still the joker, but had an accomplice
 write the note.” So that’s my argument for A being the answer.

B)  This is absolutely not the answer, because handwriting analysis is simply not at issue here. “The handwriting is not hers” is a premise, and therefore must be considered to be a fact. It doesn’t matter what kind of analysis was used to prove that fact.

C)  The argument simply doesn’t do this. Miller is the prime suspect because “Miller has always been jealous.” We don’t need more than that to suspect
 Miller did it.

D)  Again, we don’t need a reason to back up every single one of our premises. Handwriting is the only thing at issue here. That’s fine. Maybe more evidence would be better, but this just isn’t the main problem with the reasoning. The main problem with the reasoning is, “Couldn’t Miller have gotten someone else to write the note?”

E)  I picked this the first time around, but in retrospect it’s obvious to me that this is incorrect. The author assumes that since Miller didn’t write the note, Miller wasn’t the culprit. The correct contrapositive of that assumed premise is, “If Miller was the culprit, Miller would have written the note.” But answer E says the opposite of that! (If the handwriting was Miller’s, then Miller was the culprit.) If you picked E, you made the classic sufficient vs. necessary mistake that I’m always hollering about. But even I make this mistake sometimes too. Bad Nathan! Bad!






Anyway, our answer is A.
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Question 15



Humans are supposedly rational: in other words, they have a capacity for well-considered thinking and behavior. This is supposedly the difference that makes them superior to other animals. But humans knowingly pollute the world’s precious air and water and, through bad farming practices, deplete the soil that feeds them. Thus, humans are not rational after all, so it is absurd to regard them as superior to other animals.







The reasoning above is flawed in that it







(A)  relies crucially on an internally contradictory definition of rationality



(B)  takes for granted that humans are aware that their acts are irrational



(C)  neglects to show that the irrational acts perpetrated by humans are not also perpetrated by other animals



(D)  presumes, without offering justification, that humans are no worse than other animals



(E)  fails to recognize that humans may possess a capacity without displaying it in a given activity






We’re asked to identify a flaw in the argument. So we need to find something that 1) actually happened in the argument, and 2) the makers of the test would consider a “flaw.” Normally, I would try to predict the answer here. How about, “It’s possible for me to rationally pollute the environment. I don’t have kids, I don’t even like kids (I most definitely don’t give a shit about your
 kids) so why shouldn’t
 I pollute, if the pollution isn’t going to matter until long after I’m dead?” It turns out that that’s not actually the answer, unfortunately. (The test makers would never permit such an anti-environmental answer; they’re all a bunch of progressive academics. And I don’t actually hate the environment, by the way. Kids? That’s a different story.)





A)  No, the argument doesn’t present two incompatible definitions of rationality. Since the argument doesn’t even do
 this, it can’t possibly be the correct answer.

B)  Awareness is not a part of the argument. So again, the argument doesn’t actually do this. Therefore it can’t be the answer.

C)  Humans could still be irrational, even if other animals were also irrational. So this isn’t it.

D)  The argument doesn’t presume that humans are no worse than other animals. The argument attempts to lay out a case, with evidence and logic, that humans are no better than other animals.

E)  I hate this answer, but it’s the best of a bad lot. The argument does
 seem to assume that if humans act irrationally in any given instance, then they must not possess rationality. But can’t humans be rational, and sometimes have a blind spot? I never would have predicted this answer, but the argument does, in a way, say, “For a basketball player to be a Hall of Famer, he has to have a capacity for dominating his opposition. But LeBron James, supposedly a certain Hall of Famer, got his ass kicked in the playoffs this year. Therefore LeBron is not a Hall of Famer after all.” The problem with this is that LeBron certainly does
 have dominance, but that doesn’t mean he’s going to win every single game. A through D all sucked, and we’ve been able to make a case for E.





So E is our answer.
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Question 15



Bowers: A few theorists hold the extreme view that society could flourish in a condition of anarchy, the absence of government. Some of these theorists have even produced interesting arguments to support that position. One writer, for example, contends that anarchy is laissez-faire capitalism taken to its logical extreme. But these theorists’ views ignore the fundamental principle of social philosophy—that an acceptable social philosophy must promote peace and order. Any social philosophy that countenances chaos, i.e., anarchy, accordingly deserves no further attention.







The reasoning in Bowers’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that







(A)  the meaning of a key term shifts illicitly during the course of the argument



(B)  the argument fails to show that laissez-faire capitalism deserves to be rejected as a social philosophy



(C)  the truth or falsity of a view is not determined by the number of people who accept it as true



(D)  the argument presumes, without providing justification, that any peaceful society will flourish



(E)  it is unreasonable to reject a view merely because it can be described as extreme






I’m just going to tell you the answer on this one. The argument defines “anarchy” in the beginning as “the absence of government.” But then, near the end of the argument, it equates anarchy with “chaos.” Chaos and the absence of government are not, by definition, the same thing. So the argument is flawed in that it allows a key term to shift in meaning. Another example of this would be if you used the word “mad” to mean “angry” and then used the word “mad” to mean “crazy,” and then tried to draw some conclusion from those two statements. It’s nonsensical. This is a commonly-tested flaw on the LSAT, so watch out for it. A exactly describes this flaw.





Our answer is A.
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Question 15



Carla: Professors at public universities should receive paid leaves of absence to allow them to engage in research. Research not only advances human knowledge, but also improves professors’ teaching by keeping them abreast of the latest information in their fields.







David: But even if you are right about the beneficial effects of research, why should our limited resources be devoted to supporting professors taking time off from teaching?







David’s response to Carla is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  ignores the part of Carla’s remarks that could provide an answer to David’s question



(B)  takes for granted that the only function of a university professor is teaching







(C)  incorrectly takes Carla’s remarks as claiming that all funding for professors comes from tax money



(D)  takes for granted that providing the opportunity for research is the only function of paid leaves of absence



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that professors do not need vacations






David is a dumbass. Carla says professors should get paid leaves of absence to allow them to engage in research because this advances human knowledge and furthermore improves professors’ teaching
 . David, picking his nose, then goes, “Duh… why should we pay teachers not to teach?”

Put yourself in Carla’s shoes and get indignant! “David, you jackass, did you not listen to what I just said? I told you that paying them for time off will improve their teaching
 .”

If you can get pissed off, it will make the questions a whole lot easier. If you’re not outraged, you’re not paying attention.

A)  Exactly! David simply wasn’t listening; Carla already answered his question.

B)  He doesn’t do this, because he acknowledges Carla’s statement about the benefits of professors doing research.

C)  David makes no claim about where funding comes from.

D)  No, David probably thinks that the time off gives the professors lots of time to play golf, go shopping, and maybe do a little sunbathing in addition to doing a little research. We could make an argument for this answer, but since A was already so perfect we don’t need to bother.

E)  David says nothing about vacations. It’s paid leaves of absence that he’s concerned about. (He’s probably fine with them taking as many unpaid vacations as they want, and he’d probably also agree to a normal two weeks paid vacation like any other employee gets.)





A is the best answer.
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Question 15



If Agnes’s research proposal is approved, the fourth-floor lab must be cleaned out for her use. Immanuel’s proposal, on the other hand, requires less space. So if his proposal is approved, he will continue to work in the second-floor lab. Only those proposals the director supports will be approved. So since the director will support both proposals, the fourth-floor lab must be cleaned out.







The argument’s reasoning is flawed because the argument







(A)  presumes, without providing justification, that the fourth-floor lab is bigger than the second-floor lab



(B)  fails to consider the possibility that a proposal will be rejected even with the director’s support



(C)  presumes, without providing justification, that the director will support both proposals with equal enthusiasm



(D)  fails to consider the possibility that Immanuel will want to move to a bigger lab once his proposal is approved



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that no lab other than the fourth-floor lab would be adequate for Agnes’s research






This is a classic error of conditional reasoning. The premises say “only” those proposals with the director’s support will be approved. The word “only” indicates a necessary condition. We could diagram it like this:






	Approved —> Support



contrapositive:


	
Support
 —> Approved








But that does not
 mean that every proposal with the director’s support will be approved, which is exactly what the argument seems to assume. Support was supposed to be a necessary condition, but the argument assumes support is sufficient.

We’re asked to identify the flaw. I think the answer will be, “This argument confuses a necessary condition for a sufficient condition.”





A)  Nope, not what we’re looking for.

B)  Yep. I was looking for the words “sufficient” and “necessary,” but this does point out the flaw. Without the director’s support, a proposal will always fail. But even with director’s support, it’s possible to still
 fail. On the LSAT, it’s always possible to satisfy a necessary condition, like the director’s support, and still fail the sufficient condition. For example, if the law is “UC Hastings is in San Francisco,” then it’s necessary to be in San Francisco in order to be at UC Hastings. But being in San Francisco doesn’t mean that you’re at Hastings: there are a lot of other places you could be. I like this answer.

C)  No, this is not what we were looking for, and we already found B.

D)  Nope, same as C.

E)  Nope, same as C.





Our answer is B.
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Question 15



Trustee: The recent exhibit at the art museum was extensively covered by the local media, and this coverage seems to have contributed to the record-breaking attendance it drew. If the attendance at the exhibit had been low, the museum would have gone bankrupt and closed permanently, so the museum could not have remained open had it not been for the coverage from the local media.







The reasoning in the trustee’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  confuses a necessary condition for the museum’s remaining open with a sufficient condition for the museum’s remaining open



(B)  takes for granted that no previous exhibit at the museum had received such extensive media coverage



(C)  takes for granted that most people who read articles about the exhibit also attended the exhibit



(D)  fails to address the possibility that the exhibit would have drawn enough visitors to prevent bankruptcy even without media coverage



(E)  presupposes the very conclusion that it is trying to prove






My first thought here was, “Hey, if the coverage of the event happened after
 the event, then how could the coverage have enhanced attendance? Isn’t it possible that the huge attendance is what caused the coverage, rather than the other way round?”

However, there’s nothing about “confuses a cause with an effect” or “fails to consider the possibility that the event might have preceded the coverage” in the answer choices. So the answer must be something else.

The first sentence can be read as a premise, not an assertion. If it’s a premise, then we’re supposed to accept it as fact. So let’s go ahead and assume that the coverage did, in fact, draw more people to the event. The second sentence goes on to say that if attendance had been low, the museum would have gone bankrupt and closed. Let’s also accept that as fact.

The conclusion adds all this up and says, “The museum would have closed without the coverage.” That’s where the argument goes off the rails. We might agree that the coverage seems to have helped
 the museum stay open. But do we really know that, without the coverage, the museum would have closed?





A)  This is a description of the LSAT’s most common flaw. If it had been present in the argument, we would have noticed it. So it’s not the answer for this question.

B)  We don’t even know whether previous exhibits existed! It’s hard to see how this could possibly be relevant.

C)  No. This is wrong for two reasons. First, the argument talked about “local media,” which might have been TV and radio rather than print “articles.” Second, it’s not necessary that most
 people who were exposed to the coverage came to the exhibit, only that some
 people who were exposed came to the exhibit. If the coverage reached 10 million people, and only 1 percent of them came, that’s still 100,000 people, which seems like a lot. This is not a good answer.

D)  Yes, this matches our prediction. The problem with the conclusion is that it claimed that the media coverage was a “but/for” cause of the museum’s success. Without the media, the argument claims, the museum would be closed. This answer points out that the media wasn’t necessarily necessary
 .

E)  This is a common flaw, circular reasoning, but there was no circular reasoning presented in the given argument. This is out.





Our answer is D, because it points out that even though the media helped
 the museum stay open, it’s still possible that the museum would have remained open even without the media.
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Question 15



Technological innovation rarely serves the interests of society as a whole. This can be seen from the fact that those responsible for technological advances are almost without exception motivated by considerations of personal gain rather than societal benefit in that they strive to develop commercially viable technology.







The argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  contains a premise that cannot possibly be true



(B)  takes for granted that technology beneficial to society as a whole cannot be commercially viable



(C)  fails to consider the possibility that actions motivated by a desire for personal gain often do not result in personal gain



(D)  takes for granted that an action is unlikely to produce a certain outcome unless it is motivated by a desire to produce that outcome



(E)  draws a conclusion about the practical consequences of people’s actions on the basis of theoretical views about what people should or should not do










By the time you’re ready to take the LSAT, you should see this one coming a mile away; this flaw is very
 commonly tested. The flaw in the reasoning is that it attacks the motivations of a thought or action, rather than addressing the merits of the thought or action itself. This is an ad hominem
 attack, and you should watch out for it not only on the LSAT but also in real life. Politicians do this allllllllll the time. Here, the logic is something like, “If Steve Jobs is motivated by money, then his products can’t serve the interests of society as a whole.” That’s bad thinking, because sometimes self-interested actions can accidentally improve the lot of others. Let’s look for an answer choice that points this out.





A)  I don’t see any premises that are mentioned that can’t possibly be true. So there’s no way this can be the answer.

B)  The argument doesn’t do this. It does say that “rarely” will an innovation serve society as a whole, because most innovators are searching for commercially viable inventions. But that doesn’t mean that beneficial technology cannot be commercially viable. Rare isn’t the same thing as impossible.

C)  No, this answer is something like, “Steve Jobs sometimes makes products that don’t sell.” That’s not the flaw we’re looking for. The ideal answer would say, “Steve Jobs can be solely motivated by money but still make products that serve the interests of society as a whole.” We’re still looking.

D)  Yep. This answer choice points out that motivations and outcomes aren’t always the same. It’s possible to be motivated by money, for example, and create the iPhone, which benefits humanity. I like this answer.

E)  The argument doesn’t present any “theoretical views about what people should or should not do.” In order for this to be the answer, the argument would have to have said, “People should (or should not) do XYZ.” The argument simply didn’t do that. So this is out.





The best answer is D. Once you see this flaw a couple times, this should become a very easy question. It’s basically a free point, once you’ve done enough practice.
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Question 15



The typological theory of species classification, which has few adherents today, distinguishes species solely on the basis of observable physical characteristics, such as plumage color, adult size, or dental structure. However, there are many so-called “sibling species,” which are indistinguishable on the basis of their appearance but cannot interbreed and thus, according to the mainstream biological theory of species classification, are separate species. Since the typological theory does not count sibling species as separate species, it is unacceptable.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that







(A)  the argument does not evaluate all aspects of the typological theory



(B)  the argument confuses a necessary condition for species distinction with a sufficient condition for species distinction



(C)  the argument, in its attempt to refute one theory of species classification, presupposes the truth of an opposing theory



(D)  the argument takes a single fact that is incompatible with a theory as enough to show that theory to be false



(E)  the argument does not explain why sibling species cannot interbreed






This argument basically says, “Theory A is not compatible with theory B, therefore theory A is unacceptable.” What type of shit is that? Couldn’t we conclude, on the exact same evidence, that theory B is unacceptable? Or that neither theory is acceptable?





A)  I can’t see how this would ever be the answer. There isn’t time, on the LSAT, to present arguments that “evaluate all aspects” of anything. You’d need a book-length argument to do that.

B)  No, I know what this error looks like and it’s not present here.

C)  I think this is it. The speaker has basically assumed that B is valid, and then concluded that A must therefore be invalid if it conflicts with B.

D)  Most students who miss this question pick D. But the problem with D is that the argument does not
 present a “fact” incompatible with a theory. Instead, the argument presents two theories, neither of which is fact,
 and then claims that one theory must be invalid. Yes, it is true that it’s a “fact” that the two theories conflict. But that’s not “a fact incompatible with a theory.” Don’t stress out too much over this: it’s a fine shade of meaning. But C was a better answer.

E)  Huh? You don’t need to explain everything
 in your argument in order for your argument to make sense. My reaction to this answer is similar to my reaction to A. So this one is out.





Our answer is C.
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Question 16



Max: Although doing so would be very costly, humans already possess the technology to build colonies on the Moon. As the human population increases and the amount of unoccupied space available for constructing housing on Earth diminishes, there will be a growing economic incentive to construct such colonies to house some of the population. Thus, such colonies will almost certainly be built and severe overcrowding on Earth relieved.







Max’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on which one of the following grounds?







(A)  It takes for granted that the economic incentive to construct colonies on the Moon will grow sufficiently to cause such a costly project to be undertaken.



(B)  It takes for granted that the only way of relieving severe overcrowding on Earth is the construction of colonies on the Moon.



(C)  It overlooks the possibility that colonies will be built on the Moon regardless of any economic incentive to construct such colonies to house some of the population.



(D)  It overlooks the possibility that colonies on the Moon might themselves quickly become overcrowded.



(E)  It takes for granted that none of the human population would prefer to live on the Moon unless Earth were seriously overcrowded.






Max has apparently never taken a drive down California’s Interstate 5. True, there is a “limited” amount of real estate on Earth, in the sense that they aren’t making any more of it. But we are nowhere near developing all of California alone, and California is one of the most populous places on the planet. Don’t even get me started on the enormous undeveloped expanses in Nevada, Utah, etcetera. Now I’m not saying I would actually want to live in Nevada or Utah (God forbid) but I’d actually prefer to live there than on the Goddamned Moon. So Max is foolish for assuming that the Moon will ever be the answer.

We’re asked to criticize the argument, which, like always, we already have.





A)  Yes, exactly. Max makes a huge leap from “Earth is limited, and development is getting more expensive” to “Therefore Moon. Moooooooon!
 ” No, dude. Not Moon. Keep your pants on. Max has “taken for granted” that the Earth limitation and growing expense will eventually get so dire as to justify a development on the Moon. I love this answer.

B)  Well, actually, no. Max is a Moon freak, but he doesn’t say the Moon is the only
 way. Max certainly thinks the Moon is inevitable, but Max never said Mars and/or Atlantis are impossible. This answer choice goes further than even a whack job like Max is willing to go.

C)  I think this answer could only be used to criticize Max if Max had concluded that we will not
 go to the Moon. Max hasn’t “overlooked” any possibility of development on the Moon—quite the opposite.

D)  This is just irrelevant, since it only applies to whatever would happen after Max was already proven correct.

E)  The argument is never about human preferences, so this can’t possibly be the answer.





Our answer is A, because it best captures Max’s huge illogical leap.
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Question 16



The average length of stay for patients at Edgewater Hospital is four days, compared to six days at University Hospital. Since studies show that recovery rates at the two hospitals are similar for patients with similar illnesses, University Hospital could decrease its average length of stay without affecting quality of care.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  equates the quality of care at a hospital with patients’ average length of stay



(B)  treats a condition that will ensure the preservation of quality of care as a condition that is required to preserve quality of care



(C)  fails to take into account the possibility that patients at Edgewater Hospital tend to be treated for different illnesses than patients at University Hospital



(D)  presumes, without providing justification, that the length of time patients stay in the hospital is never relevant to the recovery rates of these patients



(E)  fails to take into account the possibility that patients at University Hospital generally prefer longer hospital stays






This is a super-common concept on the LSAT. The problem here is selection bias. How do we know that Edgewater doesn’t treat mostly ingrown toenails, while University Hospital does mostly open heart surgery? If that were true, then it would be nonsensical to compare the average length of stay for the two hospitals.





A)  We’re looking for something that suggests the two hospitals might have different ratios of difficult cases. This doesn’t do that.

B)  This describes an error of conditional reasoning, but I didn’t see that error in the argument. This is out.

C)  This is exactly what we predicted. Let’s read D and E just to be sure, but this is probably the one.

D)  The argument doesn’t ever assume that length of stay is never relevant
 to recovery rates. This is out.

E)  The argument is not about what patients prefer… who cares about them?





Our answer is C, because it points out the potential problem with selection bias that we were looking for.
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Question 17



Politician: Some of my opponents have argued on theoretical grounds in favor of reducing social spending. Instead of arguing that there is excessive public expenditure on social programs, my opponents should focus on the main cause of deficit spending: the fact that government is bloated with bureaucrats and self-aggrandizing politicians. It is unwarranted, therefore, to reduce social expenditure.







A reasoning flaw in the politician’s argument is that the argument







(A)   does not address the arguments advanced by the politician’s opponents



(B)  makes an attack on the character of opponents



(C)  takes for granted that deficit spending has just one cause



(D)  portrays opponents’ views as more extreme than they really are



(E)  fails to make clear what counts as excessive spending






I couldn’t predict this one in advance, because it seemed as if the politician was simply saying, “My opponents say we should focus on X, and I say we should focus on Y.” I didn’t immediately see anything wrong with that.





A)  Hmm. I think it’s true that the politician has not addressed the theoretical arguments advanced by his opponents. “Instead of paying attention to the arguments of my opponents, let’s all concentrate on this shiny thing over here!” Also, the politician does, in the final sentence, claim that his opponents are wrong. It’s impossible to logically prove that your opponents are wrong without addressing their argument. So this looks pretty good.

B)  The politician does drop an insult into his argument, somewhat unnecessarily using the pejorative “self-aggrandizing.” But I would like this answer better if the politician had used only
 insults and not presented any relevant arguments. If deficit spending is the issue, then “government is bloated with bureaucrats” is relevant even if it’s insulting. Insults by themselves are not necessarily flaws. Furthermore, are we sure the politician is accusing his opponents of bureaucracy-bloating and self-aggrandizing? Maybe he's talking about other folks. This is out.

C)  No way. The politician says “the main cause,” which actually suggests that the politician believes there is more than one cause. That’s enough to make this answer conclusively wrong. The politician’s argument simply does not take for granted that there is only one cause, so we can’t pick this answer.

D)  We don’t know what the opponents’ views really are, so how could we know whether the politician has portrayed those views as more extreme than they are in reality? This is out.

E)  No way. You don’t have to define every single term in your argument. 





The only credible answer here is A, so we’ve got to go with that.
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Question 17



Lawyer: A body of circumstantial evidence is like a rope, and each item of evidence is like a strand of that rope. Just as additional pieces of circumstantial evidence strengthen the body of evidence, adding strands to the rope strengthens the rope. And if one strand breaks, the rope is not broken nor is its strength much diminished. Thus, even if a few items of a body of circumstantial evidence are discredited, the overall body of evidence retains its basic strength.







The reasoning in the lawyer’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  takes for granted that no items in a body of circumstantial evidence are significantly more critical to the strength of the evidence than other items in that body



(B)  presumes, without providing justification, that the strength of a body of evidence is less than the sum of the strengths of the parts of that body



(C)  fails to consider the possibility that if many items in a body of circumstantial evidence were discredited, the overall body of evidence would be discredited



(D)  offers an analogy in support of a conclusion without indicating whether the two types of things compared share any similarities



(E)  draws a conclusion that simply restates a claim presented in support of that conclusion






Bullshit, because if we find out that the bloody glove was planted
 by the LAPD, then we really have no choice but to acquit even though we all know that OJ obviously did it. In other words, the prosecutor’s stupid analogy about how a body of circumstantial evidence is like a rope should be discarded, in favor of an analogy about how circumstantial evidence is like a barrel of apples, and one rotten one will spoil the whole bunch.

At least that’s what I would say if I was Johnny Cochran. And I’d win.

We’re asked to find a flaw in the lawyer’s argument, and my prediction is “the stupid analogy just doesn’t apply.” Let’s see if that’s it.





A)  I suppose this could be it. The bloody gloves might be way more important than any other piece of evidence in the case against OJ. So if the bloody gloves are discredited, then OJ has to walk. We could pick this answer if we don’t find anything else we love.

B)  Huh? The lawyer’s argument doesn’t rely on the body of evidence being less than the sum of its parts. The lawyer just didn’t do this, so it’s out.

C)  The lawyer doesn’t do this either. The lawyer was only saying, “If we lose a few
 strands, we still have a rope.” The lawyer wasn’t saying “if we lose many
 strands, we still have a rope.”

D)  I want to like this answer because it points out that the analogy might not apply. However, the lawyer did
 point out similarities between a rope and a body of circumstantial evidence, so I don’t think we can pick an answer that says “without indicating whether the two types of things compared share any
 similarities.”

E)  Nah, the lawyer’s argument did not contain circular reasoning.





Our answer is A, because it does the best job of discrediting the lawyer’s stupid analogy. If it’s true that some pieces of evidence are more important than others, it seriously undermines the lawyers “strands of rope” argument.
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Question 17



A group of mountain climbers was studied to determine how they were affected by diminished oxygen in the air at high altitudes. As they climbed past 6,100 meters above sea level, the climbers slurred words, took longer to understand simple sentences, and demonstrated poor judgment. This combination of worsened performances disproves the theory that the area of the brain controlling speech is distinct from that controlling other functions.







The argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it overlooks the possibility that







(A)  the climbers' performance in speech, comprehension, and reasoning was impaired because oxygen deprivation affected their entire brains



(B)  the climbers' performance in speech, comprehension, and reasoning was better than average before they were studied



(C)  the climbers showed different levels of impairment in their performance in speech, comprehension, and reasoning



(D)  some of the effects described were apparent just before the climbers reached 6,100 meters



(E)  many of the climbers had engaged in special training before the climb because they wanted to improve the efficiency with which their bodies use oxygen






No, no, no. You haven’t “disproven” shit. It’s possible that one cause (here, oxygen deprivation) can affect several distinct areas of the brain simultaneously. The flawed logic here is similar to saying, “A recent earthquake was felt in Los Angeles and San Francisco. This disproves the theory that Los Angeles and San Francisco are distinct cities.” Dumb, right? Good, that means we get it. Now all we have to do is look at the answer choices and find the best description of this flaw. Let’s see.





A)  Yeah, this seems pretty good. This is like saying, “The earthquake could have affected the entire state.” This is very likely the correct answer.

B)  What? Who cares if their performance was above, at, or below average before the study? This wouldn’t change the study’s relevance to the conclusion in any way.

C)  I’m sure they did. So what?

D)  Again: So what?

E)  And yet again: So what?





This is an interesting question to study because the correct answer explains why the logic is bad and the incorrect answer choices are simply irrelevant. There’s nothing “wrong” with the incorrect answers per se, other than the fact that they don’t attack the logic of the argument. Any of them could be true, but even if they are true they don’t weaken the argument. Answer A, on the other hand, if true, makes the speaker look stupid.





So A is our answer.
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Question 17



Advertiser: There’s nothing wrong with a tool that has ten functions until you need a tool that can perform an eleventh function! The VersaTool can perform more functions than any other tool. If you use the VersaTool, therefore, you will need additional tools less often than you would using any other multiple-function tool.







The reasoning in the advertiser’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the VersaTool might







(A)  include some functions that are infrequently or never needed



(B)  include a number of functions that are difficult to perform with any tool



(C)  cost more than the combined cost of two other multiple-function tools that together perform more functions than the VersaTool



(D)  be able to perform fewer often-needed functions than some other multiple-function tool



(E)  not be able to perform individual functions as well as single-function tools






Yeehaw! This sounds like an advertisement you’d hear while watching NASCAR. I hate NASCAR. Anyway, the conclusion is, “You will need additional tools less often than you would using any other multiple-function tool.” We are asked to weaken that conclusion.





A)  This wouldn’t weaken, because additional features (even if they are never used)can’t hurt the idea that “you will need additional tools less often.”

B)  “Difficulty of performance” is not at issue here. The issue is: Will the VersaTool really require me to use additional tools less often than any other multi-tool would?

C)  Cost is not relevant.

D)  Ahhh. If the VersaTool lacks something I need often, say, a screwdriver, then it doesn’t matter how many zillion doohickeys it has on it. This is the best answer so far.

E)  This isn’t relevant because the argument only compares the VersaTool to other multi-function tools, not any single-function tools.





Our answer is D.
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Question 18



A study found that patients referred by their doctors to psychotherapists practicing a new experimental form of therapy made more progress with respect to their problems than those referred to psychotherapists practicing traditional forms of therapy. Therapists practicing the new form of therapy, therefore, are more effective than therapists practicing traditional forms.







Which one of the following most accurately describes a flaw in the argument?







(A)  It ignores the possibility that therapists trained in traditional forms of therapy use the same techniques in treating their patients as therapists trained in the new form of therapy do.



(B)  It ignores the possibility that the patients referred to therapists practicing the new form of therapy had problems more amenable to treatment than did those referred to therapists practicing traditional forms.



(C)  It presumes, without providing justification, that any psychotherapist trained in traditional forms of therapy is untrained in the new form of therapy.



(D)  It ignores the possibility that therapists practicing the new form of therapy systematically differ from therapists practicing traditional forms of therapy with regard to some personality attribute relevant to effective treatment.



(E)  It presumes, without providing justification, that the personal rapport between therapist and patient has no influence on the effectiveness of the treatment the patient receives.






This is an extremely common logical flaw on the LSAT. You gotta learn this one. The problem with the logic is that we don’t know why
 some patients were referred for the experimental therapy and some were referred for the traditional therapy. The two groups weren’t randomly selected. Perhaps the doctors only referred the very mildest cases to the experimental therapy. If so, then the patients sent to experimental therapy would be likely to have better outcomes than the traditional therapy group, even if experimental therapy was exactly the same as, or even slightly less effective than, traditional therapy. This flaw has appeared on the LSAT a zillion times.





A)  It’s possible that this is true, but it’s not a great description of the flaw we’re looking for. Let’s keep looking.

B)  Oh, this is exactly what we predicted. This has got to be it.

C)  The argument never makes this assumption.

D)  I don’t think the argument “ignores” this, because it would actually help the argument. If it were true that there was a fundamental difference in the new therapy vs. the old therapy, that would only strengthen the idea that the new therapy is more effective. Generally, it’s never going to be a “flaw” to ignore a fact that would strengthen your case. (Shoddy lawyering, perhaps, but not a logical “flaw.”)

E)  The argument made no assumption whatsoever about “personal rapport.” No way.





Our answer is B. This is a very good example of one you should ideally see coming a mile away, and predict the answer in advance.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


June 2004




Section 3




Question 18



In a highly publicized kidnapping case in Ontario, the judge barred all media and spectators from the courtroom. Her decision was based on the judgment that the public interest would not be served by allowing spectators. A local citizen argued, “They pleaded with the public to help find the victim; they pleaded with the public to provide tips; they aroused the public interest, then they claimed that allowing us to attend would not serve the public interest. These actions are inconsistent.”







The reasoning in the local citizen’s argument is flawed because this argument







(A)  generalizes from an atypical case



(B)  trades on an ambiguity with respect to the term “public interest”



(C)  overlooks the fact that the judge might not be the one who made the plea to the public for help



(D)  attempts to support its conclusion by making sensationalistic appeals



(E)  presumes that the public’s right to know is obviously more important than the defendant’s right to a fair trial






Huh? Okay, this local citizen is a moron. Just because the citizens were asked to help find the victim, and just because the citizens were asked to provide tips, and just because the public interest was aroused, does not
 mean that allowing citizens to attend the trial would serve the public interest. Why not? Well:





1)  Maybe there’s simply no room for the public. Maybe it’s a public safety issue.

2)  If the public shows up, maybe it’s going to create a circus atmosphere that will make the trial impossible to complete.

3)  If the public shows up, maybe the jury will be tainted and it will be impossible for the defendant to get an impartial trial, so he’ll be hung even if he’s innocent.

4)  If the public shows up, maybe there will end up being a mistrial and he’ll walk even if he’s guilty.





Etcetera, etcetera. I think the local citizen is using a strange definition of “public interest.” The citizen seems to assume that if it’s ever in the public interest for citizens to be involved in an issue, then it is always
 in the public interest for citizens to be involved. That’s a big assumption.





A)  Nah. This would be the answer if the argument said, “It rained in Phoenix yesterday, therefore it always rains in Phoenix.”

B)  Possibly. As we discussed above, there’s definitely something funky about the citizen’s definition of public interest. If we can eliminate the rest of the answers, I’ll be pretty happy with B.

C)  Nah. Even if the judge was
 the one who made the plea for help, she could still be completely justified in shutting the public out of the courtroom.

D)  Is “sensationalistic” even a word? But beyond that, I don’t think that being “sensational” is necessarily a flaw. Sometimes being “sensational” is probably perfectly logical, as long as everything else you’re saying is logical. I don’t think this can be it.

E)  The citizen hasn’t gone quite this far. This would be the answer if the citizen had said, specifically, “Who cares about the defendant’s rights? We have a right to be there.” The citizen didn’t actually do this.





So our answer is B.
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Question 18



In a poll of a representative sample of a province’s residents, the provincial capital was the city most often selected as the best place to live in that province. Since the capital is also the largest of that province’s many cities, the poll shows that most residents of that province generally prefer life in large cities to life in small cities.







The argument is most vulnerable to the criticism that it







(A)  overlooks the possibility that what is true of the residents of the province may not be true of other people



(B)  does not indicate whether most residents of other provinces also prefer life in large cities to life in small cities



(C)  takes for granted that when people are polled for their preferences among cities, they tend to vote for the city that they think is the best place to live



(D)  overlooks the possibility that the people who preferred small cities over the provincial capital did so not because of their general feelings about the sizes of cities, but because of their general feelings about capital cities



(E)  overlooks the possibility that most people may have voted for small cities even though a large city received more votes than any other single city






The difficulty here is that there could be a lot of different reasons for saying that the argument is flawed. The argument doesn’t give us enough information to justify its conclusion.

The “representative” sample polled people in a certain province, asking them where the best place to live is in that province
 . They weren’t asked where they’d like to live in the whole world, just in their own province. All we know about the responses is that the “most commonly selected” place is the capital city of the province, which also happens to be the biggest city in the province. All of this is fact.

The argument goes off the rails, as always, when it reaches the conclusion: “Most residents of the province generally prefer life in large cities to life in small cities.” That’s not really justified by the facts. Here’s why:





1)  It’s possible that all the small cities in that province
 are garbage. The fact that people picked the big city in their province doesn’t mean that they like big cities generally
 . Maybe the small cities in their province suck.

2)  Similarly, it’s possible that the big city in their province is super-awesome. Maybe it’s Vancouver, which is totally amazing. Maybe these people only actually like this one
 big city, and would hate other big cities. If this were true, then people would not generally
 prefer big cities, just this one in particular.

3)  There’s a subtle disconnect between the poll question, “Where is the best place to live?” and the conclusion, “Most residents prefer to live in big cities.” People could objectively say, “Yes, big cities are the best place to live,” to a pollster, but actually prefer to live in a small city. “Big cities are so exciting! Oh, but me myself? No, I could never live there, I’m not a big city type of person.” This is really a quibble though. I’m not sure how reasonable this objection is. Common sense might say, “That’s bullshit. People pretty much answer the question with where they
 would like to live.”

4)  We don’t even know if the capital city got a majority of the votes. Yes, it was the “most commonly selected.” But that doesn’t mean that it got 51 percent of the vote. It’s possible that the capital city was the leading single answer, with 12 percent of total residents. It’s possible that the remaining 88 percent of the populace voted for a variety of shitty little small towns, with no town reaching over 11 percent of the vote. If this were the case, then 12 percent would have expressed a preference for living in a big city, while 88 percent would have expressed exactly the opposite. If that’s the case, then the conclusion clearly fails.





Any of the above could be the correct answer, which makes for a tough question. We have to pick the answer choice that 1) describes something that the argument actually did, and 2) provides a good reason for saying, “Your conclusion is therefore bullshit.”





A)  Other people are simply not relevant. The argument’s premises and conclusion were solely about residents of this
 province.

B)  Same explanation as A.

C)  No, this answer misstates the facts. People weren't asked about "their preferences among cities." They were specifically asked to name the best place to live.

D)  Even if this is true, the argument is unchanged. The capital city won the poll. Why do we care why the small city folks prefer small cities?

E)  Yep. This is our fourth objection above. If the 12 percent vs. 88 percent scenario is true, then the conclusion is totally bogus. This is the best answer to a very tough question.





Our answer is E.
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Question 18



New Age philosopher: Nature evolves organically and nonlinearly. Furthermore, it can best be understood as a whole; its parts are so interconnected that none could exist without support from many others. Therefore, attaining the best possible understanding of nature requires an organic, holistic, nonlinear way of reasoning rather than the traditional linear reasoning of science, which proceeds through experiments on deliberately isolated parts of nature.







The reasoning in the New Age philosopher’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  takes for granted that if a statement must be true for the argument’s conclusion to be true, then that statement’s truth is sufficient for the truth of the conclusion



(B)  overlooks the possibility that the overall structure of a phenomenon is not always identical to the overall structure of the reasoning that people do about that phenomenon



(C)  fails to distinguish adequately between the characteristics of a phenomenon as a whole and those of the deliberately isolated parts of that phenomenon



(D)  takes for granted that what is interconnected cannot, through abstraction, be thought of as separate



(E)  takes for granted that a phenomenon that can best be understood as having certain properties can best be understood only through reasoning that shares those properties






One thing we can be pretty sure of is that when the makers of the LSAT (lawyers, academics—a very button-down crowd) refer to a “New Age philosopher,” they are probably going to make that person look stupid. This question doesn’t disappoint.

The argument is basically, “Because nature is organic, holistic, and nonlinear we must use organic, holistic, and nonlinear methods to understand it.” This is similar to saying, “Because the Earth is round, we must use round
 methods to understand the Earth,” or, “Because grass is green, we should use green
 methods to understand grass.” This makes no sense whatsoever.

The question asks us to find grounds for criticizing the New Age philosopher’s argument. I think I’ve already done a decent job, above. Generally my objection is something like, “The characteristics of the methods you use to study something don’t have to match the characteristics of the thing itself.”





A)  This would be a flaw, but it’s not the flaw that’s present in this
 argument.

B)  This almost exactly matches our prediction.

C)  This is like, “The Giants are good, therefore Aaron Rowand must also be good.” That’s definitely a flaw (Aaron Rowand sucks) but it’s not the same flaw the argument actually made.

D)  This is ridiculous. Since we already like B, we can’t waste time with this.

E)  Oops. This one is also very close to our prediction. After rereading B, I like E a lot better. B says “overall structure,” where E is closer to the given argument with “certain properties.” Also E is talking about the methods that should be used to get the best
 understanding, which is on target, whereas B is talking about “the reasoning [commonly? usually?] done about a phenomenon.” I like E better than B, and the rest of the answers are terrible, so our answer is E. This question is a great example of why we need to read all five answer choices. Frequently, there are second-best answers that can trap us if we’re lazy.





Our answer is E.
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Question 18



Salesperson: When a salesperson is successful, it is certain that that person has been in sales for at least three years. This is because to succeed as a salesperson, one must first establish a strong client base, and studies have shown that anyone who spends at least three years developing a client base can eventually make a comfortable living in sales.







The reasoning in the salesperson’s argument is vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it fails to consider the possibility that







(A)  salespeople who have spent three years developing a client base might not yet be successful in sales



(B)  some salespeople require fewer than three years in which to develop a strong client base



(C)  a salesperson who has not spent three years developing a client base may not succeed in sales



(D)  it takes longer than three years for a salesperson to develop a strong client base



(E)  few salespeople can afford to spend three years building a client base






Rearranging the argument, it goes like this: To succeed as a salesperson, one must first establish a strong client base. And studies have shown that anyone who spends at least three years developing a client base can eventually make a comfortable living in sales. Therefore, all successful salespersons have been in sales for at least three years.

I’m not buying it. The problem with this logic is that it has confused a sufficient condition with a necessary condition. According to studies, it is sufficient that if you spend three years developing a client base, you’ll make a comfortable living in sales. But that doesn’t mean that every
 successful salesperson has spent three years developing their client base. It’s not necessary
 .

Why isn’t it necessary? Well, imagine what will happen to Tim Tebow as soon as he inevitably washes out of the NFL. You know that guy is going to be selling cars, don’t you? Of course
 he is going to be selling cars. And he’ll probably be quite successful right off the bat, selling gigantic trucks to his built-in fan base of homeschooled Christian college football nut jobs in central Florida. He won’t need to spend three years developing a client base. They’ll come flocking to him.

The flaw in the argument was confusing a sufficient condition (spending three years) with a necessary condition.





A)  The argument doesn’t claim that you’ll be successful immediately as soon as you put in your three years, just that you’ll “eventually” be successful. And anyway, this isn’t what we’re looking for. We’re looking for, “Fails to consider the possibility that someone might be successful in sales without spending three years building a client base.”

B)  Tebow
 ! This is our answer.

C)  The argument actually assumes this. If you’ve assumed something, you haven’t “failed to consider” it.

D)  The argument mistakenly assumed that everyone needs at least three years. The argument didn’t fail to consider that salespeople need more
 than three years.

E)  This just isn’t relevant.





Our answer is B, because it points out the possibility that Tim Tebow might be a successful car salesman without needing three years to build his client base.
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Question 19



Although high cholesterol levels have been associated with the development of heart disease, many people with high cholesterol never develop heart disease, while many without high cholesterol do. Recently, above average concentrations of the blood particle lipoprotein (a) were found in the blood of many people whose heart disease was not attributable to other causes. Dietary changes that affect cholesterol levels have no effect on lipoprotein (a) levels.  Hence, there is no reason for anyone to make dietary changes for the sake of preventing heart disease.







Which one of the following most accurately describes a flaw in the argument?







(A)  It fails to consider the possibility that lipoprotein (a) raises cholesterol levels.



(B)  It provides no evidence for a link between lipoprotein (a) and heart disease.



(C)  It presents but ignores evidence that, for some people, high cholesterol contributes to heart disease.



(D)  It fails to consider the possibility that poor diets cause some people to develop health problems other than heart disease.



(E)  It offers no explanation for why some people with high cholesterol levels never develop heart disease.






Whoaaaaaaa, what?! The conclusion here is, “There is no reason
 for anyone
 to make dietary changes for the sake of preventing heart disease.” That is some crazy nonsense right there. Look how big and bold and absolute it is! There’s no way this can possibly be justified by the premises. Let’s see if we can figure out what happened here.

The first sentence is just silly. It’s like saying, “Many people survive gunshot wounds, and many people without gunshot wounds die.” If you go on to conclude, from that evidence, that gunshot wounds don’t cause death, you are an idiot. This flaw appears time and time again on the LSAT. Remember: correlations can still be causal even when the correlation is not a perfect one-to-one relationship.

Is that what the argument did? Well, maybe. The argument does eventually conclude with “don’t change your diet to prevent heart disease.” Part (but not all) of the support for this argument is the fact that high cholesterol and heart disease do not have a perfect one-to-one correlation. So let’s keep an eye on that.

The next sentence brings up a previously unmentioned factor, the “blood particle lipoprotein (a).” The argument says lipoprotein (a) is correlated with heart disease. Okay, fine. The next sentence says dietary changes that affect cholesterol do not affect lipoprotein (a). So what?

The logic now looks parallel to something like this: “Gunshot wounds are correlated with death, but it’s not a perfect one-to-one correlation. Cancer is also correlated with death. Taking steps to avoid gunshot wounds does nothing to reduce your risk of cancer. Therefore there’s no point in taking steps to avoid gunshot wounds.” This, my friends, is stupid.

There was a lot going on here, so I’m not sure we can articulate the flaw exactly
 before looking at the answer choices. Still, we can try. It might be something like, “The argument assumes that if there are multiple health risks, there is no benefit to avoiding one particular health risk.” The answer could either be that, or something close to it. Let’s see.





A)  Hmm. This isn’t what we were looking for, so we have to move on. This just seems like grabbing a couple terms from the argument and crossing them up into something that might sound attractive but doesn’t actually make sense.

B)  Again, this isn’t what we were looking for. Furthermore, the argument does
 cite a correlation between lipoprotein (a) and heart disease, which sure seems like “evidence for a link.” If the argument doesn’t even do
 this, then this cannot be the flaw the argument makes.

C)  This sounds pretty good. The argument does, in the first sentence, say that “high cholesterol levels have been associated with the development of heart disease.” And then the argument ends up concluding that dietary changes to reduce cholesterol to prevent heart disease are useless. I’m worried about the word “ignored” in Answer C, because that’s a pretty specific accusation. Still, C is the best answer so far. At this point I’m comfortable enough with C that I’m hoping D and E are both terrible.

D)  This one is clearly a trap, because “other health problems” are not what the argument was talking about. The conclusion was specifically about heart disease, so this can’t be our answer.

E)  This is just a red herring. Arguments do not have to always fully explain every single one  of their premises. (If they did, then every argument would end up being encyclopedic in length and scope.)





It looks like C comes closest to describing a flaw that is actually in the argument. We could be comfortable making C’s accusation against the speaker: “Hey dumbass, you just said that high cholesterol causes heart disease, and now you’re telling me that eating less lard will not reduce my risk of heart disease? You have presented, but ignored, evidence that high cholesterol contributes to heart disease.”





It’s not exactly what we predicted, but C is our answer.
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Question 19



The coach of the Eagles used a computer analysis to determine the best combinations of players for games. The analysis revealed that the team has lost only when Jennifer was not playing. Although no computer was needed to discover this information, this sort of information is valuable, and in this case it confirms that Jennifer’s presence in the game will ensure that the Eagles will win.







The argument above is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  infers from the fact that a certain factor is sufficient for a result that the absence of that factor is necessary for the opposite result



(B)  presumes, without providing justification, that a player’s contribution to a team’s win or loss can be reliably quantified and analyzed by computer



(C)  draws conclusions about applications of computer analyses to sports from the evidence of a single case



(D)  presumes, without providing justification, that occurrences that have coincided in the past must continue to coincide



(E)  draws a conclusion about the value of computer analyses from a case in which computer analysis provided no facts beyond what was already known






If you had problems here, you probably made a huge, unwarranted assumption: That Jennifer is causally
 related to her team’s success. Remember: Correlation does not prove causation!

Just because the team has happened to win every game Jennifer ever played in does not
 mean that the team is guaranteed to win the next game Jennifer plays in. It’s quite possible, in fact, that Jennifer is the worst player in the history of sports. Imagine: Her coach only puts her in when the team is up by 30 points with 15 seconds to play. Jennifer instantly slam-dunks in the opponent’s
 goal the very second she is put into the game. Her team is now only up by 28. Then she steals the inbound pass from her own team and dunks in the wrong goal again—this time from the three-point line, while doing an NBA Jams-style 720-degree windmill. The net is on fire, the crowd is going berserk, LeBron James is on the sideline taking video of Jennifer with his iPhone. In five seconds, Jennifer has cost her team 5 points. But nobody can score 25 points in 15 seconds—so Jennifer’s team still
 wins every game she plays in.





A)  The problem with this argument is that it assumes that Jennifer’s presence in the game is sufficient for her team to win. It is absolutely not. Jennifer’s team, in my example, wins despite
 her. This can’t be the answer.

B)  The computer thing is a red herring. The argument’s main problem is that it assumes that any correlation that has held in the past will always hold in the future.

C)  Again, the computer thing is a red herring. Also, the conclusion of the argument is not about computer analysis.

D)  Bingo. As any shady mutual fund salesman won’t tell you (it’ll be buried in the fine print), past performance is no guarantee of future results. This answer points that out.

E)  Like B and C, the computer thing is a distraction.





The best answer is D.
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Question 19



Cyclists in the Tour de France are extremely physically fit: all of the winners of this race have had abnormal physiological constitutions. Typical of the abnormal physiology of these athletes are exceptional lung capacity and exceptionally powerful hearts. Tests conducted on last year’s winner did not reveal an exceptionally powerful heart. That cyclist must, therefore, have exceptional lung capacity.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it overlooks the possibility that







(A)  having exceptional lung capacity and an exceptionally powerful heart is an advantage in cycling



(B)  some winners of the Tour de France have neither exceptional lung capacity nor exceptionally powerful hearts



(C)  cyclists with normal lung capacity rarely have exceptionally powerful hearts



(D)  the exceptional lung capacity and exceptionally powerful hearts of Tour de France winners are due to training



(E)  the notions of exceptional lung capacity and exceptional heart function are relative to the physiology of most cyclists






Wait, what? This argument sucks. It goes, “Usually winners of the Tour have X and Y. Last year’s winner didn’t have X, therefore he must have had Y.” That’s just complete bullshit. How do you know that last year’s winner isn’t just a complete freak, who didn’t have either
 X or Y? You never presented any evidence that it is necessary
 that a winner have either X or Y, you just said “typically” the winner will have both. That’s bad thinking.

Today, I was watching the Masters. Jim Nantz, who is an incredible tool, said, “No winner of the Masters has ever had a triple bogey on his scorecard.” He meant to imply that Phil Mickelson would not win. But Phil already did
 have a triple bogey on his scorecard, and was still very close to the lead in the tournament. So it was extremely stupid for Nantz to think that Phil’s triple bogey, in light of history, was in any way meaningful. Imagine if I said, “Nobody has ever won the Masters in 2012, therefore Phil will not win.” You’d think I was an idiot, right? Because future history has not yet been written.

Same kind of deal with this question. Just because winners have “never,” let alone “typically,” had a specific characteristic (or lacked a specific characteristic)does not mean that they can’t in the future.

We’re asked to find grounds on which the argument is vulnerable for “overlooking” something. I think the argument has overlooked the possibility that something “typical” in the past does not have to happen 100 percent of the time in the future.





A)  Huh? No, the argument actually seems to assume
 this.

B)  Uh, yep. The speaker forgot that “typically” leaves room for outliers. Last year’s winner might have had neither exceptional lungs nor an exceptional heart. Basically, the speaker just assumed that if winners have “typically” had both, then they must always have at least one. This is going to be our answer.

C)  Nah, this is just terms from the argument arranged in an attractive nuisance sort of way. Thank God we already identified B as our answer, or we’d have to waste time thinking about what this one might mean. It’s probably just gibberish.

D)  Well, no shit they’re due to training. That’s not the point. The point is: Do you have to have one or the other, or can you possibly win without them? Causation was never the issue here. No way.

E)  I have no idea what this might mean.





Our answer is B.
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Question 19



Fishing columnist: When an independent research firm compared the five best-selling baits, it found that Benton baits work best for catching trout. It asked a dozen top anglers to try out the five best-selling baits as they fished for speckled trout in a pristine northern stream, and every angler had the most success with a Benton bait. These results show that Benton is the best bait for anyone who is fishing for trout.







Each of the following describes a flaw in the reasoning in the fishing columnist’s argument EXCEPT:







(A)  The argument overlooks the possibility that some other bait is more successful than any of the five best-selling baits.



(B)  The argument overlooks the possibility that what works best for expert anglers will not work best for ordinary anglers.



(C)  The argument overlooks the possibility that the relative effectiveness of different baits changes when used in different locations.



(D)  The argument overlooks the possibility that two best-selling brands of bait may be equally effective.



(E)  The argument overlooks the possibility that baits that work well with a particular variety of fish may not work well with other varieties of that fish.






I love questions that ask us to critique marketing bullshit. True, this question is from a “fishing columnist,” but that doesn’t mean it’s not essentially an advertisement for Benton bait. And it sure as hell sounds like an advertisement. It’s got the pseudo-scientific “independent research firm” and the pseudo-scientific “experiment” using tiny and possibly unrepresentative samples. I see two problems with the logic here:






	First, how can the study use “top anglers” as its subjects, and then conclude that what’s best for these experts must also be good for “anyone fishing for trout”? Isn’t it possible that what’s best for the experts would actually be useless for the typical weekend schlub?

	Second, how can the study compare only “the five best-selling baits” and then conclude that the one that did the best is “the best bait”? Suppose the study compared “the five best-selling cars” based on about five seconds of half-assed Internet research, I’m going to say that in 2011 the five best sellers were the Ford F-150, the Chevy Silverado, the Toyota Camry, the Nissan Altima, and the Ford Escape. Suppose the Camry performed the best out of those five. Does that prove that the Camry is the best car in the world? Are you nuts?







The question turns out to be a “flaw… EXCEPT” question, which means that four of the answers describe flaws in the logic and one answer does not
 describe a flaw. In other words, the correct answer here will either be something the argument did not do
 , or something that the argument did, but isn’t a logical flaw
 . Let’s see what we can find.





A)  Yes, the argument definitely did this. See my example about cars above.

B)  Yes, the argument definitely did this as well. See my complaint about weekend schlubs, above.

C)  Yes. I didn’t notice this, but the argument said the “experiment” was carried out in “pristine northern streams,” which means its results might not be valid at all for fishermen who are trying to pull trout out of some smelly urban canal. Good point. I wish I had caught that one.

D)  I have a hard time seeing how the argument could fairly be accused of doing this. The evidence is, “Each angler had the most success with a Benton bait,” and the conclusion is, “Therefore Benton is the best bait.” I don’t think it’s relevant whether or not two different baits were tied for most popular—even if that’s true, it doesn’t ruin the conclusion that Benton baits are the best. I think this is probably the answer.

E)  Yes. I didn’t catch this either, but the so-called experiment was on “speckled trout,” while the conclusion was about the presumably much broader category of “trout.” Maybe what works on speckled trout is totally worthless on, for example, rainbow trout. Good point.  A, B, C, and E all point out flaws in the horrible bullshit fake-ass study, and D does not.





D is our answer.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


October 2003




Section 3




Question 20



On some hot days the smog in Hillview reaches unsafe levels, and on some hot days the wind blows into Hillview from the east. Therefore, on some days when the wind blows into Hillview from the east, the smog in Hillview reaches unsafe levels.







The reasoning in the argument is flawed in that the argument







(A)  mistakes a condition that sometimes accompanies unsafe levels of smog for a condition that necessarily accompanies unsafe levels of smog



(B)  fails to recognize that one set might have some members in common with each of two others even though those two other sets have no members in common with each other



(C)  uses the key term “unsafe” in one sense in a premise and in another sense in the conclusion



(D)  contains a premise that is implausible unless the conclusion is presumed to be true



(E)  infers a particular causal relation from a correlation that could be explained in a variety of other ways






This argument is just like saying, “Some politicians are Democrats, and some politicians are Republicans, therefore some Democrats are Republicans.” The argument assumes that there has to be some overlap between the two groups, but maybe there is not.

The argument asks us to identify a flaw in the argument, and I think I’ve already done so. Let’s see if I can decipher the answer choices.





A)  This would be the correct answer if the logic had said, “Some politicians are Democrats, therefore all politicians are Democrats.” That’s not what the argument did though.

B)  Yep. The argument assumes that there has to be some overlap between two groups that have a common characteristic. My politicians example points out that there does not
 necessarily have to be any overlap. I’m 99 percent sure that this will be the answer.

C)  The argument uses the word “unsafe” to mean exactly the same thing each time it uses it. So this isn’t the answer. This would be the answer if it went something like, “The British call crazy people mad, and Americans call angry people mad, therefore crazy people are angry.” That’s an argument that uses the word “mad” to mean two different things, which led to a nonsense conclusion.

D)  This answer seems to suggest circular reasoning. I didn’t see circular reasoning in the argument, so I doubt this is the correct answer. I’d love this answer if the argument had said, “I conclude that every word in the Bible is true, even the highly implausible parts, like 1) a flood covered the entire Earth for 40 days but none of today’s badass geologists can find any evidence of it, 2) some dude got two of every animal onto a wooden boat for 40 days and then repopulated the entire Earth from those animals, 3) the entire human race was descended from the same two people and, disgustingly, their sons and daughters, 4) another dude got swallowed whole by a giant fish and survived it, no problem, 5) a different dude magically caused the Red Sea to part so that people could walk across dry land, etcetera etcetera etcetera, and my evidence for the conclusion that all of this nonsense is correct is—wait for it—every word in the Bible is true
 .” That argument can only possibly make sense if you assume the conclusion of the argument to be true in advance. That’s what D is describing, and it’s a common correct answer on the LSAT. That’s not what the argument did here, though.

E)  This is also a very common flaw on the LSAT. This would be the answer if the argument had said, “I have a slow metabolism and I am 400 pounds, therefore my slow metabolism causes me to be 400 pounds,” when it is equally likely that 1) being 400 pounds is actually causing your metabolism to be slow (reversal of cause and effect) or 2) the entire Costco pizza you eat every day for lunch is causing you to be 400 pounds (alternate cause). This is a common correct answer, but it’s not the answer here.





Answer B did the best job of describing the flaw that was actually made, so that’s our answer.
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Question 20



Reviewer: Many historians claim, in their own treatment of subject matter, to be as little affected as any natural scientist by moral or aesthetic preconceptions. But we clearly cannot accept these proclamations of objectivity, for it is easy to find instances of false historical explanations embodying the ideological and other prejudices of their authors.







The reviewer’s reasoning is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  takes for granted that the model of objectivity offered by the natural sciences should apply in other fields



(B)  offers evidence that undermines rather than supports the conclusion it reaches



(C)  fails to recognize that many historians employ methodologies that are intended to uncover and compensate for prejudices



(D)  takes for granted that some historical work that embodies prejudices is written by historians who purport to be objective



(E)  fails to recognize that not all historical explanations embodying ideologies are false






If there’s one word that should piss you off on the LSAT, it’s “clearly.” Like “obviously” and “certainly” and “of course,” this word is most commonly used by people who are full of shit. I know, because I use it myself from time to time. When someone says “clearly,” they are often covering up for the fact that their argument has big holes in it. This argument is no exception. The conclusion is, “Historians aren’t objective,” but the only evidence for that assertion is, “There are examples of instances when historians were biased.”

The problem with this line of reasoning is that it paints with an extremely broad brush. One bad apple does not
 “clearly” ruin the entire barrel. It’s possible that the historians who claim to be unbiased are, indeed, unbiased. Just because some other historians are biased doesn’t implicate every
 historian.

We’re asked to find a reason why the argument is “vulnerable,” i.e., find the flaw in the argument. My prediction here is “paints with too broad a brush.”





A)  What? Does the argument even mention a “model of objectivity”? I don’t think it does, so this cannot be the answer.

B)  No way. The argument sucks, but it doesn’t suck that bad. The evidence is insufficient to prove its conclusion, yes; but the argument doesn’t actually introduce evidence that runs counter
 to its own conclusion.

C)  I don’t think this can be the answer, because even if it’s true it doesn’t really weaken the argument that much. Suppose you were arguing with the reviewer and you said, “But sir, many historians employ methods to uncover and compensate for their prejudices!” If I were the reviewer, I’d come back with, “Yeah, well, those methods suck. Because like I said, there are many examples of historians being biased.” I’d prefer an answer choice that doesn’t leave the reviewer such an easy retort.

D)  I like this one best so far. This one means, “The reviewer has assumed that the historians who claim to be unbiased are, themselves, the same ones who have been shown to be biased.” That’s the problem we identified at the outset. Does the reviewer actually have this evidence, or is it just a big-ass assumption? If it’s just an assumption, which this answer choice indicates, then the reviewer really doesn’t have a leg to stand on. I’ll be happy to pick this if we can get past E.

E)  What? No, this is beside the point. Truth vs. falsity isn’t at issue here. The only issue is biased vs. unbiased.





Our answer is D, because it points out the argument’s big assumption.
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Question 20



Interviewer: A certain company released a model of computer whose microprocessor design was flawed, making that computer liable to process information incorrectly. How did this happen?







Industry spokesperson: Given the huge number of circuits in the microprocessor of any modern computer, not every circuit can be manually checked before a computer model that contains the microprocessor is released.







Interviewer: Then what guarantee do we have that new microprocessors will not be similarly flawed?







Industry spokesperson: There is no chance of further microprocessor design flaws, since all microprocessors are now entirely computer-designed.







The industry spokesperson’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  presumes, without providing justification, that the microprocessor quality-control procedures of the company mentioned are not representative of those followed throughout the industry



(B)  ignores the possibility that a microprocessor can have a flaw other than a design flaw



(C)  overlooks the possibility that a new computer model is liable to malfunction for reasons other than a microprocessor flaw



(D)  treats a single instance of a microprocessor design flaw as evidence that there will be many such flaws



(E)  takes for granted, despite evidence to the contrary, that some computers are not liable to error






Wait, what? Computers are flawed, but this new computer was designed by a computer, therefore this new computer is perfect? Does. Not. Compute.

We’re asked to identify a flaw in the argument, and I think we’ve already done that. How can a computer, designed by computer, be perfect if computers can be imperfect in the first place?





A)  This just isn’t what we’re looking for. We have a very strong prediction here, and this doesn’t match that prediction, so unless it slaps us in the face and says “Yeah, but I am the correct answer anyway!”
 then we can’t waste much time on it.

B)  Same explanation as A. Just not what we’re looking for.

C)  Ditto.

D)  Ditto.

E)  Yeah. This isn’t exactly what we predicted, but it can be interpreted to mean the same thing. The logic was, “A computer designed by a computer is perfect,” which assumes that at least one computer (the computer doing the designing) is perfect in the first place. That’s what this answer says, so I think this has to be our answer.





This question is a really good example of how we can occasionally save a ton of time by predicting the correct answer well in advance and then totally disrespecting any answer choice that doesn’t match our prediction. I’m not saying we have to do this on every
 question. But it sure is nice when it happens.





Our answer is E.
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Question 20



Advertisement: Each of the Economic Merit Prize winners from the past 25 years is covered by the Acme retirement plan. Since the winners of the nation's most prestigious award for economists have thus clearly recognized that the Acme plan offers them a financially secure future, it is probably a good plan for anyone with retirement needs similar to theirs.







The advertisement's argumentation is most vulnerable to criticism on which one of the following grounds?







(A)  It ignores the possibility that the majority of Economic Merit Prize winners from previous years used a retirement plan other than the Acme plan.



(B)  It fails to address adequately the possibility that any of several retirement plans would be good enough for, and offer a financially secure future to, Economic Merit Prize winners.



(C)  It appeals to the fact that supposed experts have endorsed the argument's main conclusion, rather than appealing to direct evidence for that conclusion.



(D)  It takes for granted that some winners of the Economic Merit Prize have deliberately selected the Acme retirement plan, rather than having had it chosen for them by their employers.



(E)  It presumes, without providing justification, that each of the Economic Merit Prize winners has retirement plan needs that are identical to the advertisement's intended audience's retirement plan needs.






Just because a lot of folks have
 something doesn’t mean that that thing is good for those folks, or for other similarly situated folks. How do we know the prize winners chose
 the Acme retirement plan? How do we know they don’t have 15 other, bigger, better, more important retirement plans that take care of their real
 needs? The logic here is like saying, “Each of the players in the NBA wears a lot of Adidas gear, so if you need hoops gear, Adidas is probably good for you.” This reasoning ignores the possibility, or high probability, that the players’ employer (the NBA) forces them to wear a lot of Adidas shit. (Which is true. Adidas has a ginormous deal with the NBA). It’s possible that Adidas gear is complete crap, and the players only wear it because they are forced to.





A)  The argument is only about prize winners from the past 25 years. “Previous” years, which I assume means 26+ years in the past, are not relevant.

B)  The conclusion didn’t say Acme is the only
 acceptable plan, it said Acme is an
 acceptable plan. Answer B wouldn’t challenge this assertion, so it’s not our answer. If it’s true that there are other
 good plans, then the conclusion that the Acme plan is good can still stand.

C)  The argument doesn’t actually say that the prize winners have endorsed the product. Rather, the argument relies on the fact that they own
 the product. Whether or not they endorse it is simply irrelevant.

D)  This is the best answer so far. This parallels our example about NBA players wearing Adidas, above.

E)  The conclusion of the argument is “qualified” in that it includes the reservation “for anyone with retirement needs similar to theirs.” In other words, the argument only claims to apply to people with similar needs. It does not
 presume that everyone has similar needs.





Our answer is D.
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Question 20



Social critic: One of the most important ways in which a society socializes children is by making them feel ashamed of their immoral behavior. But in many people this shame results in deep feelings of guilt and self-loathing that can be a severe hardship. Thus, moral socialization has had a net effect of increasing the total amount of suffering.







The social critic’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it











(A)  overlooks the possibility that the purported source of a problem could be modified to avoid that problem without being eliminated altogether



(B)  fails to address adequately the possibility that one phenomenon may causally contribute to the occurrence of another, even though the two phenomena do not always occur together



(C)  presumes, without providing justification, that a phenomenon that supposedly increases the total amount of suffering in a society should therefore be changed or eliminated, regardless of its beneficial consequences



(D)  takes for granted that a behavior that sometimes leads to a certain phenomenon cannot also significantly reduce the overall occurrence of that phenomenon



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that if many people have a negative psychological reaction to a phenomenon, then no one can have a positive reaction to that phenomenon






Bullshit. This argument says the guilt and self-loathing caused by making kids feel ashamed of immoral behavior can be a severe hardship, therefore moral socialization has had a “net effect” of increasing the total amount of suffering.

This is like saying, “On the hands of blackjack that I won last night, I won $2000. Therefore I was a net winner last night at blackjack.” You can’t only look at one side of the ledger and then conclude that you won or lost. If you’re going to say “net,” then you have to look at both the wins and the losses.

The problem with this argument is that it only looks at the net losses
 from moral socialization. The kids feel guilty and ashamed, and this is a severe hardship. But what if by making the kids feel guilty and ashamed we severely reduce the amount of murdering and raping that occurs in our society? We have to weigh the decreased murdering and raping against the increased guilt and shame. I think most people would prefer to let the kids suffer, or even pay their therapy bills, if it means we have less murdering and raping. Right? Even if you disagree with this conclusion, you must
 agree that we have to at least consider
 the positive outcomes of any given plan of action before dismissing it based solely on the negative outcomes. That’s just being reasonable.

We’re asked to find grounds on which the social critic’s argument is “vulnerable,” and I think we’ve already done that. You can’t just look at the good things, or just the bad things, and then say there’s a “net” win or loss.





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Hmm. This is tricky. It sounds
 like what we were looking for, but I think it’s off. This answer says, “Presumes that something that is a net bad should be eliminated.” Well, I don’t think we actually disagree with that! If something is really a net bad, then let’s get rid of it. If something is really a net good, then let’s do it. But that’s not the problem with the social critic’s argument. The problem was that the social critic called something a net bad before considering any of the good things about it. I hope there’s a better answer here, because I really don’t think C is it.

D)  Yep, this is better. Moral socialization might cause hardship
 in the form of pain and suffering, but it might also reduce overall hardship
 in the form of fewer murders and rapes. I bet this is the answer.

E)  Huh? I’m not sure what this means.





Our answer is D, because it describes exactly the flaw we were looking for.

You’ve really got to predict these flaw questions in advance. The test makers will frequently describe the flaw in an obfuscatory manner. You’ve got to know what you’re looking for before
 you look at the answer choices, so that you don’t have to waste so much time figuring out what the wrong answers might mean.
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Question 21



It is highly likely that Claudette is a classical pianist. Like most classical pianists, Claudette recognizes many of Clara Schumann’s works. The vast majority of people who are not classical pianists do not. In fact, many people who are not classical pianists have not even heard of Clara Schumann.







The reasoning in the argument above is flawed in that it







(A)  ignores the possibility that Claudette is more familiar with the works of other composers of music for piano



(B)  presumes, without providing justification, that people who have not heard of Clara Schumann do not recognize her works



(C)  presumes, without providing justification, that classical pianists cannot also play other musical instruments



(D)  relies for its plausibility on the vagueness of the term “classical”



(E)  ignores the possibility that the majority of people who recognize many of Clara Schumann’s works are not classical pianists






This question tells us that there is a flaw in the reasoning. On this type of question, yet again, it is critical that we identify the flaw before
 we look at the answer choices. The correct answer might be written in a confusing way, and the incorrect answers are likely to include a lot of seductive traps. So we need to arm ourselves with a prediction before we look at the answer choices. Pick up a sword before you go into the dragon’s cave.

Here, the argument ignores the possibility that many other groups of people (besides classical pianists) could recognize Clara Schumann’s works. Sure, most normal, everyday people who aren’t classical pianists don’t recognize her works. But what about professional symphony conductors? They probably do. And what about other classical composers? And what about classical oboists, or cellists, or trombonists? What about hosts of boring-ass NPR classical music shows? It’s very possible that most people in any of these groups do
 recognize Clara Schumann’s works. And if that were true, then why would we reach the conclusion that Claudette is a classical pianist, rather than a member of another of these special groups? What about Schumann’s family? They all might be garbage men, but they still might recognize her works because they are related to her and she plays them nonstop at family gatherings.

With all that said, we are armed. Time to look at the answers:





A)  What? Even if this were true, it wouldn’t do anything to suggest that she is not a classical pianist. It’s not what we predicted, so let’s not spend much time on it.

B)  Even if this were true, I’m not sure that it would be a flaw. Can you recognize a Schumann work if you haven’t even heard of Schumann? Maybe you can. Again, this isn’t what we were looking for, so we shouldn’t burn too many brain cells on it before at least scanning the other answers.

C)  This is totally off base. If you picked this answer, it indicates that you didn’t spend enough time reading the argument and trying to identify the flaw. The argument was simply not about the ability to play other instruments
 . No way in hell.

D)  This is not at all what we were looking for, and the term “classical” probably has a fairly widely accepted common meaning anyway. If I say “classical music,” everyone is going to have some similar ideas about what I mean. So why is “classical” vague? This can’t be it.

E)  Okay, this is the best answer. It’s right in line with our prediction. All the other answers sucked, and this was pretty much what we were looking for. So this is our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 22



Trainer: Research shows that when dogs are neutered in early puppyhood, their leg bones usually do not develop properly. Improper bone development leads in turn to problems with arthritis as dogs grow older. Thus, if you want to protect your dog from arthritis you should not neuter your dog until it is full-grown.







Of the following, which one is a criticism to which the reasoning in the trainer’s argument is most vulnerable?







(A)  It fails to state exactly what percentage of dogs neutered in early puppyhood experience improper bone development.



(B)  It fails to explain the connection between improper bone development and arthritis.



(C)  It fails to address the effects of neutering in middle or late puppyhood.



(D)  It fails to consider the possibility that the benefits of neutering a dog early might outweigh the risk of arthritis.



(E)  It fails to consider the possibility that dogs with properly developed bones can develop arthritis.






The trainer says if you neuter dogs in early
 puppyhood, their leg bones don’t develop properly. If the leg bones don’t develop properly, the dogs get arthritis. Conclusion: You shouldn’t neuter until the dog is full-grown. Problem with the argument: What about neutering in other parts of puppyhood? Is there a puppy adolescence?





A)  The argument says leg bones “usually” do not develop properly, which means more than 50 percent of the time. That’s a solid premise, even without an exact percentage, so this answer would very rarely be correct. Plus, we’re looking for something else.

B)  This answer would also very rarely be correct. Why do we need an “explanation” of the connection between bone development and arthritis? The premise says improper bone development causes arthritis. If this is true, we don’t need to know the exact mechanism
 by which this happens in order for the argument to be compelling.

C)  This is exactly what we were looking for.

D)  This is the most commonly chosen incorrect answer, but since the conclusion is qualified by “if you want to protect your dog from arthritis
 ,” the argument explicitly only applies to people who do
 want to protect dogs from arthritis. That makes D irrelevant.

E)  Yes, dogs can get arthritis in other ways besides improper bone development. So what? If the premises are true, I’d still want to avoid early neutering so that I could avoid improper bone development and the arthritis that it causes.





The best answer is C.
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Question 22



Since anyone who makes an agreement has an obligation to fulfill the terms of that agreement, it follows that anyone who is obligated to perform an action has agreed to perform that action. Hence, saying that one has a legal obligation to perform a given action is the same as saying that one is required to fulfill one’s agreement to perform that action.







Which one of the following statements most accurately characterizes the argument’s reasoning flaws?







(A)  The argument fails to make a crucial distinction between an action one is legally obligated to perform and an action with good consequences, and it takes for granted that everything true of legal obligations is true of obligations generally.



(B)  The argument takes for granted that there are obligations other than those resulting from agreements made, and it fails to consider the possibility that actions that uphold agreements made are sometimes performed for reasons other than to uphold those agreements.



(C)  The argument contains a premise that is logically equivalent to its conclusion, and it takes for granted that there are only certain actions that one should agree to perform.



(D)  The argument treats a condition that is sufficient to make something an obligation as also a requirement for something to be an obligation, and it takes for granted that any obligation to perform an action is a legal obligation.



(E)  The argument rests on an ambiguous use of the term “action,” and it fails to consider the possibility that people are sometimes unwilling to perform actions that they have agreed to perform.






Whoa, now this is some bullshit. Let’s just look at the first sentence: “Since anyone who makes an agreement has an obligation to fulfill the terms of that agreement, it follows that anyone who is obligated to perform an action has agreed to perform that action.” Um, no it does not follow. If I sign a contract, then okay, I’m obligated to fulfill that contract’s terms. But if I get a speeding ticket, the state is going to obligate me to pay the ticket even if I do not “agree” to that obligation. I never had any choice in the matter.

This is a conditional reasoning error. It looks like “If A —> then B, therefore if B —> then A.” Fuck that. That is not right. This is such a huge and familiar flaw that we can just go straight to the answer choices and see if we can find it.





A)  “Good consequences” is totally irrelevant.

B)   This one goes wrong right off the bat. The argument doesn't "take for granted that there are obligations other than those resulting from agreements made." It does the exact opposite of this, by falsely concluding that obligations are always the result of agreements. Since the first half of this answer is wrong, I don't even have to read the second half.

C)  The argument definitely doesn’t say anything about how you should only agree to perform certain actions. That’s enough, by itself, to conclusively eliminate this answer.

D)   Yes. The argument's first sentence does have the sufficient/necessary, aka "conditional reasoning," error. (I noticed that one immediately, since it's the LSAT's most common flaw.) And the argument's second sentence does make the further flaw of equating obligations with legal obligations. This one is looking really good.

E)  The term “action” is not ambiguously used here. Furthermore, the argument doesn’t need to consider that some people might not want
 to fulfill their obligations, since that wasn’t the point. You can not want to do something, but still do it anyway, since you agreed to it. Anyway, this is out.





Our answer is D.
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Question 22



Student: The publications of Professor Vallejo on the origins of glassblowing have reopened the debate among historians over whether glassblowing originated in Egypt or elsewhere. If Professor Vallejo is correct, there is insufficient evidence for claiming, as most historians have done for many years, that glassblowing began in Egypt. So, despite the fact that the traditional view is still maintained by the majority of historians, if Professor Vallejo is correct, we must conclude that glassblowing originated elsewhere.







Which one of the following is an error in the student’s reasoning?







(A)  It draws a conclusion that conflicts with the majority opinion of experts.



(B)  It presupposes the truth of Professor Vallejo’s claims.



(C)  It fails to provide criteria for determining adequate historical evidence.



(D)  It mistakes the majority view for the traditional view.



(E)  It confuses inadequate evidence for truth with evidence for falsity.










Fairly common flaw here. The student is wrong, because disproving an argument doesn’t disprove the conclusion of that argument. For example, watch this conversation:





Speaker 1:   “I think John got mauled by a bear yesterday, therefore John is dead.”

Speaker 2:   “But John didn’t
 get mauled by a bear yesterday. Therefore John is certainly alive.”

Speaker 1:   “No you dumbass, he’s not certainly
 alive. If John didn’t get mauled by a bear, then you’ve defeated my argument. I admit that my conclusion wasn’t justified. And I agree that John is probably
 alive, but you haven’t proven
 that he’s alive, so stop saying fucking ‘certainly.’ For all we know, a pack of rabid raccoons could have eaten his face off this morning.”





We’re asked to identify an error in the student’s reasoning, which we’ve already done. The student has confused defeating an argument with proving the opposite of the argument’s conclusion.





A)  This would never, ever
 be the answer on the LSAT. It’s never a flaw to conflict with experts.

B)  No, the argument actually doesn’t do this, because it says “if Professor V is correct.” This means the argument makes equal sense whether or not the Professor is actually right.

C)  I don’t see how this would ever be the answer either. Why do we need to define criteria for historical evidence? We don’t need to define everything—it would actually be impossible to do so. And I don’t see how the argument turns on the definition of “historical evidence” anyway.

D)  The argument simply never does this.

E)  Yep. This is another way of saying, “The student thinks that if the historians' proof is bad, then the exact opposite of what the historians claim must be true.” That’s exactly what we were looking for.





Our answer is E.
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Question 22



To win democratic elections that are not fully subsidized by the government, nonwealthy candidates must be supported by wealthy patrons. This makes plausible the belief that these candidates will compromise their views to win that support. But since the wealthy are dispersed among the various political parties in roughly equal proportion to their percentage in the overall population, this belief is false.







The argument is vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it fails to consider that







(A)  the primary function of political parties in democracies whose governments do not subsidize elections might not be to provide a means of negating the influence of wealth on elections



(B)  in democracies in which elections are not fully subsidized by the government, positions endorsed by political parties might be much less varied than the positions taken by candidates



(C)  in democracies, government-subsidized elections ensure that the views expressed by the people who run for office might not be overly influenced by the opinions of the wealthiest people in those countries



(D)  in democracies in which elections are not fully subsidized by the government, it might be no easier for a wealthy person to win an election than it is for a nonwealthy person to win an election



(E)  a democracy in which candidates do not compromise their views in order to be elected to office might have other flaws






The logic basically goes like, “In order for Obama to be elected, Obama has to be supported by a rich patron. But since rich patrons are equally Republican and Democrat, Obama won’t have to compromise his views to get support from a rich patron.” The problem with this is that it assumes that Obama either has 100 percent Republican or 100 percent Democratic beliefs. This is not a fair assumption to make, because everyone has (or should have, if they have half a brain) slightly different perspectives on every issue. Why is it, for example, that everyone who favors free market economics is also supposed to be opposed to legal abortion, and everyone who is in favor of legal abortion is supposed to be in favor of big government? This only happens because people compromise their views in order to support either the asshole Republicans or the asshole Democrats. The two issues have no rational relationship to each other otherwise.

Anyway, my main criticism of the argument is something like, “You’ve assumed that candidates already believe exactly what one of the political parties believes.”





A)  What does this even mean? It’s certainly not what we’re looking for.

B)  Yep, this is pretty much it. If the candidates have more diverse viewpoints than the parties do, then they’ll have to compromise.

C)  The argument was about elections that were not
 subsidized. This is irrelevant.

D)  This is nice, but the argument wasn’t about whether nonwealthy people have a chance vs. wealthy people. Irrelevant.

E)  This is certainly true, but it doesn’t weaken the logic behind “Obama won’t have to compromise his beliefs,” which was the conclusion of the argument. On a weaken or flaw question, we need to attack the argument that was actually made. Attack the conclusion
 .





Our answer is B.
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Question 22



If violations of any of a society’s explicit rules routinely go unpunished, then that society’s people will be left without moral guidance. Because people who lack moral guidance will act in many different ways, chaos results. Thus, a society ought never to allow any of its explicit rules to be broken with impunity.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  takes for granted that a society will avoid chaos as long as none of its explicit rules are routinely violated with impunity



(B)  fails to consider that the violated rules might have been made to prevent problems that would not arise even if the rules were removed



(C)  infers, from the claim that the violation of some particular rules will lead to chaos, that the violation of any rule will lead to chaos



(D)  confuses the routine nonpunishment of violations of a rule with sometimes not punishing violations of the rule



(E)  takes for granted that all of a society’s explicit rules result in equally serious consequences when broken






The logic here is pretty tight, except it says “routinely” in the first line, and then makes a conclusion that a society should never
 let its rules go unpunished.





A)  This isn’t what I’m looking for, and it also seems to confuse a sufficient and necessary condition.

B)  It doesn’t matter what the purpose of the rules was, the logic of the argument would remain the same.

C)  The argument doesn’t do this. The argument says “any” in the first line and “any” again in the fifth line.

D)  Yep, the argument seems to think that since routine nonpunishment will lead to chaos, we can’t sometimes allow nonpunishment. I think this is it.

E)  The argument doesn’t care whether some rules are more important than others. The first premise says if you allow any
 rule to routinely go unpunished, then chaos results.





Our answer is D.
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Question 23



Columnist: Neuroscientists have found that states of profound creativity are accompanied by an increase of theta brain waves, which occur in many regions of the brain, including the hippocampus. They also found that listening to music increases theta waves dramatically. Thus, one can attain a state of profound creativity merely by listening to a tape of recorded music.







The columnist’s reasoning is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  takes for granted that there is a causal connection between the hippocampus and being in a state of profound creativity



(B)  fails to consider that music is not necessary for one to be in a state of profound creativity



(C)  does not rule out the possibility that listening to music by means other than a tape recording also increases theta waves



(D)  ignores the possibility that an increase in theta waves may not always be accompanied by a state of profound creativity



(E)  provides insufficient reasons to believe that people who are not in states of profound creativity have low levels of theta brain waves






No, this is stupid. The logic here is just like saying, “Scientists have discovered that law professors talk a lot. They have also found that drinking an entire bottle of Jack Daniels causes people to talk a lot. Therefore one can become a law professor by drinking a bottle of Jack Daniels.”

The problem here is 1) correlation doesn’t equal causation and 2) the argument is confusing cause with effect. Just because creativity is correlated with theta brain waves doesn’t mean that one causes the other. And furthermore, it certainly doesn’t mean that theta brain waves cause creativity. It could be that creativity causes theta brain waves.

We’re asked to find grounds for finding the columnist’s reasoning vulnerable. I think we’ve already done that.





A)  If this said “theta brain waves” instead of “hippocampus” I’d like it. As is, it feels like a trap, since the hippocampus is only one region where theta brain waves occur. This just doesn’t seem to be an accurate description of what the argument was actually saying.

B)  No, the argument says that music is sufficient
 for creativity, not that it’s necessary.

C)  What? This is beside the point. It’s possible that the columnist would say that listening to live music also
 causes creativity, and that wouldn’t ruin the columnist’s argument. No way.

D)  Right. This is a better version of A. The columnist has assumed that theta brain waves cause
 creativity. If D is true, then the columnist is shown to be a moron.

E)  The argument doesn’t even mention people who are not
 in states of creativity, or who have low
 levels of brain waves. This is just plain irrelevant.





Our answer is D.
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Question 23



A television manufacturing plant has a total of 1,000 workers, though an average of 10 are absent on any given day for various reasons. On days when exactly 10 workers are absent, the plant produces televisions at its normal rate. Thus, it is reasonable to assume that the plant could fire 10 workers without any loss in production.







The argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  ignores the possibility that if 10 workers were fired, each of the remaining workers would produce more televisions than previously



(B)  fails to show that the absentee rate would drop if 10 workers were fired



(C)  takes for granted that the normal rate of production can be attained only when no more than the average number of workers are absent



(D)  overlooks the possibility that certain workers are crucial to the production of televisions



(E)  takes for granted that the rate of production is not affected by the number of workers employed at the plant






Huh? This argument is amazingly stupid. It’s an argument that only a douchebag MBA could love. (Unbunch your panties, please. I, myself, have an MBA, and I know from experience that we studied mostly douchery.) Here are the facts, which are not stupid, they’re just facts: If the plant has 1,000 workers, and an average of ten is absent each day, the plant would have 990 workers in attendance on an average day. When the plant has exactly 990 workers, it is able to produce televisions at its normal rate. Cool.

But that does not
 prove that the plant could fire ten workers and still maintain production. If the plant fired ten workers, and
 had its usual ten absences, there would only be 980 workers at the plant. And maybe 980 workers isn’t enough to get the job done! We just aren’t told one way or the other.

Very, very stupid argument. It’s MBA math: If 1000 minus 10 is 990, then 1000 minus 10 minus another 10
 must also be 990! Next step: Profit!

We’re asked to find an answer that identifies “grounds on which the argument is vulnerable to criticism.” I think something like, “The ten that we fire are not going to be the same ten that are absent on an average day, you dumbass,” would be a great answer.





A)  Nah, not what I’m looking for. Actually, if this were true it would strengthen
 the argument. This one basically says, “If we fired ten workers, the remaining workers would increase their productivity.” That’s not something that the argument is ignoring. (It might actually be something that the argument is assuming
 .)

B)  Yep. This one says, “Um, sorry to bother you Mr. MBA Consultant, sir, but ahhh, aren’t we still going to have the same ten guys calling in sick on an average day, leaving us with only 980 workers instead of 990? I’m sorry for pointing that out, Your Excellency.” Great answer.

C)  No, I don’t think the argument actually assumed that it’s impossible to produce the same number of TVs with fewer workers. Rather, the argument was attempting to conclude, “We have too many workers, so we have room to pare down.” Anyway, B was such a perfect answer that I wouldn’t waste too much time trying to prove that C might work.

D)  I don’t think the argument actually does this, because it doesn’t say, “Let’s fire ten workers at random.” It just says, “Let’s fire ten workers,” which leaves open the possibility that the ten that would be fired would be strategically chosen so as not to include any critical staff.

E)  Huh?   The argument just doesn’t do this; it specifically mentions the relationship between number of workers in attendance and the production of the plant on any given day.





Our answer is B, because it points out the exact problem present in the logic.
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Question 23



Editorial: A recently passed law limits freedom of speech in order to silence dissenters. It has been said that those who are ignorant of history will repeat its patterns. If this is true, then those responsible for passing the law must be ignorant of a great deal of history. Historically, silencing dissenters has tended to promote undemocratic policies and the establishment of authoritarian regimes.







The editorialist’s reasoning is flawed in that it fails to take into account that







(A)  the law may have other purposes in addition to silencing dissenters



(B)  certain freedoms might sometimes need to be limited in order to ensure the protection of certain other freedoms



(C)  some historical accounts report that legal restrictions on freedom of speech have occasionally undermined the establishment of authoritarian regimes



(D)  many good laws have been passed by people who are largely ignorant of history



(E)  even those who are not ignorant of history may repeat its patterns






It’s buried beneath a bunch of bullshit, but there’s one giant flaw here, a flaw I always yell about on the very first night of class. It’s the sufficient vs. necessary flaw, the “if you’re eaten by a shark you’ll die, so if John is dead he must have gotten eaten by a shark” flaw. This is the most important, and most common, flaw that gets tested on the LSAT. You should be looking out for it at all times. Your response should be immediate, angry, and loud: “The arrow only goes one way, jackass,”
 and/or “just because event A causes event B doesn’t mean event A is the only thing that causes event B,”
 and/or “there are lots of other ways to die besides shark attack.”
 If you said any of those things, you were on the right track.

We’re asked to identify the flaw, and we’ve already identified a huge one. I suppose there might be an additional
 flaw that the question is looking for (this is Question #23, after all, and later questions in the section do tend to be hard) but before overthinking this one, let’s just scan the answer choices looking for the classic sufficient vs. necessary flaw. If it’s there, it’s our answer.





A)  Nah, this isn’t what we’re looking for. I don’t see how the purposes of the law are even at issue here. The issue is whether or not the folks who passed the law are ignorant of history or not.

B)  Again, not what we’re looking for. Is “freedom” really at issue?

C)  Not what we’re looking for. And I don’t even know what it means, or care what it means, at least not until we’ve made it through all five answer choices looking for the Big Kahuna of all LSAT logical reasoning flaws.

D)  The point isn’t whether the law is good or bad. The point is whether the people who passed this law are ignorant of history or not. We’re still looking.

E)  And there we have it. This question was either super-easy, if you knew what you were looking for, or nearly impossible, if you didn’t know what you were looking for. This answer choice points out that there might be other
 ways to die besides shark attack: There might be other
 ways to repeat history besides being ignorant of history, therefore you can’t claim that anybody who repeats history is ignorant of history. This is our answer. Even with a gun to my head, I’d be confident that this was our answer, because I’ve seen this flaw so
 many times before. Keep practicing! The test does get easier.





Our answer is E.
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Question 23



Diplomat: Every major war in the last 200 years has been preceded by a short, sharp increase in the acquisition of weapons by the nations that subsequently became participants in those conflicts. Clearly, therefore, arms control agreements will preserve peace.







Of the following, which one most accurately describes a reasoning flaw in the diplomat’s argument?







(A)  The argument infers, merely from the claim that events of one type have for a long time consistently preceded events of a second type, that an event of the second type will not occur unless an event of the first type occurs.



(B)  The argument reasons that, simply because weapons are used in war, a rapid, dramatic increase in the acquisition of weapons will always lead to war.



(C)  The argument draws a conclusion that simply restates a claim presented in support of that conclusion.



(D)  The argument fails to consider that a short, sharp increase in the acquisition of weapons by a nation may be a response to the increased armament of neighboring nations.



(E)  The argument fails to consider that some of the minor wars that have occurred in the last 200 years may have been preceded by rapid increases in the acquisition of weapons by the nations that subsequently became participants in those wars.






This is dumb. This is a correlation-equals-causation argument. The logic here would be just about as good if it had said, “Wars are generally good for the economies of the countries involved, so we can stop wars by trashing the economy.” Another example: “Heroin users generally drink milk when they are babies, so to stop heroin use we should stop giving milk to babies.” Another example: “Ferrari owners tend to be rich, so if you want to be rich you should buy a Ferrari.” Like I said, dumb.

Another major problem here is that arms agreements
 do not necessarily do anything to the actual acquisition of arms. This argument sucks.





A)  This seems pretty good. Events of one type (arms purchases) have for a long time (200 years) consistently preceded events of a second type (wars), therefore events of the second type (wars) will not occur unless an event of the first type (arms purchases) occur. I do think the argument made this flaw (past correlation will always hold in the future), and it’s a pretty bad flaw, so I like this answer.

B)  No, the argument didn’t say, “Arms will always
 lead to war.” Rather, the argument said, “War won’t happen without arms.” Those aren’t logically equivalent. This ain’t it.

C)  This answer describes circular reasoning. That’s a flaw, but it’s not what happens here.

D)  The argument does
 do this, I suppose, but I’m not sure it’s a devastating flaw. Yes, Pakistan’s proposed arms acquisition is a response to India’s arms acquisition. But that doesn’t mean that stopping Pakistan’s acquisition wouldn’t still stop the war from happening. This is a tricky one, but I like A better.

E)  Minor
 wars just aren’t relevant. The argument was about major wars. And anyway, even if minor wars were
 relevant, and it was true that arms purchases tend to spike before minor wars as well, this would only strengthen the argument, not weaken it.





Our answer is A.
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Question 23



Commentator: Human behavior cannot be fully understood without inquiring into nonphysical aspects of persons. As evidence of this, I submit the following: suppose that we had a complete scientific account of the physical aspects of some particular human action—every neurological, physiological, and environmental event involved. Even with all that we would obviously still not truly comprehend the action or know why it occurred.







Which one of the following most accurately describes a flaw in the argument’s reasoning?







(A)  No support is offered for its conclusion other than an analogy that relates only superficially to the issue at hand.



(B)  The purported evidence that it cites in support of its conclusion presumes that the conclusion is true.



(C)  It concludes that a proposition must be true merely on the grounds that it has not been proven false.



(D)  It fails to indicate whether the speaker is aware of any evidence that could undermine the conclusion.



(E)  It presumes, without providing justification, that science can provide a complete account of any physical phenomenon.






The commentator’s conclusion is his first sentence. The rest of the argument pretends to support that conclusion, but does so extremely poorly. The last sentence seems to basically just restate the first sentence. I think this argument is circular, and it simply doesn’t hold water. You can’t use your conclusion as the only evidence to support that same conclusion. An example: “Hulk Hogan is the best pro wrestler because he is the best at pro wrestling.” Huh? This makes no sense.

The question asks us to identify a flaw in the argument, so I think “the argument is circular” or “the argument assumes its conclusion” would be a great answer.





A)  I don't see an analogy here. And anyway, I don’t think “superficiality” is the real problem. I think it’s circularity. So I’m hoping one of the other answer choices will say that.

B)  Boom. The argument assumes (or presumes, same thing) that its conclusion is true. That’s a circular argument.

C)  This is certainly a flaw. Disproof of an argument does not
 prove the opposite of the argument’s conclusion. This would be the answer if the argument had said, “You haven’t proven God doesn’t exist, therefore God must exist.” But that’s not what the argument did.

D)  What? No way. I don’t think this could ever be the answer, actually. I can make a logically valid argument without being required to acknowledge that I am aware of evidence that could undermine my conclusion.

E)  The argument simply doesn’t do this.





Our answer is B.
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Question 23



Counselor: Constantly comparing oneself to those one sees as more able or more successful almost invariably leads to self-disparagement. Conversely, constantly comparing oneself to those one sees as less able or less successful almost invariably leads to being dismissive of others. So, those who for the most part refrain from comparing themselves to others will most likely be, on the whole, self-accepting and accepting of others.







The counselor’s reasoning is most vulnerable to criticism because it







(A)  overlooks the possibility that one can compare oneself both to those one perceives to be more able and more successful than oneself and to those one perceives to be less able and less successful than oneself



(B)  overlooks the possibility that constantly comparing oneself to others may have beneficial effects that those who refrain from making such comparisons are deprived of



(C)  takes for granted that if one is both dismissive of others and self-disparaging, one will not be self-accepting and accepting of others



(D)  overlooks the possibility that self-disparagement and being dismissive of others can result from something other than comparing oneself to others



(E)  takes for granted that whenever one compares oneself to others one sees them as more successful and more able than oneself or less successful and less able than oneself






The argument proposes two ways to be miserable: 1) Compare yourself to people better off than you, and you’ll feel like a loser. 2) Compare yourself to people worse off than you, and you’ll become a pompous dick. Okay, I’m with you so far. But then the conclusion goes off the rails with, “Therefore if you don’t do 1 or 2, you won’t feel like a loser and you won’t be a dick.” But that’s the classic error of conditional reasoning, assuming that the arrow goes both ways! A direct parallel to this stupid argument would be, “If you’re at AT&T Park then you’re in San Francisco, and if you’re at Dodger Stadium then you’re in Los Angeles, so if you’re not at AT&T Park or Dodger Stadium then you’re not in San Francisco or Los Angeles.” That is foolish.

The question asks us to find a weakness or flaw in the logic, and I think I’ve done that pretty well already. Let’s see what the answer choices have for us.





A)  Nah, this is something like “overlooks the possibility that one can compare oneself to both people that are better and worse than oneself,” which is interesting, but not the biggest problem in the argument. I want an answer that points out the devastating sufficient-vs.-necessary flaw. Next please.

B)  This is something like “overlooks the possibility that being a dick might have beneficial effects,” which is also not what I am looking for. Let’s keep looking.

C)  The argument never considered what would happen if one was both
 a dick and felt like a loser, so this can’t possibly be the flaw in the argument. The argument did not do this.

D)  Yep. The argument assumed that if you don’t compare yourself to those better off than you then you can’t feel like a loser, which is simply not true. There are probably lots
 of ways to feel like a loser. Similarly, the argument assumed that if you don’t compare yourself to the less fortunate, you can’t be a dick. And we all know that there are lots
 of ways to be a dick. This answer choice describes the problem with the classic sufficient-vs.-necessary flaw. This has got to be it.

E)  The argument didn’t mention what would happen if you compared yourself to someone in the middle (neither better or worse off than oneself), and maybe this is a shortcoming in the argument. But answer D describes a classic flaw that is tested over and over and over on the LSAT.





Our answer is D.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


June 2005




Section 2




Question 24



It is now clear that the ancient Egyptians were the first society to produce alcoholic beverages. It had been thought that the ancient Babylonians were the first; they had mastered the process of fermentation for making wine as early as 1500 B.C. However, archaeologists have discovered an Egyptian cup dating from 2000 B.C. whose sides depict what appears to be an Egyptian brewery, and whose chemical residue reveals that it contained a form of alcoholic beer.







The reasoning above is most vulnerable to criticism on which one of the following grounds?







(A)  It makes a generalization about Egyptian society based on a sample so small that it is likely to be unrepresentative.



(B)  It uses the term “alcoholic beverage” in a different sense in the premises than in the conclusion.



(C)  It presumes, without providing justification, that because one society developed a technology before another, the development in the latter was dependent on the development in the former.



(D)  It ignores the possibility that the first known instance of a kind is not the first instance of that kind.



(E)  It provides no evidence for the claim that the Babylonians produced wine as early as 1500 B.C.






If there’s one word on the LSAT that pisses me off (to my own great benefit) it’s probably the word “clear” or “clearly.” This is a word that is almost never used on the test except in cases that are anything but
 clear. Words like “obviously,” and “definitely,” and “of course” do also raise my hackles, but nobody is bullshitting you like someone who claims that his case is “clear.”

So this question pisses me off just four words in. No, it is not fucking “clear” that the ancient Egyptians were the first to booze it. I haven’t even seen your evidence yet, but I’m unhappy that you are trying to jam this conclusion down my throat.


Ahem. I apologize for all my shouting. Anyway, the evidence is this: 1) The Babylonians were previously thought to have been first. 2) The Babylonians did
 master fermentation for wine as early as 1500 B.C. 3) There’s an Egyptian cup from 2000 B.C. with “apparent” pictures of a brewery on it. 4) The cup contains the residue of alcoholic beer.

My immediate response is something like 1) The cup might have “depicted an apparent brewery” long before the Egyptians had actually mastered fermentation, much like da Vinci made pictures of flight long before the Wright brothers actually sorted it out, and 2) the beer in the cup could have been made long after the cup was made, so maybe the Egyptians invented beer in 1400 B.C., well after the Babylonians were already wasted on wine, and 3) anyway, just because you are able to find evidence of something happening a long time ago, that doesn’t mean somebody else
 didn’t do it way before that. It’s actually impossible to prove
 that the Egyptians were first. They can only be “first known,” which is not the same thing. There are probably other objections as well, but armed with a few attacks, let’s go ahead and venture into the answer choice jungle.

We’re asked to find a flaw in the argument, so our three attacks above might be right on target. Let’s see.





A)  This is nonsensical in this context. If the archeologists can find one
 proven sample of Egyptian beer before the Babylonian wine, then that would be enough to call the Egyptians “first known.” Small sample can’t be the issue here.

B)  No, it simply doesn’t do this. This might be the answer if the argument had gone something like, “It’s hazardous to your health to drink five double Wild Turkey 101 shots in a half hour, therefore it’s hazardous to have a glass of wine."

C)  This would be the answer if it said, “Because the Egyptians invented booze first, the Babylonians must have learned to develop booze from the Egyptians.”

D)  Yeah, I think this relates to our third objection above. It’s the difference between absolute clear first
 and “first currently known.” I like this answer.

E)  Well, the conclusion is about the Egyptians. So I doubt that lack of evidence about the Babylonians could be the answer here. And I like D.





So our answer is D. Clearly.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


December 2004




Section 1




Question 24



In criminal proceedings, defense attorneys occasionally attempt to establish that a suspect was not present at the commission of a crime by comparing the suspect’s DNA to the DNA of blood or hair samples taken from the scene of the crime. Although every person’s DNA is unique, DNA tests often fail to distinguish among DNA samples taken from distinct individuals. Hence, it is a mistake to exonerate a suspect simply because that person’s DNA did not match the DNA samples taken from the scene of the crime.







Which one of the following is an error in the reasoning above?







(A)  It assumes without warrant that the use of physical evidence in identifying suspects is never mistaken.



(B)  It confuses a test that incorrectly identifies DNA samples as coming from the same person with a test that incorrectly shows as coming from different persons samples that come from a single person.



(C)  It generalizes about the reliability of all methods used to identify those involved in the commission of a crime on the basis of results that pertain to only a few such methods.



(D)  It relies on experimental data derived from DNA testing that have not been shown to hold under nonexperimental conditions.



(E)  It fails to demonstrate that physical evidence taken from the scene of a crime is the only sort of evidence that should be admitted in criminal court proceedings.






This argument says, “Because DNA tests have a lot of false positives (they might fail to distinguish between two different people, thus showing a match where there actually wasn’t one), therefore they shouldn’t be used to establish the absence of a suspect from a crime scene.” But that doesn’t make sense! It’s true that false positives are a problem if we’re trying to use them to convict
 someone. If a DNA test can’t tell the difference between me and Mr. Murderer, then it doesn’t seem fair to convict me on the basis of a DNA test. Maybe Mr. Murderer did it! But if the test can’t tell the difference between me and Mr. Murderer, couldn’t it nonetheless be used to prove that neither
 of us was there?

False positives, in other words, aren’t a problem if you’re only using the test to exonerate. False negatives
 would be a problem if we were trying to use the test to exonerate.

Example: Suppose a witness knows that Mr. Murderer and I were both playing ping-pong the entire time the crime occurred. The witness doesn’t know who won the ping-pong match. In fact, the witness doesn’t even know me from Mr. Murderer. But the witness knows neither of us could have done it, because the witness knows we were both playing ping-pong the entire time. Couldn’t that witness be used to exonerate me and Mr. Murderer? Similarly, the DNA test could also be used to exonerate us both, even if it couldn’t tell the difference between the two of us. However, it couldn’t be used to convict either one of us.

We’re asked to identify the flaw, and I think we’ve already nailed it. The argument has tried to say that false positives are a problem for the defense, when actually they’re only a problem for the prosecution.





A)  The argument simply doesn’t do this.

B)  I think this might mean, “Confuses a test that has false positives with a test that has false negatives.” This is probably the answer.

C)  No, the argument never “generalizes about the reliability of all methods.”

D)  No, the argument doesn’t “rely on experimental data.”

E)  No, the argument doesn’t claim that physical evidence is the only admissible evidence.





The answer is B.





Without even bothering to think too closely about exactly what B means, it must be our answer. The argument definitely didn’t even do
 what A, C, D, and E are claiming the argument did, so none of them can possibly be the answer. If that’s the case, then B must be the answer even if it seems like gibberish.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


December 2004




Section 4




Question 24



Bardis: Extensive research shows that television advertisements affect the buying habits of consumers. Some people conclude from this that violent television imagery sometimes causes violent behavior. But the effectiveness of television advertisements could be a result of those televised images being specifically designed to alter buying habits, whereas television violence is not designed to cause violent behavior. Hence we can safely conclude that violent television imagery does not cause violence.







The reasoning in Bardis’s argument is flawed because that argument







(A)  relies on an illegitimate inference from the fact that advertisements can change behavior to the claim that advertisements can cause violent behavior



(B)  fails to distinguish a type of behavior from a type of stimulus that may or may not affect behavior



(C)  undermines its own position by questioning the persuasive power of television advertising



(D)  concludes that a claim is false on the basis of one purported fault in an argument in favor of that claim



(E)  fails to consider the possibility that the argument it disputes is intended to address a separate issue






This argument is flawed because it assumes that anything not designed with the purpose of having a certain effect cannot, in fact, have that effect. This is like saying that a BB gun was designed to defend your homestead against bandits, not designed to shoot your eye out, therefore it can’t shoot your eye out.





A)  The problem is that the argument concludes that TV shows cannot cause violent behavior, not that advertisements can cause violent behavior. This answer choice misunderstands the argument, so it’s wrong.

B)  I don’t even know what this means. Let’s keep looking for something more like our prediction.

C)  You don’t “undermine your own position” by acknowledging evidence that could possibly be interpreted to go against your point: that’s just being reasonable.

D)  This could be it. The argument concludes that the claim that TV shows can cause violent behavior is false by pointing out a fault (advertising is designed to influence behavior, which shows are not) in an argument that TV shows do
 cause violent behavior. This isn’t exactly like our prediction but it has the same result. Disproving an argument is not the same thing as proving the opposite of an argument. Example: You claim God exists because it says so in the Bible, and I disprove your argument by pointing out that you are using a circular argument. I have destroyed your argument, but if I then conclude solely on the basis of this that God does not
 exist, I would be making the same flaw as the argument did here.

E)  I’m not sure what this means. I don’t really need to figure it out, since we already like D.





I’m convinced that our answer is D, because it matches our prediction.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


December 2005




Section 1




Question 24



Journalist: Although a recent poll found that more than half of all eligible voters support the idea of a political party whose primary concern is education, only 26 percent would like to join it, and only 16 percent would be prepared to donate money to it. Furthermore, there is overwhelming historical evidence that only a party that has at least 30 percent of eligible voters prepared to support it by either joining it or donating money to it is viable in the long run. Therefore, it is unlikely that an education party is viable in the long run.







The reasoning in the journalist’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument fails to consider that







(A)  some of those who said they were willing to donate money to an education party might not actually do so if such a party were formed



(B)  an education party could possibly be viable with a smaller base than is customarily needed



(C)  the 16 percent of eligible voters prepared to donate money to an education party might donate almost as much money as a party would ordinarily expect to get if 30 percent of eligible voters contributed



(D)  a party needs the appropriate support of at least 30 percent of eligible voters in order to be viable and more than half of all eligible voters support the idea of an education party



(E)  some of the eligible voters who would donate money to an education party might not be prepared to join such a party






Silly little trick here. The argument follows this basic pattern: 1) Fact: 30 percent of Bay Area residents are Giants baseball fans. 2) Fact: 20 percent of Bay Area residents are A’s baseball fans. 3) Fact: Unless 40 percent or more of an area’s population are fans of a particular sport, that sport will be unsuccessful in the area. 4) Bogus conclusion: Therefore baseball is unsuccessful in the Bay Area.

The obvious problem with this logic is that it ignores the possibility that the Giants fans and A’s fans might be different people. But it’s possible that there are zero people who like both
 the Giants and the A’s. If that’s true, then there are actually 50 percent total baseball fans in the Bay Area, which makes the conclusion totally wrong.

Same thing is happening with the journalist’s argument. 26 percent would join, and 16 percent would donate. The journalist assumes that the people who would donate would also join! But if these are actually two entirely separate groups, then there are 42 percent who would join or
 donate, which means the party could be viable.





A)  No, it’s not about whether people would actually
 donate. The requirement was that supporters have to be “prepared to join or donate.” Also, this doesn’t match our prediction. I’m looking for something about overlap
 .

B)  No way in hell. This answer is a big time cheat. It basically says, “Oh yeah? Well, the rules might not apply in this case.” Saying that wouldn’t ruin the journalist’s logical position. The journalist would just come back with, “Yeah, well, I didn’t claim that the rules always
 apply, I just said that history makes it unlikely
 the party is going to succeed.”

C)  This is a trap. You must stay connected to the facts that are presented! Like B, this one changes the rules. This one says, “I know that historically a certain percentage of people
 are necessary, but in this special case maybe my donors are going to donate more per person, which means my party will be an exception to the rule.” The journalist could reply to this with, “Well sure, maybe you’re special. But my logical position, based on facts and history, is still valid.” Be wary of answer choices that seem to ignore or avoid the premises of the argument.

D)  Who gives a shit how many people "support the idea" of an education party? Even if it's 100 percent, we still might not have the 30 percent who will actually join or donate.

E)  Yep. This one says, “Hey wait a minute! The 26 percent and the 16 percent might be different
 groups!” That’s exactly what we went looking for.





Our answer is E.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


October 2008




Section 1




Question 24



Advertisement: Researchers studied a group of people trying to lose weight and discovered that those in the group who lost the most weight got more calories from protein than from carbohydrates and ate their biggest meal early in the day. So anyone who follows our diet, which provides more calories from protein than from anything else and which requires that breakfast be the biggest meal of the day, is sure to lose weight.







The reasoning in the advertisement is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the advertisement overlooks the possibility that







(A)  eating foods that derive a majority of their calories from carbohydrates tends to make one feel fuller than does eating foods that derive a majority of their calories from protein



(B)  a few of the people in the group studied who lost significant amounts of weight got nearly all of their calories from carbohydrates and ate their biggest meal at night



(C)  the people in the group studied who increased their activity levels lost more weight, on average, than those who did not, regardless of whether they got more calories from protein or from carbohydrates



(D)  some people in the group studied lost no weight yet got more calories from protein than from carbohydrates and ate their biggest meal early in the day



(E)  people who eat their biggest meal at night tend to snack more during the day and so tend to take in more total calories than do people who eat their biggest meal earlier in the day






The advertisement takes two characteristics of people who lost weight (high protein, big breakfast) and draws the conclusion that as long as you do those two things, you are sure to lose weight. This is patently ridiculous. What if the people who lost weight also ran five miles three times a day? It’s possible that exercise was the dominant factor here, and that the dietary factors were purely coincidental. Furthermore, it’s also possible that the people who did not
 lose weight in the study ate an even higher
 percentage of protein than did the ones who lost weight, and ate an even bigger
 breakfast! Does the argument say otherwise? No, it doesn’t.


Be critical
 . This advertisement, like most LSAT arguments, makes no sense.

We’re asked to find a flaw in the argument, an “overlooked possibility.” I’m hoping one of our predictions above might be right on target.





A)  I don’t see how “feeling fuller” has anything to do with the argument. It wasn’t mentioned in the argument. Plus there’s no connection in this answer choice to actually losing weight. We’d have to speculate that “feeling fuller leads to losing weight.” We don’t know that, because it wasn’t presented as a premise. Since we’re looking for something that crushes the given logic, this ain’t it.

B)  The point isn’t that this isn’t the only
 diet. The point is “this diet works.” Even if B is true, it doesn’t prove that this particular advertised diet won’t work. So this can’t be the answer.

C)  This could be it, because it’s similar to our “what about exercise?” objection above. If this is true, then it directly connects the people who lost weight in the study to an additional factor (exercise) that is unrelated to diet. Still, even if this is true, it doesn’t prove that the diet doesn’t work. (It only proves that exercise does
 work.) We’ll pick C if we hate everything else.

D)  At first this seemed irrelevant, because some things that work generally don’t work for everyone. But, on further consideration, this looks pretty good. The conclusion was, “Anyone who follows our diet is sure to lose weight.” That’s absolute: the ad is claiming it works for everyone. But if D is true, then in the study, there were people who followed the magical high protein / big breakfast prescription and did not lose weight! So how, then, can the advertisement be sure that the high protein / big breakfast diet will work? This is the best answer so far.

E)  This would seem to be a strengthener rather than a weakener.





Our answer is D.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST
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Question 24



Eighteenth-century European aesthetics was reasonably successful in providing an understanding of all art, including early abstract art, until the 1960s, when artists self-consciously rebelled against earlier notions of art. Since the work of these rebellious artists is quite beautiful but outside the bounds of the aesthetic theory then current, there can be no complete theory of aesthetics.







The reasoning above is most vulnerable to criticism in that it







(A)  takes for granted that it is more important for a complete aesthetic theory to account for the beauty of traditional art than for it to account for the beauty of self-consciously rebellious art



(B)  presumes, without providing justification, that artists’ rebellion in the 1960s against earlier notions of art was not guided by their knowledge of eighteenth-century European aesthetic theory



(C)  presumes, without providing justification, that an aesthetic theory developed in one part of the world cannot be applied in another



(D)  presumes, without providing justification, that art from the 1960s is the only art that cannot be adequately addressed by eighteenth-century European aesthetics



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that eighteenth-century European aesthetics is as encompassing as an aesthetic theory can be






Hmm. I was following along with this one until I got to the conclusion, which is total crap. The logic goes like this: “We had it all figured out until the 60s, but then some new shit came to light and we realized we didn’t have it all figured out. Therefore we will never
 figure it out.” Wait, why not?

We’re asked to criticize the argument. My critique is, “You’ve assumed that just because we don’t currently have a complete theory, we will never have a complete theory. You’re making a totally unwarranted prediction about the future. You can’t predict the future, dumbass.”





A)  No, it’s not about what’s “important” in art criticism. It’s about whether or not this guy can predict the future.

B)  Huh? Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Nope. Still looking for “this guy tried to predict the future.”

D)  Nope, still looking.

E)  There we go. This one is closest to what we predicted, because it says, “You assume we’ll never have a better theory in the future.”





Our answer is E.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


October 2004
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Question 25



The first bicycle, the Draisienne, was invented in 1817. A brief fad ensued, after which bicycles practically disappeared until the 1860s. Why was this? New technology is accepted only when it coheres with the values of a society. Hence some change in values must have occurred between 1817 and the 1860s.







The reasoning in the argument is flawed because the argument







(A)  presumes, without giving justification, that fads are never indicative of genuine acceptance



(B)  fails to recognize that the reappearance of bicycles in the 1860s may have indicated genuine acceptance of them



(C)  offers no support for the claim that the Draisienne was the first true bicycle



(D)  poses a question that has little relevance to the argument's conclusion



(E)  ignores, without giving justification, alternative possible explanations of the initial failure of bicycles






This argument is flawed because it confuses a sufficient condition with a necessary condition. It’s necessary
 that a new technology “cohere with the values of a society” in order for it to be accepted:






	Accepted —> Coheres



(contrapositive):


	
Coheres
 —> Accepted












Okay, so, we’re told that the bicycle wasn’t accepted initially. But this does not
 mean that it didn’t cohere. The arrow only goes one way.
 Perhaps the bicycle wasn’t accepted initially because it had that ridiculous gigantic front tire. Maybe people just didn’t want to look silly. Or perhaps it wasn’t accepted because it had steel tires. How would that have felt on your ass after a long day of riding? Here, the argument assumes that the bicycle wasn’t accepted because it didn’t cohere
 . But it could have been unaccepted for many different reasons. That’s the flaw.





A)  We’re looking for something very specific, and this ain’t it.

B)  What? Again, this isn’t what we’re looking for.

C)  Not even close.

D)  Not even close.

E)  Boom. Alternative explanations (big-ass front tire, tires made out of metal) have been ignored. This is it.





Some of you may say, “But what’s wrong with A (or B or C or D)?” But that’s not the proper inquiry here. I frankly don’t give a shit what A, B, C or D might mean. On a question like this, you should be able to positively identify the correct answer by recognizing the flaw before you look at the answer choices.
 The incorrect answer choices here are wrong because E is exactly the flaw we were looking for.
 To properly review this question, all you need to do is understand why E is conclusively right. Don’t bother trying to decipher the incorrect answers, which are really just distractions.





Our answer is E.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


October 2008




Section 3




Question 25



Dean: The mathematics department at our university has said that it should be given sole responsibility for teaching the course Statistics for the Social Sciences. But this course has no more mathematics in it than high school algebra does. The fact that a course has mathematics in it does not mean that it needs to be taught by a mathematics professor, any more than a course approaching its subject from a historical perspective must be taught by a history professor. Such demands by the mathematics department are therefore unjustified.







The dean’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  presumes, without providing justification, that expertise in a subject does not enable one to teach that subject well



(B)  purports to refute a view by showing that one possible reason for that view is insufficient



(C)  presumes, without providing justification, that most students are as knowledgeable about mathematics as they are about history



(D)  fails to establish that mathematics professors are not capable of teaching Statistics for the Social Sciences effectively



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that any policies that apply to history courses must be justified with respect to mathematics courses






The Dean uses an analogy. Since courses with a historical perspective don’t necessarily have to be taught by history professors, says the Dean, courses that have some math don’t have to be taught by math professors. We can go along with him that far. But then the Dean says that demands by the Math department to teach this particular course are “unjustified.” The problem with this line of reasoning is that there could be many
 reasons why the Math department thinks it should teach this course. Perhaps the Math department contains the world expert in Statistics for the Social Sciences, and that’s
 why Math thinks they should teach the course. Or perhaps the Math department has an excess of teachers available, and they think it is just simple efficiency to give the extra professors the work. The Dean has addressed only one
 possible argument the Math department might make. We have no idea what other arguments they might make.





A)  The argument doesn’t do this. This would be, “Just because you’re good at math doesn’t mean you can actually teach it.” That's true, but that’s not what this argument says.

B)  This is it. The Dean has shot down only one possible reason that Math should teach the course. This will be our answer.

C)  The argument makes no comparison between the knowledge of math students and the knowledge of history students.

D)  The Dean didn’t need
 to “establish,” i.e.
 prove, that math professors are not capable of teaching the course. The Dean did need to address the various arguments the Math department made before calling their position “unjustified.”

E)  The argument didn’t go so far as to say that anything that’s true of history must also be true of math. Example: The argument didn’t say, “If all history courses require a 30-page paper, then all math courses must require a 30-page paper as well.” This answer choice proves too much.





Our answer is B.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST
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Section 1




Question 25



Occultist: The issue of whether astrology is a science is easily settled: it is both an art and a science. The scientific components are the complicated mathematics and the astronomical knowledge needed to create an astrological chart. The art is in the synthesis of a multitude of factors and symbols into a coherent statement of their relevance to an individual.







The reasoning in the occultist’s argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument







(A)  presumes, without providing justification, that any science must involve complicated mathematics



(B)  incorrectly infers that a practice is a science merely from the fact that the practice has some scientific components



(C)  denies the possibility that astrology involves components that are neither artistic nor scientific



(D)  incorrectly infers that astronomical knowledge is scientific merely from the fact that such knowledge is needed to create an astrological chart



(E)  presumes, without providing justification, that any art must involve the synthesis of a multitude of factors and symbols






I like this question from the start because it totally pisses me off right in the first sentence. The words “easily settled” (like clearly and obviously) are a sure sign that whatever follows is far from easy. This one is a doozy. According to the author (an “occultist,” whatever the hell that is), “Astrology is both an art and a science.”

Now, astrology may be art to some people. Lots of things can be art, and it’s open to subjective interpretation what’s art and what’s not art. But science means something. Science is objective, it’s open to criticism, it’s based on evidence, and it only makes conclusions about things that can be disproven by testing. Astrology, no matter what anyone ever tells me, meets none
 of these characteristics and is therefore not
 a science. And yes, I’m bringing in my own outside knowledge and common sense here. Common sense is perfectly legitimate for use on the LSAT.

The occultist attempts to prove his insane conclusion using the following reasoning: First, astrology is “science” because of the “complicated mathematics” and “astronomical knowledge” needed to create an astrological chart. I doubt many astrologists are that good at math, but let’s let this slide for now since it’s presented as a premise. Second, astrology is “art” because it involves “the synthesis of a multitude of factors and symbols into a coherent statement” blah, blah, blah. Again, this is a premise.

Even if these two outrageous premises are true, the argument still sucks. The occultist has assumed that anything that has science-like components must actually be
 science, and anything that has components of art must be
 art. This is like saying, “Caviar is a gourmet component, therefore I created a gourmet dish when I put caviar, dog food, and hot salsa in a bowl and mixed it up.” Just ridiculous. I love it.





A)  No, the occultist doesn’t assume that all science involves math.

B)  Yep, this is exactly right. The occultist thinks that anything that has elements
 of science must be
 science. This must be the answer.

C)  The occultist doesn’t deny that astrology involves some components that aren’t artistic or scientific. The occultist only talks about what astrology does
 involve.

D)  This is backward. The occultist didn’t try to infer that astronomy is scientific because it is required by astrology. Rather, he concluded that astrology is scientific because it uses astronomy.

E)  This is also backward. The author claimed that anything that involves the synthesis of a multitude of factors and symbols is
 art, but did not presume that any art must have such synthesis.





Our answer is B.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST
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Question 25



Therapist: In a recent study, researchers measured how quickly 60 different psychological problems waned as a large, diverse sample of people underwent weekly behavioral therapy sessions. About 75 percent of the 60 problems consistently cleared up within 50 weeks of therapy. This shows that 50 weekly behavioral therapy sessions are all that most people need.







The therapist’s argument is logically most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  takes for granted that there are no psychological problems that usually take significantly longer to clear up than the 60 psychological problems studied



(B)  fails to address the possibility that any given one of the 60 psychological problems studied might afflict most people



(C)  takes for granted that no one suffers from more than one of the 60 psychological problems studied



(D)  fails to address the possibility that some forms of therapy have never been proven to be effective as treatments for psychological problems



(E)  takes for granted that the sample of people studied did not have significantly more psychological problems, on average, than the population as a whole






There are 60 total psychological problems in the study. Seventy-five percent of the types
 of problems (not 75 percent of the patients
 ) cleared up within 50 weeks of therapy. From this, the therapist concludes that 50 weeks of therapy is all that “most people” need. The problem with this logic is that a majority of people might have one type of problem, and that particular type of problem may or may not have been in the 75 percent that cleared up within 50 weeks. For example, suppose 75 percent of all people have major depression, and suppose that major depression takes 100 weeks to cure. (It’s part of the 25 percent of problems that did not clear up within 50 weeks of therapy.) If this is true, then there is no way it is true that “most people” need only 50 weeks. Quite the opposite! “Most people” in this scenario would require 100 weeks. That’s the flaw here.





A)  The argument didn’t take for granted that there are no
 psychological problems that usually take longer to clear up than the 60 problems studied. It did take for granted that most people, or a significant number of people, might have other diseases, but that’s not what this answer says. The therapist simply didn’t take for granted that there are no
 other problems. If you think he did, you have to be able to put your finger on the page at exactly the point where he did it. I’m pretty sure you can’t.

B)  Yep. The therapist made a conclusion about a proportion of people, when his evidence was about a proportion of diseases. He forgot that most people could have one disease, as in our depression example above.

C)  He didn’t do this. Show me where he did it.

D)  Who cares if some types of therapy are not proven to be effective? The argument isn’t even about types of therapy. This is irrelevant.

E)  There is no reason given to believe that there was any problem with the sample. Answers about sample bias are very rarely correct unless the argument gives you a good reason to believe the sample is biased. Here, the argument even says that the sample was “large and diverse.” There’s no way this is the answer.





Our answer is B.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


June 2009




Section 2




Question 26



Historian: Flavius, an ancient Roman governor who believed deeply in the virtues of manual labor and moral temperance, actively sought to discourage the arts by removing state financial support for them. Also, Flavius was widely unpopular among his subjects, as we can conclude from the large number of satirical plays that were written about him during his administration.







The historian’s argumentation is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  fails to consider the percentage of plays written during Flavius’s administration that were not explicitly about Flavius



(B)  treats the satirical plays as a reliable indicator of Flavius’s popularity despite potential bias on the part of the playwrights



(C)  presumes, without providing evidence, that Flavius was unfavorably disposed toward the arts



(D)  takes for granted that Flavius’s attempt to discourage the arts was successful



(E)  fails to consider whether manual labor and moral temperance were widely regarded as virtues in ancient Rome






Nah, this is bullshit because the conclusion is much broader than what’s warranted by the facts. Flavius cut funding for the arts, so it’s not a shocker that he was criticized in many plays, which are, after all, part of the arts. It would be foolish to assume, on these facts, that Flavius was “widely unpopular among his subjects,” unless of course his subjects were all artists, which is not in evidence here.

We’re asked to find a flaw in the logic. One way of stating it would be “makes a broader conclusion than is warranted by the facts.”





A)  Not what I’m looking for.

B)  Yes, exactly. Playwrights might have hated Flavius for cutting their paychecks, so the opinion of playwrights isn’t a “reliable indicator” of his popularity among his subjects more broadly. Great answer.

C)  No, the argument doesn’t do this. The argument provides evidence that Flavius “believed deeply in manual labor and temperance,” and more evidence that Flavius “removed financial support” for the arts. Those two things are pretty solid evidence that Flavius hated the arts.

D)  The argument doesn’t make any conclusions whatsoever about the impact Flavius had on the arts. Maybe he succeeded, maybe he didn’t—we just don’t know.

E)  This is simply irrelevant to the question of whether the plays are good evidence of Flavius’ popularity.





Our answer is B, because it shows why the argument is bullshit.






Flaw Questions: HARDEST


December 2003




Section 2




Question 26



Astronomer: I have asserted that our solar system does not contain enough meteoroids and other cosmic debris to have caused the extensive cratering on the far side of the moon. My opponents have repeatedly failed to demonstrate the falsity of this thesis. Their evidence is simply inconclusive; thus they should admit that my thesis is correct.







The reasoning in the astronomer’s argument is flawed because this argument







(A)  criticizes the astronomer’s opponents rather than their arguments



(B)  infers the truth of the astronomer’s thesis from the mere claim that it has not been proven false



(C)  ignores the possibility that alternative explanations may exist for the cratering



(D)  presumes that the astronomer’s thesis should not be subject to rational discussion and criticism



(E)  fails to precisely define the key word “meteoroids”










Classic flaw here: Absence of proof is taken as conclusive proof, when in fact it doesn’t actually prove anything at all. The astronomer is basically saying, “You didn’t disprove my argument, therefore my argument is proven correct.” Simple example: “You can’t prove there’s not a colony of McDonald’s characters living on Neptune (Ronald, The Hamburglar, Grimace, Mayor McCheese) and since you can’t prove that’s not true, then it is absolutely positively true.”

The argument asks us to identify the flaw, and since we have seen it coming a mile away all we have to do is pick the answer that best describes that flaw.





A)  No, this would be the answer if the argument had said, “You nerds have never gotten laid in your entire lives, therefore your claim about the moon is false.” But that’s not what the argument does.

B)  Mhmm, exactly what we were looking for. “You didn’t prove me false, therefore I’m proven correct.”

C)  This would be the answer if the argument had gone, “One explanation for the moon’s craters is meteoroids, therefore the craters must have been caused by meteoroids.” But that’s not what it says.

D)  This would be the answer if the astronomer had curled up into the fetal position and started crying and insisted that everyone leave him alone. Honestly, I have never
 seen this flaw on the LSAT. I just don’t think this could ever be the correct answer.

E)  Nah. You don’t need to define every single word in your argument. If you did, then every argument would need to be dictionary-length. There’s nothing here to suggest that the word “meteoroid” is in any way confusing. This could be the answer in an argument that had used the word “truth” or “reality” or “justice” or something amorphous like that in a potentially ambiguous way, but that doesn’t happen here.





Our answer is B.








Weaken




(Example: “Which one of the following, if true, most weakens Shepherd Book’s argument?”)


My primary piece of advice on the Logical Reasoning is “always be attacking,” no matter what type of question you’re looking at. So a question that asks you to undermine an argument’s reasoning shouldn’t be too much of a problem. As you read each question, you should always be predicting weakeners. For me, this takes the form of “Oh yeah, well you’re full of shit, because what about this? Or what about that? Or what about this other thing?” I’m constantly barraging the speaker with skepticism. Ideally, by the time the speaker comes around to his conclusion, I’m armed with at least a couple of potential holes in the argument. The answer might very well be exactly one of these predictions, or it might be something similar. Even if it’s not something I’ve already thought of, being in that skeptical state of mind helps me spot a kindred argument.

If you’re having trouble on weaken questions, you probably aren’t quite clear about what it means to “weaken” an argument on the LSAT. Here it is: You weaken an argument by showing that its evidence doesn’t justify its conclusion. There are many ways to do this, but at a minimum you must
 know what the conclusion is, and you also must know what evidence was used to reach that conclusion.

Once you understand the argument, there are countless ways to attack it. Maybe Shepherd Book’s premises simply don’t add up to his conclusion, leaving a big hole in the argument. Or maybe Shepherd Book’s conclusion and his evidence can’t simultaneously be true. Or maybe he made a sufficient vs. necessary error. (More on that ahead.) Or maybe he made a correlation-equals-causation error. Pick the answer that, if true, causes the argument to be faulty, nonsensical, or just plain stupid. Ask yourself: “Which one of these facts, if I were an attorney arguing against
 Shepherd Book, would I most want to be true?”

Incorrect answer choices on weaken questions will either strengthen the argument, or, more commonly, simply be irrelevant. One trap to look out for is an answer choice that seems to go against Shepherd Book’s position, but doesn’t really address his argument. (For example, if the Shepherd’s argument was about one particular group of people, and the answer choice talks about a different group of people.)

The basic difference between Flaw and Weaken questions is that Flaw questions ask us to identify an error that is already present in the speaker's reasoning, while Weaken questions ask us to identify a new piece of evidence that, if discovered to be true, would most interfere with the argument's logic.






Weaken Questions: EASIER


October 2005




Section 1




Question 2



Despite increasing international efforts to protect the natural habitats of endangered species of animals, the rate at which these species are becoming extinct continues to rise. It is clear that these efforts are wasted.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the argument?







(A)  Scientists are better able to preserve the habitats of endangered species now than ever before.



(B)  Species that would have become extinct have been saved due to the establishment of animal refuges.



(C)  Scientists estimate that at least 2000 species become extinct every year.



(D)  Many countries do not recognize the increased economic benefit of tourism associated with preserved natural habitats.



(E)  Programs have been proposed that will transfer endangered species out of habitats that are in danger of being destroyed.






This is an extremely common pattern of flawed reasoning. Imagine you’re on a special diet, but you’re still gaining weight. That doesn’t mean the special diet has had no effect. Maybe you’d be gaining even more weight
 if you weren’t on the diet. Or imagine you’re trying to save money by making coffee at home instead of buying your $5 latte at Starbucks, but you find that you’re still going deeper into debt. That doesn’t mean your penny-pinching is “wasted,” because you’d be in even more debt
 if you weren’t saving.

Here, the animals continue to go extinct—and at an increasing rate—but that doesn’t mean the habitat protection efforts are “wasted.” Maybe all the animals would be totally extinct by now if it weren’t for the habitat protection efforts. Maybe the habitat protection is the only thing that’s kept a single animal alive!

We’re asked to weaken the argument. The correct answer ought to point out the flaw we have already identified.





A)  Nah, this isn’t what we’re looking for. And even if this is true, it doesn’t mean the habitat preservation is actually working to save the animals.

B)  Yep. This is exactly what we were looking for. This one points out the fact that even though some species continue going extinct, the programs in place might be preserving other species that would have been lost if not for the programs. Great answer.

C)  This can’t possibly strengthen or weaken the argument. We already know that species are going extinct. The exact number just doesn’t matter.

D)  What? Tourism is absolutely irrelevant. The only thing that matters to the logic of the argument is whether the habitat protection efforts are saving animals or not.

E)  This is nice, but irrelevant. We can’t care about other ways to save the animals. The only relevant issue is whether the existing programs are working.





Our answer is B, because if B is true then the programs have
 had some effect, and are therefore not “wasted.”






Weaken Questions: EASIER


October 2008




Section 3




Question 4



Cassie: In order to improve the quality of customer service provided by our real estate agency, we should reduce client loads—the number of clients each agent is expected to serve at one time.







Melvin: Although smaller client loads are desirable, reducing client loads at our agency is simply not feasible. We already find it very difficult to recruit enough qualified agents; recruiting even more agents, which would be necessary in order to reduce client loads, is out of the question.







Of the following, which one, if true, is the logically strongest counter that Cassie can make to Melvin’s argument?







(A)  Since reducing client loads would improve working conditions for agents, reducing client loads would help recruit additional qualified agents to the real estate agency.



(B)  Many of the real estate agency’s current clients have expressed strong support for efforts to reduce client loads.



(C)  Several recently conducted studies of real estate agencies have shown that small client loads are strongly correlated with high customer satisfaction ratings.



(D)  Hiring extra support staff for the real estate agency’s main office would have many of the same beneficial effects as reducing client loads.



(E)  Over the last several years, it has become increasingly challenging for the real estate agency to recruit enough qualified agents just to maintain current client loads.










Cassie says, “We need to improve customer service by reducing the number of clients per agent.” Melvin says, “Sure, that’s desirable, but it’s impossible because we can’t hire more agents.”

What would you
 say back to Melvin if you were Cassie? I know what I’d say. I’d say, “Melvin? Did I say that hiring agents was involved? What if we just fired our shittiest clients? Wouldn’t that reduce the number of clients per agent? Let’s kill off all our bad business, so we can provide better service to our better clients.”

That might not be the
 answer, but it would be a great answer. Let’s see.





A)  At first I didn’t think this could be it, because if Cassie said this then Melvin would say, “That’s a nice fantasy, but how are you going to reduce the client loads in the first place?” But after reading the horrible answers that followed, I had to return to A. I suppose you could read A to mean, “I know it’s hard to recruit, but that’s sorta my point. Let’s recruit an agent today by telling him ‘you’re going to have one-fourth our normal client load.’ If we do that, then we’ll have shifted some of our existing clients to the new agent, thereby reducing our client load overall. And if we continue to do this, then it will get easier and easier to recruit.” I don’t think this is a perfect answer, but it’s better than B-E, as it turns out.

B)   No way. The point isn’t whether clients want the change or not. Melvin has said it’s impossible—Cassie needs to show Melvin why it’s not
 impossible.

C)  Same explanation as B. This just isn’t a “counter” to Melvin’s argument. If Cassie rolled up with this argument, Melvin would say, “Hey Cassie, did you even listen to what I just said? I just fucking said
 that it’s impossible. Hello?”

D)  No, this is a different issue altogether. Cassie needs to show Melvin why it’s not impossible to reduce the number of clients
 per agent. If Cassie said, “Well, we could provide better service in other ways,” then that’s not a counter to Melvin’s argument, that’s actually admitting that Melvin is right.

E)  No. This isn’t a “counter” either. This is basically agreeing with Melvin.





Our answer is A, because it’s the only one that counters Melvin’s argument in any way.






Weaken Questions: EASIER


June 2003




Section 3




Question 5



Sickles found at one archaeological site had scratched blades, but those found at a second site did not. Since sickle blades always become scratched whenever they are used to harvest grain, this evidence shows that the sickles found at the first site were used to harvest grain, but the sickles found at the second site were not.







Which one of the following, if shown to be a realistic possibility, would undermine the argument?







(A)  Some sickles that have not yet been found at the first site do not have scratched blades.



(B)  The scratches on the blades of the sickles found at the first site resulted from something other than harvesting grain.



(C)  Sickles at both sites had ritual uses whether or not those sickles were used to harvest grain.



(D)  At the second site tools other than sickles were used to harvest grain.



(E)  The sickles found at the first site were made by the same people who made the sickles found at the second site.










Classic pattern of flawed reasoning here. Basically, the flaw here is, “Getting eaten by a shark causes death, therefore anybody who is dead must have been eaten by a shark.” Note that only one part of the argument’s conclusion is flawed. If sickles always get scratched when used to harvest grain, then the sickles at the second site, which were unscratched, were definitely not
 used to harvest grain. (If you’re not dead, then you were definitely not
 eaten by a shark.) But the first part of the conclusion (the scratched sickles were
 used to harvest grain) is fundamentally flawed because there might be a lot of other ways that sickles can get scratched. For example, when smiting your enemies by chopping off their heads or otherwise dismembering them, you might scratch your sickle.

Having identified the argument’s major weakness, it shouldn’t be heavy sledding to find an answer that would “undermine” (i.e. weaken) the argument. Basically, anything like, “There are a lot of other ways to scratch a sickle besides harvesting grain with it,” would be a terrific answer. If the answer involves any smiting, that will just be a bonus.





A)  Huh? This is a truly bizarre answer. If the sickles “have not yet been found” then how the hell would we know they don’t have scratched blades? Really weird—this answer can’t even logically support its own weight. And even if it did, it wouldn’t point out that there are other ways to scratch a sickle, which is what we’re looking for here.

B)  Boom. This is exactly what we are looking for. If this is true, then the argument’s conclusion that “the sickles found at the first site were used to harvest grain” is destroyed. This is almost guaranteed to be our answer.

C)  Who gives a shit whether or not the sickles had ritual uses? A sickle could have ritual uses and still be used, or not used, to harvest grain. This answer is simply irrelevant. It’s like saying, “The sickles were stored in the barn when not in use.” Who cares?

D)  Also irrelevant. We don’t care if they found a John Deere harvester that had traveled backward in time to harvest the grain at the second site—they still might have, or might not have, also used sickles to harvest grain at that site. This answer doesn’t change the logic of the argument at all.

E)  The identity of the sickle creator is simply not at issue here. If you chose this answer, you aren’t paying close enough attention to 1) the argument or 2) what you’ve been asked to do. The conclusion is, “Sickles at the first site were used to harvest grain, and sickles at the second site were not.” We needed to attack that conclusion, and only B does that.





So our answer is B.






Weaken Questions: EASIER


September 2006




Section 4




Question 5



Motor oil serves to lubricate engines and thus retard engine wear. A study was conducted to assess the effectiveness of various brands of motor oil by using them in taxicabs over a 6,000-mile test period. All the oils did equally well in retarding wear on pistons and cylinders, the relevant parts of the engine. Hence, cheaper brands of oil are the best buys.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the argument?







(A)  Cheaper brands of motor oil are often used by knowledgeable automobile mechanics for their own cars.



(B)  Tests other than of the ability to reduce engine wear also can reliably gauge the quality of motor oil.



(C)  The lubricating properties of all motor oils deteriorate over time, and the rate of deterioration is accelerated by heat.



(D)  The engines of some individual cars that have had their oil changed every 3,000 miles, using only a certain brand of oil, have lasted an extraordinarily long time.



(E)  Ability to retard engine wear is not the only property of motor oil important to the running of an engine.










No, no, no
 . The study was about a bunch of brands of oil in a 6,000 mile trial, and all the oils did equally well. According to the conclusion, this means the cheapest ones are the best buys. But what if the cheapest ones would wear out completely after 6,001 miles, and the more expensive ones would go for 100,000 miles? Would the cheapest ones still be the “best buys,” if that were true? The question asks us to weaken, so let’s look for exactly that or something else that would make the cheapest oils not look like such a bargain.





A)  This would strengthen, if anything. We’re looking for a weakener.

B)  Yeah, so what? Maybe those “other tests” would also find no difference between cheap and expensive oils. This can’t be a weakener without more information, so it’s not the answer.

C)  This is the same for all oils, so how would it attack just the cheap oils? This is out.

D)  This also says nothing about cheap oils vs. expensive oils. No way.

E)  OK, this answer is not at all what we were looking for, but I still think it’s the best answer. If there are other properties that are important, then how can we conclude that the cheapest oils are the best? If E is true, then at the very least we can say that we need more information (what are the other properties? how do the cheap oils compare on those properties?) before we can decide whether cheap or expensive oil is the best.





I don’t love it, but I’d have to choose E here.






Weaken Questions: EASIER


September 2007




Section 3




Question 6



Mayor: Local antitobacco activists are calling for expanded antismoking education programs paid for by revenue from heavily increased taxes on cigarettes sold in the city. Although the effectiveness of such education programs is debatable, there is strong evidence that the taxes themselves would produce the sought-after reduction in smoking. Surveys show that cigarette sales drop substantially in cities that impose stiff tax increases on cigarettes.







Which one of the following, if true, most undermines the reasoning in the argument above?







(A)  A city-imposed tax on cigarettes will substantially reduce the amount of smoking in the city if the tax is burdensome to the average cigarette consumer.



(B)  Consumers are more likely to continue buying a product if its price increases due to higher taxes than if its price increases for some other reason.



(C)  Usually, cigarette sales will increase substantially in the areas surrounding a city after that city imposes stiff taxes on cigarettes.



(D)  People who are well informed about the effects of long-term tobacco use are significantly less likely to smoke than are people who are not informed.



(E)  Antismoking education programs that are funded by taxes on cigarettes will tend to lose their funding if they are successful.










The mayor’s argument sounds reasonable to me. The mayor is saying the expanded antismoking education bill has two chances to reduce smoking. First, there’s the education itself. Second, there’s the huge tax on cigarettes. Even if the education doesn’t work, the Mayor reasons, huge taxes might curtail cigarette purchases, which would presumably reduce smoking. As much as I’d prefer to argue, I don’t hate this thinking.

We’re asked to “undermine” the reasoning. I don’t have a prediction here, so we’ll just have to venture into the answer choices.





A)  This could only weaken the argument if we were provided with an additional premise that said, “The tax is not burdensome to the average smoker.” Lacking that premise, this answer choice isn’t a weakener. Actually, if given the additional information that the tax is
 burdensome to the average smoker, this answer would become a strengthener. We need to pick an answer choice that’s a clear weakener, and this isn’t it.

B)  This isn’t relevant, because studies show that “cigarette sales drop substantially in cities that impose stiff tax increases on cigarettes.” It doesn’t matter whether they would have been more sensitive to a regular price increase than to a tax hike. What matters is that they do, in fact, curtail their purchases in response to the hike.

C)  This could be it. If this is true, then smoking in the mayor’s city might not decrease even if cigarette sales decrease within city limits. The city’s residents will just drive five minutes out of town and avoid the tax. Hell, they’ll probably smoke on the way there and on the way back!

D)  This is certainly true in real life, but real life isn’t the point. The point is: Will smoking decrease even if the education doesn’t work? The mayor says it will, because the tax will drive down cigarette sales. This answer doesn’t attack the mayor’s logic.

E)  This might be true, but it doesn’t attack the mayor’s logic. The mayor would just say, “This would mean my plan worked! The point isn’t to pay for education, it’s to stop smoking. If nobody is buying cigarettes, then the plan has already won, via the tax. I told you I didn’t care whether the education actually worked or not.”





Our answer is C, because it illustrates how the tax might drive down sales but still not reduce smoking
 .






Weaken Questions: EASIER


June 2005




Section 3




Question 6



Heavy salting of Albritten’s roads to melt winter ice and snow began about 20 years ago. The area’s groundwater now contains approximately 100 milligrams of dissolved salt per liter. Groundwater in a nearby, less highly urbanized area, where little salt is used and where traffic patterns resemble those of Albritten 20 years ago, contains only about 10 milligrams of dissolved salt per liter. Since water that contains 250 or more milligrams of dissolved salt per liter tastes unacceptably salty, continuing the salting of Albritten’s roads at its present rate will render Albritten’s groundwater unpalatable within the next few decades.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously weakens the argument?







(A)  Even water that contains up to 5,000 milligrams of dissolved salt per liter is safe to drink.



(B)  The concentration of dissolved salt in Albritten’s groundwater is expected to reach 400 milligrams per liter within a few decades.



(C)  Salting icy roads is the simplest way to prevent accidents on those roads.



(D)  Albritten’s groundwater contained roughly 90 milligrams of dissolved salt per liter 20 years ago.



(E)  Salting of Albritten’s roads is likely to decrease over the next few decades.






The conclusion of the argument is, “Continued salting at the present rate will render Albritten’s groundwater unpalatable.” The problem with this logic is that we have no idea what Albritten’s groundwater salinity was 20 years ago. It’s entirely possible that Albritten’s groundwater salinity has been unchanged over the past 20 years despite heavy salting of the roads, or even gone down
 over the past 20 years. If that were the case, then the argument would make no sense whatsoever. On the other hand, if Albritten’s groundwater salinity 20 years ago were zero, or very low, then the argument would start to make more sense.

Unfortunately, the argument simply doesn’t have the data it needs to prove its conclusion. It attempts to cite a similar neighboring city that resembles Albritten 20 years ago, but this is very weak. There could be a lot of differences between that city today and Albritten 20 years ago. The neighboring city simply isn’t relevant data.

The question asks for a weakener. My ideal answer would be something like, “Albritten’s groundwater salinity 20 years ago was 100 mg per liter.” Or 200 mg per liter, or any other number higher than 100. Because if the groundwater salinity has stayed the same or actually gone down
 since the road salting began, then why the hell would we worry about the road salting program?





A)  The argument is simply not about safety. Please be careful to focus on the conclusion that is actually being made in the argument. The argument was about taste
 . Safety is irrelevant.

B)  This would strengthen the argument. We’re looking for a weakener.

C)  This wouldn’t weaken the argument because the argument restricts itself to the issue of the salinity level and taste of the groundwater. Cars slipping on the roads is irrelevant.

D)  This isn’t exactly what we were looking for, but it’s close enough. If Answer D is true, then the salinity of the groundwater has increased from 90 mg/liter to 100 mg/liter in the past 20 years. Groundwater is palatable up to 250 mg/liter, so why would the author conclude that groundwater is going to become unpalatable “in the next few decades”? If the rate of increase is just 10 mg every 20 years, then it seems like we’ve got 300 more years before we reach the point where the water is too salty. I bet this is our answer.

E)  This is completely irrelevant because the conclusion was about what would happen if
 we continued salting at the present rate. The fact that we’re likely to change the rate of salting might make the argument irrelevant, but it wouldn’t ruin the logic of the argument.





The best answer is D.






Weaken Questions: EASIER


June 2006




Section 2




Question 6



The cattle egret is a bird that lives around herds of cattle. The only available explanation of the fact that the cattle egret follows cattle herds is that the egrets consume the insects stirred up from the grasses as the cattle herds graze.







Which one of the following, if true, would most seriously undermine the claim that the explanation given above is the only available one?







(A)  Birds other than cattle egrets have been observed consuming insects stirred up by the movement of cattle.



(B)  Cattle egrets are known to follow other slow-moving animals, such as rhinoceroses and buffalo.



(C)  The presence of cattle dissuades many would-be predators of the cattle egret.



(D)  Cattle egrets are not generally known to live outside the range of large, slow-moving animals.



(E)  Forests are generally inhospitable to cattle egrets because of a lack of insects of the kind egrets can consume.










There’s cause and effect here. The purported cause is “egrets consume insects stirred up from the grasses as cattle herds graze,” and the purported effect is “that’s why egrets follow cattle.” We’re asked to “undermine” this cause-and-effect claim.

A little trick for weakening a cause and effect argument is, “How do you know the Martians aren’t responsible?” Because if the Martians are
 responsible, then that’s a terrific counterargument for whatever the cause was purported to be. Like this:


What if the egrets follow the cattle because the
 Martians are remote controlling the egrets, as a way to distract the cattle, so that the
 Martians can get at the cattle with their anal probes? So the egrets aren’t following the cattle for the bugs, they’re following the cattle because of the
 Martians!


Of course this is nonsensical, but that’s not the point. The point is if it were true
 , it would be a great weakener. This isn’t going to exactly be the answer—I’ve never seen the word anal, let alone anal probe on the LSAT—but it might help us see a type
 of answer that would work. Let’s see.





A)  Huh? This wouldn’t have anything to do with the reason why egrets are following the cattle. This is way off.

B)  This would actually strengthen the argument, because other gigantic herd beasts probably also kick up bugs for the egrets to eat.

C)  This would do it. If this is true, then it provides a different reason for why the egrets are following the cattle. The egrets themselves
 are afraid of the Martians! Uh, I mean, “predators.” If it’s true that the egrets are being chased by Martian predators, and the Martian predators are afraid of cattle, then maybe the egrets are following the cattle for protection, rather than for bugs. Great answer. I love it.

D)  Again, this would strengthen the argument.

E)  Forests? Who gives a shit? Totally irrelevant, and our answer is C.





C is the answer because it provides a competing explanation, which casts doubt on the explanation that was provided.






Weaken Questions: EASIER


June 2010




Section 2




Question 6



After an oil spill, rehabilitation centers were set up to save sea otters by removing oil from them. The effort was not worthwhile, however, since 357 affected live otters and 900 that had died were counted, but only 222 affected otters, or 18 percent of those counted, were successfully rehabilitated and survived. Further, the percentage of all those affected that were successfully rehabilitated was much lower still, because only a fifth of the otters that died immediately were ever found.







Which one of the following, as potential challenges, most seriously calls into question evidence offered in support of the conclusion above?







(A)  Do sea otters of species other than those represented among the otters counted exist in areas that were not affected by the oil spill?



(B)  How is it possible to estimate, of the sea otters that died, how many were not found?



(C)  Did the process of capturing sea otters unavoidably involve trapping and releasing some otters that were not affected by the spill?



(D)  Were other species of wildlife besides sea otters negatively affected by the oil spill?



(E)  What was the eventual cost, per otter rehabilitated, of the rehabilitation operation?










This is a bizarre argument. How the hell could you possibly know that “only one fifth of the otters that died immediately were ever found”? I mean, you’re saying you didn’t find
 the other four fifths of otters that died immediately. If you didn’t find them, how do you know they died? Strange.

The conclusion is, “The effort was not worthwhile.” The acceptable evidence is, “We only successfully rehabilitated 18 percent of the affected otters that we counted.” The unacceptable (in my view) evidence is, “The actual rehab rate was even lower, because of all the otters that died immediately and were never found.”

Because that last part is such a strange assertion, my first attack here would be, “The four fifths of otters that you claim died immediately, but you never actually found
 , are now living happily on an island in the Bahamas, getting drunk out of coconut shells.” Let’s see if we can find that.





A)  The argument made no distinction between various species of sea otters, so I don’t think this is a very relevant question.

B)  Yep, this was our
 question. This question points out how nonsensical part of the argument is. I’m betting this is our answer.

C)  I don’t see how the details of the rehab plan are really relevant.

D)  Nah, other wildlife is definitely not relevant.

E)  Cost is also not a relevant attack, since the argument wasn’t about money. The argument was solely about how many otters were saved vs. how many died.





B is a great answer, because it exposes a very illogical statement that was part of the argument.
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Question 8



Studies suggest that, for the vast majority of people who have normal blood pressure, any amount of sodium greater than that required by the body is simply excreted and does not significantly raise blood pressure. So only persons who have high blood pressure and whose bodies are incapable of safely processing excess sodium need to restrict their sodium intake.







Which one of the following, if true, would most seriously weaken the argument?







(A)  High blood pressure is more harmful than was previously believed.



(B)  High blood pressure is sometimes exacerbated by intake of more sodium than the body requires.



(C)  Excess sodium intake over time often destroys the body’s ability to process excess sodium.



(D)  Every human being has a physiological need for at least some sodium.



(E)  Any sodium not used by the body will increase blood pressure unless it is excreted.







	Premise: For people with normal blood pressure, excess sodium is usually harmlessly excreted, without raising blood pressure.

	Conclusion: So we don’t have to worry about excess sodium unless we have high blood pressure or limited ability to excrete sodium.







We’re asked to “seriously weaken” the argument. So we want to put a wedge in-between the premise and the conclusion. The argument sounds fairly reasonable to me, so I don’t have a great prediction going into the answer choices. Let’s just try to pick the answer choice that seems to do the most damage to the argument.





A)  I don’t see how this weakens the argument. High blood pressure could be instantly fatal, and I still don’t think it would weaken the argument. The argument says we’re not going to get
 high blood pressure from excess sodium, so who cares how lethal it is? I don’t think this is the answer.

B)  This wouldn’t weaken the argument, because the argument explicitly says it doesn’t apply to people with high blood pressure.

C)  If this is true, then even healthy people should probably avoid excess sodium, lest they eventually become one of the people whose bodies cannot process excess sodium properly. I like this answer.

D)  The argument concludes that only certain people needed to avoid
 sodium. If this answer is true, it would strengthen the idea that sodium shouldn’t be avoided. We wanted a weakener, but this is a strengthener.

E)  This wouldn’t weaken the argument, because the argument explicitly says it only applies to people who don’t have a problem excreting excess sodium.





Our answer is C.
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Question 8



Doctor: In three separate studies, researchers compared children who had slept with night-lights in their rooms as infants to children who had not. In the first study, the children who had slept with night-lights proved more likely to be nearsighted, but the later studies found no correlation between night-lights and nearsightedness. However, the children in the first study were younger than those in the later studies. This suggests that if night-lights cause nearsightedness, the effect disappears with age.







Which one of the following, if true, would most weaken the doctor’s argument?







(A)  A fourth study comparing infants who were currently sleeping with night-lights to infants who were not did not find any correlation between night-lights and nearsightedness.



(B)  On average, young children who are already very nearsighted are no more likely to sleep with night-lights than young children who are not already nearsighted.



(C)  In a study involving children who had not slept with night-lights as infants but had slept with night-lights when they were older, most of the children studied were not nearsighted.



(D)  The two studies in which no correlation was found did not examine enough children to provide significant support for any conclusion regarding a causal relationship between night-lights and nearsightedness.



(E)  In a fourth study involving 100 children who were older than those in any of the first three studies, several of the children who had slept with night-lights as infants were nearsighted.










Wait, what? We have three studies here. Let’s see if we can get organized.






	Study 1: Studied younger kids, and found that kids with nightlights are more likely to be nearsighted than kids without.

	Studies 2 and 3: Studied older kids, and found no correlation between nightlights and nearsightedness.

	Conclusion: If nightlights cause nearsightedness, the effect disappears with age.







In any argument on the LSAT, the problem with the logic usually appears at the conclusion. We have to accept that the studies happened, and that they found what they found. But we do not
 have to swallow the doctor’s interpretation of these studies. Were they even the same kids? The facts don’t say the same
 kids were used. Can the doctor provide even one example of a kid whose near-sightedness has disappeared with age? He certainly hasn’t yet.

The question asks us to weaken the doctor’s argument, so my first prediction is “nearsightedness never disappears with age.” If that’s true, then the doctor is screwed. But there have to be about a million other ways to weaken this argument. Let’s proceed into the answer choices, looking for the one that puts the doc in the worst position.





A)  This could be true without necessarily weakening the doc’s conclusion. The doc might say, “Yeah, well, infants haven’t had enough time exposure to night-lights for the effect to appear. If the effect does appear, it will then disappear with age.” This answer can be read to be consistent
 with the doc’s logic. We want something that, if true, makes the doc’s story sound terrible.

B)  If anything, this would only strengthen the doc’s logic because it protects the nightlight-nearsightedness connection from a potential reversal of cause and effect. (If this answer was not
 true, then possibly the first study didn’t show that nightlights caused nearsightedness after all… it would have shown the opposite, that nearsightedness causes the use of nightlights.) This might be the correct answer if the question was asking for a Necessary Assumption. But we were asked to find a weakener, so this isn’t it.

C)  This does nothing to the logic one way or the other. It’s possible that “most” people shot with guns survive… even if that’s true, it can still be true that gunshots are a cause of death. Be on the lookout for this trap, because it appears on almost every single LSAT.

D)  Oooh. This wasn’t what we predicted, but if this is true, then two of the three studies cited by the doctor are entirely bogus. If that’s the case, then how can the doc possibly draw a conclusion based on the differences between the studies? “I have this one valid study here, about younger kids, and I have these two bogus studies… and the two bogus studies indicate XYZ in older children, therefore older children are different in some way.” No, actually, the bogus studies prove nothing except that you are a dumbass for using them. This is a great answer.

E)  This one has the same trap as C. Just because several of the children who slept with night-lights are nearsighted when they are older does not
 mean that nearsightedness doesn’t tend to go away with age.





The best answer was D, because it puts the doctor in the worst position.

If you chose either C or E, please pay attention to this very important note: 1) Correlation is not always 100%
 . Smoking and cancer are correlated, even though not everyone who smokes has cancer and not everyone with cancer smokes. 2) Causation is not always 100%.
 Smoking causes cancer, even though not everyone who smokes gets cancer and not everyone with cancer got it through smoking.
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Question 8



We can now dismiss the widely held suspicion that sugar consumption often exacerbates hyperactivity in children with attention deficit disorder. A scientific study of the effects of three common sugars—sucrose, fructose, and glucose—on children who have attention deficit disorder, with experimental groups each receiving a type of sugar in their diets and a control group receiving a sugar substitute instead of sugar, showed no statistically significant difference between the groups in thinking or behavior.







Which one of the following, if true, would most weaken the argument above?







(A)  Only one of the three types of sugar used in the study was ever widely suspected of exacerbating hyperactivity.



(B)  The consumption of sugar actually has a calming effect on some children.



(C)  The consumption of some sugar substitutes exacerbates the symptoms of hyperactivity.



(D)  The study included some observations of each group in contexts that generally tend to make children excited and active.



(E)  Some children believe that they can tell the difference between the taste of sugar and that of sugar substitutes.










I’m just going to skip to the answer on this one. Let me present an argument with similar logic: “We can now dismiss the widely held suspicion that getting run over causes injury. Scientists studied the effects of three common accidents: being run over by a bus, run over by a train, and run over by a semi, with each group being run over in a different way and a control group being thrown off a building. The study showed no statistically significant difference in the number of broken bones.” Silly, right? Well, that’s exactly what the argument actually did, because it’s very possible that sugar substitutes have a crazy effect on kids. That’s what C says, and that’s why C is the answer.





A)  Who cares whether the different kinds of sugar were specifically suspected of causing hyperactivity? Even if they weren’t suspected, we could still study them, and make conclusions about them. This answer does nothing to weaken.

B)  This would only strengthen the argument. We were looking for a weakener.

C)  Yep.

D)  I think this only strengthens the argument by showing that the study was thoughtfully constructed and included environments where the kids were likely to get crazy.

E)  So what? The issue isn’t taste. The issue is whether sugar causes hyperactivity. Also note that the “some children” in this answer only really means “one or more children,” which is pretty lame. I doubt that one kid could possibly ruin the argument.





Our answer is C.
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Question 8



1990 editorial: Local pay phone calls have cost a quarter apiece ever since the 1970s, when a soft drink from a vending machine cost about the same. The price of a soft drink has more than doubled since, so phone companies should be allowed to raise the price of pay phone calls too.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the editorial’s argument?







(A)  A pay phone typically cost less than a soft-drink machine in the 1970s.



(B)  Due to inflation, the prices of most goods more than doubled between the 1970s and 1990.



(C)  Government regulation of phone call prices did not become more stringent between the 1970s and 1990.



(D)  Between the 1970s and 1990 the cost of ingredients for soft drinks increased at a greater rate than the cost of telephone equipment.



(E)  Technological advances made telephone equipment more sophisticated between the 1970s and 1990.






The argument is bullshit. What do soft drinks have to do with pay phones? Absolutely nothing. The argument would make exactly as much sense if it had said, “Cocaine costs only a tiny fraction of what it cost in the 1970s, but local pay phone calls still cost exactly the same as they did in the 1970s. Therefore the price of a local pay phone call should be dramatically reduced.” It’s bullshit either way. It’s a dumb analogy.

We’re asked to weaken the argument. I’m hoping to identify an additional premise that will make it difficult to believe the conclusion, given the evidence. I think an answer like “soft drinks and pay phones have absolutely nothing in common” would be a good answer, because it would make the argument impossible to follow. Imagine if this were the argument: “Soft drinks are twice as expensive now as they were in the 1970s, but pay phones cost the same. Soft drinks have nothing whatsoever to do with pay phones.
 Therefore pay phones should increase their prices.” Huh?





A)  I don’t see how this does anything to the argument, because we don’t know if there are other costs (besides just the machine) that need to be taken into account. Furthermore, we don’t know what the difference in machine costs are now, only in the 1970s. I hate this answer.

B)  I think this would strengthen
 the argument, because if this were true then everything (not just soft drinks) now costs twice as much.

C)  The point is not how stringent the regulation is. The point is whether prices should be raised. This answer does nothing for or against that proposition. No way.

D)  This answer says, “There’s a difference between soft drinks and telephones.” That’s what we were looking for, so we have to like this answer. If this answer is true, then there is a reason
 soft drinks are more expensive, relative to phone calls. This shows that the stupid analogy just doesn’t apply.

E)  This, like B, would strengthen the argument.





We wanted a weakener, and the only weakener was D. So that’s our answer.
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Question 8



One good clue as to which geographical regions an ancient relic was moved through in the past involves the analysis of pollen that clings to the surface of the relic. A relic is linked to a geographical area by the identification of pollen from plants that are known to have been unique to that area.







Which one of the following, if true, casts the most doubt on the reliability of the method described above?







(A)  Pollens are often transported from one region to another by wind or human movement.



(B)  There are several less complicated methods of determining the history of the movement of an object than the analysis and identification of pollen.



(C)  Many types of pollen were common to several geographical regions in the ancient world.



(D)  Data are scarce as to the geographical distribution of the pollens of many ancient plants.



(E)  Pollen analysis is a painstaking process that is also expensive to conduct.






Hmm. This sounds like some CSI forensic science stuff. I wonder if we can pretend we’re working on a murder case in order to answer the question. What if instead of “ancient relic” we were talking about a murder weapon? What if the prosecutor had said, “We know this gun has been at the defendant’s remote mountain cabin because the gun has traces of pollen from trees that grow only
 around the defendant’s cabin”? What do you think? Guilty?

Please tell me you’re not nodding along with the prosecutor right now, because the prosecutor is completely full of shit. Just because the trees
 don’t move around doesn’t mean the pollen
 doesn’t move around. It’s conceivable that the entire world
 is covered with pollen from a tree that only lives on one particular mountain in Africa. Even if you think that’s far-fetched, it’s certainly not impossible. Doesn’t a tree emit, like, a bazillion pieces of pollen every day? And isn’t that shit essentially weightless? Can’t pollen fly thousands of miles on the wind, float on top of the ocean, be transmitted by insects, birds, and other animals, etcetera etcetera? Are there any allergy sufferers on the jury? Do you think they
 are going to buy the idea that pollen pretty much stays in a fixed geographical area? I don’t think the prosecutor can possibly win here—I think there must
 be reasonable doubt if pollen is your only evidence.

Back to the question. We’re asked to “cast doubt” on the pollen analysis method, and I’m guessing that we’ve already done a decent job of it. Our “Wait, your evidence is pollen
 ?! You’ve got to be fucking with me, that shit gets everywhere!” defense is probably a winner here.





A)  Boom. We predicted wind, but we forgot about humans. How do we know that the dirty cops didn’t sprinkle pollen on the gun before putting it in the evidence locker? Great answer. This isn’t what we predicted, but it has the same devastating effect as what we predicted.

B)  Not a chance. Just because there are better
 methods of doing something doesn’t mean that a worse
 method doesn’t also work. Example: Jump out of an airplane at 40,000 feet, with a parachute made of bricks, and you will definitely kill yourself. Jumping off the Golden Gate Bridge is a worse method for killing yourself because sometimes people survive both the fall and the sharks—and then have to live with their horrifying injuries—but the method does, generally, work.

C)  This is irrelevant, because the facts are only about a pollen or pollens that were known to have been unique to a specific area. This answer just doesn’t apply.

D)  Irrelevant. Apparently we have enough data to conclude that this pollen or pollens were linked to a certain geographical area. The fact that we wouldn’t be able to do the same analysis for “many types of pollen” doesn’t in any way weaken our logic.

E)  Irrelevant. Just because something is expensive and painstaking doesn’t mean it’s not logically sound.





Our answer is A, because it introduces reasonable doubt.
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Question 9



Several major earthquakes have occurred in a certain region over the last ten years. But a new earthquake prediction method promises to aid local civil defense officials in deciding exactly when to evacuate various towns. Detected before each of these major quakes were certain changes in the electric current in the earth’s crust.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the argument?







(A)  Scientists do not fully understand what brought about the changes in the electric current in the earth’s crust that preceded each of the major quakes in the region over the last ten years.



(B)  Most other earthquake prediction methods have been based on a weaker correlation than that found between the changes in the electric current in the earth’s crust and the subsequent earthquakes.



(C)  The frequency of major earthquakes in the region has increased over the last ten years.



(D)  There is considerable variation in the length of time between the changes in the electric current and the subsequent earthquakes.



(E)  There is presently only one station in the region that is capable of detecting the electric current in the earth’s crust.










The conclusion of the argument seems to be, “A new earthquake prediction method promises to aid local civil defense officials in deciding exactly when to evacuate.” The evidence for this conclusion is that “certain changes in the electric current of the earth’s crust” preceded each of several recent earthquakes.

This isn’t unreasonable per se, but it does have a pretty big gap in it. How accurately can we detect these changes in the electric current? Will we miss a bunch of earthquakes? Or perhaps even worse, will we have false positives all the time, and be evacuating for no reason every other day?

We’re asked to weaken the argument, and I’m hoping we’ll find one of our questions above in the answer choices.





A)  I don’t think scientists need to fully understand something in order for them to take advantage of it. For example, scientists for a very long time had no idea what caused gravity. But they were still able to make all manner of inventions and discoveries that accounted for, and used, gravity. I doubt this is it.

B)  It seems like this would strengthen the argument, rather than weaken it.

C)  This is totally irrelevant to whether or not the earthquake detection system is going to work.

D)  This could be it. If there is considerable variation in the length of time between the electrical changes and the actual earthquake, how will we know exactly when to evacuate? If we evacuated two years too early, would it really be worth it? I don’t think so. And if we evacuated two hours too late, we’d be buried under rubble. This looks pretty good.

E)  Who cares? One station might be totally sufficient to do all the detection that is required for the entire region (or world, or universe.)





Our answer is D.
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Question 9



Among people who have a history of chronic trouble falling asleep, some rely only on sleeping pills to help them fall asleep, and others practice behavior modification techniques and do not take sleeping pills. Those who rely only on behavior modification fall asleep more quickly than do those who rely only on sleeping pills, so behavior modification is more effective than are sleeping pills in helping people to fall asleep.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the argument?







(A)  People who do not take sleeping pills spend at least as many total hours asleep each night as do the people who take sleeping pills.



(B)  Most people who have trouble falling asleep and who use behavior modification techniques fall asleep more slowly than do most people who have no trouble falling asleep.



(C)  Many people who use only behavior modification techniques to help them fall asleep have never used sleeping pills.



(D)  The people who are the most likely to take sleeping pills rather than practice behavior modification techniques are those who have previously had the most trouble falling asleep.



(E)  The people who are the most likely to practice behavior modification techniques rather than take sleeping pills are those who prefer not to use drugs if other treatments are available.






This is a classic flaw that gets tested over and over and over again on the LSAT. The basic problem here is that we don’t know how the people were divided into the two groups. We aren’t told that this is a scientific experiment, where people were randomly selected to be in one group or the other. Therefore, it’s possible that the people selected themselves
 into their preferred group, which immediately means that you really can’t draw any sort of conclusion at all about one treatment vs. the other treatment. If you didn’t catch this flaw before looking at the answer choices, then one of two things must be true: 1) you’re not reading the arguments critically enough, or 2) you just haven’t practiced enough Logical Reasoning questions yet. This flaw has been tested many, many times before. Watch out for it. I’m sure this flaw will be related in some way to the correct answer.

We’re asked to weaken the argument. So anything that points out the self-selection problem articulated above would be a great answer. Something like “the people who had the worst sleeping problems all used sleeping pills, and the people who had the most minimal sleeping problems all used only behavior modification” would be a perfect answer.





A)  Is this answer choice even about people with sleeping problems? It may or may not be… since we don’t know, it can’t be the answer.

B)  Again, what do people without sleeping problems have to do with anything? The conclusion was only about one sleeping treatment vs. another sleeping treatment. People who have no sleeping problems can’t possibly be relevant.

C)  All this says is, “The two groups are separate.” So what? Wouldn’t that only make the study more valid (stronger) rather than weaker?

D)  Boom. This is exactly what we were looking for. If this is true, then the study makes no sense because the two groups weren’t on even footing to begin with.

E)  Nah. This says something like, “The people who chose behavior modification don’t like to take pills.” I don’t see how that weakens the idea that behavior modification is more effective than pills.





Our answer is D. It’s perfect.
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Question 9



Even if many more people in the world excluded meat from their diet, world hunger would not thereby be significantly reduced.







Which one of the following, if true, most calls into question the claim above?







(A)  Hunger often results from natural disasters like typhoons or hurricanes, which sweep away everything in their path.



(B)  Both herds and crops are susceptible to devastating viral and other diseases.



(C)  The amount of land needed to produce enough meat to feed one person for a week can grow enough grain to feed more than ten people for a week.



(D)  Often people go hungry because they live in remote barren areas where there is no efficient distribution for emergency food relief.



(E)  Most historical cases of famine have been due to bad social and economic policies or catastrophes such as massive crop failure.






This isn’t really an argument, it’s just a conclusion. No evidence was presented whatsoever, just a claim pulled out of someone’s ass. This should, therefore, be pretty easy to argue with. I’d start by saying, “Why the hell wouldn’t
 vegetarianism cure world hunger?” Note that I’m not saying it would, but rather, “You haven’t proven your case that it won’t.” Now, if this were a must be true question, I wouldn’t be allowed to bring in outside information. But for a weaken question like this one, I will definitely use my knowledge of the world to bring up potential problems with the argument. Here, the first thing I’m thinking is: I have read that meat is not a very efficient calorie-delivery system, because first you have to grow about 200,000 calories of grain, feed it to a cow, and then kill the cow and get only about 10,000 calories of meat in return. If we just ate the grain instead, the argument goes, we could feed 20 times as many people for the same amount of initial plant calories. Of course, I made up all those numbers, but the concept remains the same. Aren’t plant calories more efficient? If plant calories are more efficient than meat, then the claim made in the argument is seriously weakened. So that’s what I’m looking for as I head into the answer choices. (That, or something that would be similarly damaging.)





A)  If this said hunger always
 results from natural disasters, then it might strengthen
 the idea that a switch to vegetarianism wouldn’t cure hunger. But it doesn’t say always, and we are looking for a weakener, so this answer sucks.

B)  If this said hunger is always
 caused by disease, and herds and crops are both susceptible to disease, then it would strengthen
 the idea that a switch to vegetarianism wouldn’t cure hunger. But it doesn’t say hunger is always caused by disease, and we’re looking for a weakener, so this answer also sucks.

C)  Boom. This is almost exactly what we were looking for. It says we can feed more people, on any given piece of land, by growing grains instead of meat. This has got to be the answer. Let’s just give D and E a quick look.

D)  Emergency food relief is not relevant, if it doesn’t say anything about the differences/similarities between meat and veggies. No way.

E)  If this said famine is always
 caused by social/economic policies or massive crop failure, then it would strengthen
 the idea that a switch to vegetarianism wouldn’t cure hunger. But it doesn’t say always, and we’re looking for a weakener, so like A and B, this sucks.





Our answer is C.
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Question 12



Perry: Worker-owned businesses require workers to spend time on management decision-making and investment strategy, tasks that are not directly productive. Also, such businesses have less extensive divisions of labor than do investor-owned businesses. Such inefficiencies can lead to low profitability, and thus increase the risk for lenders. Therefore, lenders seeking to reduce their risk should not make loans to worker-owned businesses.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously weakens Perry’s argument?







(A)  Businesses with the most extensive divisions of labor sometimes fail to make the fullest use of their most versatile employees’ potential.



(B)  Lenders who specialize in high-risk loans are the largest source of loans for worker-owned businesses.



(C)  Investor-owned businesses are more likely than worker-owned businesses are to receive start-up loans.



(D)  Worker-owned businesses have traditionally obtained loans from cooperative lending institutions established by coalitions of worker-owned businesses.



(E)  In most worker-owned businesses, workers compensate for inefficiencies by working longer hours than do workers in investor-owned businesses.










This one hits close to home. Fox LSAT is a worker-owned business. I’m the only worker. As such, I do have to spend time on management decision-making and other tasks that are not “directly productive,” i.e., not directly related to teaching. Fox LSAT has “less extensive divisions of labor” (no division of labor whatsoever, actually) than a bigger, investor-owned company like Kaplan would have. This is all fine; the argument doesn’t bother me up to this point.

But the next line says, “Such inefficiencies can lead to low profitability, and thus increase the risk for lenders.” Here’s where I get off the wagon. First of all, the sentence says “can” rather than “must.” So even if this is true, it still doesn’t have to apply to every single business. (I think I’m probably a lot more profitable per student than Kaplan is, because I focus most of my energy on teaching, which leads to a better product and satisfied students, whereas Kaplan focuses most of its energy on marketing, which leads to a shitty product and dissatisfied students. But, I digress.) Since this premise doesn’t have
 to apply to every business, I think it doesn’t prove that Fox LSAT isn’t profitable, and if I’m profitable, then why would I be a bad risk for a lender?

The question asks us to “weaken” the argument, and my first guess is something like “Many businesses with no division of labor have high profitability.” Let’s see.





A)  Meh. This answer choice, even if true, might only apply to those one or two businesses with the most
 extensive divisions of labor. And even then, those businesses would only “fail to make the fullest use” of their employees. So what? Those could still be great businesses, and businesses without divisions of labor could still be way worse. I don’t see how this would weaken the argument. No way.

B)  The source of loans that are made to worker-owned businesses simply isn’t relevant, because it’s very possible that bankers are stupid. See the housing crisis of the first decade of the 2000s, caused primarily by banks’ outrageous greed and terrible underwriting. The argument was about whether there is risk, and this answer does not prove one way or the other whether there is risk. No way.

C)  Same explanation as B. It’s not about the number of loans.

D)  Same explanation as B and C. It’s not about the number of loans that are “traditionally” given.

E)  Yep. This answer wouldn’t apply to Fox LSAT, because I am a lazy bastard. But if it were true
 about Fox LSAT, then I would be compensating for the so-called “inefficiencies” inherent in non-division of labor by busting my ass. If I busted my ass, then I could be profitable. If I was profitable, then I could be a good risk for lenders.





A through D were all really bad, and I can make a plausible case for E. So E is our answer.
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Question 13



Psychologist: Identical twins are virtually the same genetically. Moreover, according to some studies, identical twins separated at birth and brought up in vastly different environments show a strong tendency to report similar ethical beliefs, dress in the same way, and have similar careers. Thus, many of our inclinations must be genetic in origin, and not subject to environmental influences.







Which one of the following, if true, would most weaken the psychologist’s argument?







(A)  Many people, including identical twins, undergo radical changes in their lifestyles at some point in their lives.



(B)  While some studies of identical twins separated at birth reveal a high percentage of similar personality traits, they also show a few differences.



(C)  Scientists are far from being able to link any specific genes to specific inclinations.



(D)  Identical twins who grow up together tend to develop different beliefs, tastes, and careers in order to differentiate themselves from each other.



(E)  Twins who are not identical tend to develop different beliefs, tastes, and careers.






Think about the Winklevoss twins. Even if separated at birth, and brought up in dramatically different environments, wouldn’t they both, just based on their size and frat boy looks, be required to row crew in college and have careers in investment banking? Sure, their physical characteristics are genetic in nature. But that’s not the same thing as a genetic inclination to want to become an investment banking douchebag. Perhaps other people
 just look at them and say, “Here’s your key to the executive washroom, sir,” regardless of what they actually want to do with their lives.

Similarly, you could take two hideous little Danny DeVito babies and put them on opposite sides of the world, in drastically different circumstances, and even if they both want to become President of the United States, the world is going to take one look at them and usher them directly to the nearest garbage dump. Hey, I’m not saying this is fair. All I’m saying is that it could
 happen, which means the logic of the psychologist’s argument is suspect.

We’re asked to weaken the psychologist’s argument: “The world treats physically identical people the same way, even if they are brought up in dramatically different areas and circumstances,” would be a great weakener. The psychologist basically says the Winklevoss twins will end up as investment bankers because they are genetically inclined to do so, and I would counter with, “It’s not because of inclination
 , it’s because the world sees their blonde hair and blue eyes and immediately thinks they are The Man. So it’s actually an environmental influence after all.”





A)  I don’t see how this has anything to do with anything.

B)  So what?

C)  Nah. Just because scientists can’t currently link specific genes to specific inclinations does not
 prove that inclinations aren’t caused by genes.

D)  My first response to this answer is that the argument is only about twins who grow up apart
 . So I thought it was irrelevant. But I’ll return to it in a second.

E)  Fraternal twins aren’t at issue here. The only twins that were mentioned in the study were identical twins. This only strengthens the argument, because it shows that twins who are genetically identical end up the same, while twins who are not genetically identical end up different. This would suggest that genetic inclination is really important, as the psychologist suggests. We needed a weakener, so this is definitely out.





Okay, so I eliminated all five answers. I’m okay with this. If this doesn’t happen from time to time, you aren’t being critical enough. I’m going to return to D, because I think I can make a case for it: If D is true, it’s an example of genetically identical twins being influenced by their environment. If the Winklevi grow up apart, they both end up as investment bankers with wives named Buffy. But if they grow up together, one of them looks at the other and says, “Oh my God, I don’t want to become a douche like you,” and grows his hair out and moves to Belize. That’s a clear example of how environment
 (the presence of the other twin) has affected the Winklevi!





Our answer is D, but I couldn’t see it until I’d eliminated all five answers. Tough question.






Weaken Questions: HARDER


October 2003




Section 1




Question 13



Robin: When a region’s economy is faltering, many people lose their jobs. As a result, spending on consumer goods declines, leading in turn to more lost jobs and a worsening of the economy. Eventually, the economy becomes so bad that prices collapse; the lower prices encourage people to increase spending on consumer goods, and this higher spending results in economic improvement.







Terry: People cannot increase their spending if they have no jobs and no money for anything other than basic necessities, so price collapses cannot lead to economic improvement.







Which one of the following, if true, most undermines Terry’s objection to Robin’s analysis?







(A)  Companies hire more workers after the economy starts to improve again, and many newly hired workers then make long-deferred purchases.



(B)  Even when economic conditions are worsening, consumers realize that the economy will eventually improve.



(C)  Even people who do not lose their jobs spend less in bad economic times and thus have savings available to spend when prices collapse.



(D)  People who have lost their jobs must continue to buy some basic goods such as food, even during bad economic times.



(E)  The prices of some consumer goods remain stable, even during a general price collapse.










Robin says the economy is in a constant state of bust and boom. Job losses lead to declining consumer spending, which in turn leads to more job losses, which leads to an even worse economy. Eventually prices collapse. And when prices collapse, consumer spending finally picks back up, leading to economic improvement overall.

Terry says this is bullshit, because people can’t spend more money if they don’t have jobs in the first place. These people will buy only necessities, so price collapses can’t lead to economic improvement.

We’re asked to “undermine” Terry’s reasoning, and my first thought is, hey Terry—can’t the economy improve if people just buy more
 necessities? I mean it might not be the sexiest economic recovery of all time, but isn’t it possible that long lines at Costco, hordes of people buying bulk macaroni and cheese and toilet paper, is still good for the economy overall? I mean Costco does employ people, right?





A)  Nah. Terry’s specific objection was about the initial wave of people spending more money after prices collapse. This answer is only relevant to what would happen after the economy has already
 started to improve, so it doesn’t address Terry’s point.

B)  Again, this doesn’t address Terry’s point. We need an answer that explains how people will
 spend more money when prices collapse.

C)  OK. Not exactly what we were looking for, but it will definitely work. This one actually acknowledges Terry’s point, but says Terry’s point isn’t dispositive of the issue. This answer says, “Terry, it’s true that people without jobs probably aren’t going to rush to the store when prices collapse. But people with jobs will also have been tightening their belts, and when prices collapse those folks are going to have money burning a hole in their pocket.” Terry wouldn’t have much to say back to that, so this is a good answer.

D)  No, I don’t think this is it. Terry has already acknowledged that everyone needs to buy some necessities, even during tough times. That doesn’t undermine his point.

E)  I don’t see how this strengthens, or weakens, or does anything. Irrelevant.





Our answer is C.
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Question 14



Scientist: A controversy in paleontology centers on the question of whether prehistoric human ancestors began to develop sophisticated tools before or after they came to stand upright. I argue that they stood upright first, simply because advanced toolmaking requires free use of the hands, and standing upright makes this possible.







Which one of the following statements, if true, most weakens the scientist’s argument?







(A)  Many animals that do not stand upright have learned to make basic tools.



(B)  Advanced hunting weapons have been discovered among the artifacts belonging to prehistoric human ancestors who did not stand upright.



(C)  Many prehistoric human ancestors who stood upright had no sophisticated tools.



(D)  Those prehistoric human ancestors who first came to stand upright had no more dexterity with their hands than did those who did not stand upright.



(E)  Many of the earliest sophisticated tools did not require their users to be able to stand upright.






The scientist says free use of the hands is necessary to make advanced tools, therefore prehistoric humans must have stood upright before they were able to make advanced tools. The problem with this argument is that “free use of the hands” and “standing upright” are not the exact same thing. Aren’t there other ways to get free use of the hands? What about sitting? What about hanging from your tail or your feet? What about lying on your back? All of these seem to be other ways that one might get free use of the hands, so this is my main problem with the scientist’s logic.

We’re asked to weaken the scientist’s logic, and I’m pretty happy with the attack we’ve already started above.





A)  This is an attractive trap, but it’s conclusively wrong because it’s about basic
 tools whereas the argument was about advanced
 tools. For that reason, this answer is irrelevant.

B)  “Advanced hunting weapons” sounds pretty damn close to “advanced toolmaking.” If there was a prehistoric human with advanced hunting weapons before standing upright, it seriously calls the scientist’s argument into question. This looks like a good weakener.

C)  Just because some prehistoric humans stood upright before having advanced tools doesn’t mean that standing upright wasn’t a precursor to having advanced tools. In fact, it actually helps that idea. This is a strengthener, if anything, and we’re looking for a weakener.

D)  Dexterity in the hands is only vaguely related to the argument in question here. And again, this answer could actually be used to suggest the idea that standing upright was first, then dexterity was gained, then advanced toolmaking came next. We’re looking for a weakener, and this could be read as a strengthener. Out.

E)  My Roomba is an “advanced tool,” and it most definitely does not require me to stand upright while using it. Quite the opposite. But free use of the hands were
 required to make the Roomba in the first place. This doesn’t attack the conclusion of the argument, so it’s not a good weakener.





Our answer is B.
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Question 14



The number of serious traffic accidents (accidents resulting in hospitalization or death) that occurred on Park Road from 1986 to 1990 was 35 percent lower than the number of serious accidents from 1981 to 1985. The speed limit on Park Road was lowered in 1986. Hence, the reduction of the speed limit led to the decrease in serious accidents.







Which one of the following statements, if true, most weakens the argument?







(A)  The number of speeding tickets issued annually on Park Road remained roughly constant from 1981 to 1990.



(B)  Beginning in 1986, police patrolled Park Road much less frequently than in 1985 and previous years.



(C)  The annual number of vehicles using Park Road decreased significantly and steadily from 1981 to 1990.



(D)  The annual number of accidents on Park Road that did not result in hospitalization remained roughly constant from 1981 to 1990.



(E)  Until 1986 accidents were classified as “serious” only if they resulted in an extended hospital stay.






No. This argument says, “There’s a correlation, therefore there has to be causation.” (A happened in proximity to B, therefore A must have caused B.) This is one of the two most common flaws that are tested on the LSAT. I can see this one coming a mile away.

To weaken this argument, I’m ideally looking for an answer that provides an alternative explanation of what caused B. I want an answer that says, “It wasn’t the lowering of the speed limit that caused the reduction in serious accidents, it was something else.” Anything else
 will do. Let’s scout for that first, before considering other attacks.





A)  Huh? No. We need an alternative explanation. This isn’t an alternative explanation.

B)  Same explanation as A.

C)  This could be it. If this is true, then maybe the reduction in accidents was caused by the fact that people just aren’t using the road any more
 . If that’s true, then there would be fewer accidents regardless if the speed limit was kept the same, or lowered, or raised for that matter. This is exactly what we were dreaming of.

D)  Irrelevant. The argument was about accidents that did
 result in hospitalizations. Accidents that did not
 result in hospitalizations are beside the point.

E)  If this is true, then it makes it even more
 likely that the speed limit did have a helpful effect on traffic accidents, because after 1986, there should have been more accidents classified as “serious,” when in fact there were fewer, which points to a beneficial result from the speed limit change. We wanted to weaken the idea that the speed limit caused the accident reduction, so this is out.





Our answer is C.
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Question 14



Scientists have shown that older bees, which usually forage outside the hive for food, tend to have larger brains than do younger bees, which usually do not forage but instead remain in the hive to tend to newly hatched bees. Since foraging requires greater cognitive ability than does tending to newly hatched bees, it appears that foraging leads to the increased brain size of older bees.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously weakens the argument above?







(A)  Bees that have foraged for a long time do not have significantly larger brains than do bees that have foraged for a shorter time.



(B)  The brains of older bees that stop foraging to take on other responsibilities do not become smaller after they stop foraging.



(C)  Those bees that travel a long distance to find food do not have significantly larger brains than do bees that locate food nearer the hive.



(D)  In some species of bees, the brains of older bees are only marginally larger than those of younger bees.



(E)  The brains of older bees that never learn to forage are the same size as those of their foraging counterparts of the same age.






This is a correlation-therefore-causation argument. Older bees have bigger brains and forage, younger bees have smaller brains and do not forage, therefore foraging causes a bigger brain. My first objection to this logic is this: How do you know that having a bigger brain doesn’t cause one to say ‘hanging out in the hive sucks, I am going to go forage’? (The reversal of cause and effect.) We’re asked to weaken the argument, and because the reversal of cause and effect seems every bit as possible as the argument’s hypothesis, this is my prediction.





A)  I suppose this could be the answer, because it suggests that foraging for longer does not make your brain bigger, but I don’t think this totally destroys the argument. My retort to this weakener would be, “Foraging immediately makes your brain the maximum size,” or something like that. This will be the answer only if everything else sucks.

B)  Meh, the concept of brains shrinking is way too far removed from the matter at hand. I don’t think this can possibly be it.

C)  I don’t think the distance traveled while foraging can be relevant.

D)  This one is very weak because “some species” means that it might only apply to certain isolated/rare species of bees. I don’t think so.

E)  Mhmm. This one says age
 is what causes brains to grow, not foraging. If this is true, then the idea that foraging causes bigger brains seems totally ridiculous. It’s not what I predicted, but it’s a great weakener. Better than A.





Our answer is E.
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Question 16



Wildlife management experts should not interfere with the natural habitats of creatures in the wild, because manipulating the environment to make it easier for an endangered species to survive in a habitat invariably makes it harder for nonendangered species to survive in that habitat.







The argument is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that it







(A)  fails to consider that wildlife management experts probably know best how to facilitate the survival of an endangered species in a habitat



(B)  fails to recognize that a nonendangered species can easily become an endangered species



(C)  overlooks the possibility that saving an endangered species in a habitat is incompatible with preserving the overall diversity of species in that habitat



(D)  presumes, without providing justification, that the survival of each endangered species is equally important to the health of the environment



(E)  takes for granted that preserving a currently endangered species in a habitat does not have higher priority than preserving species in that habitat that are not endangered






One reason why I’m well-suited to the LSAT is that I get offended any time anybody tells me what I should, or should not, do. Lucky for me, I’m even offended when someone tells someone else
 what to do. Getting pissed is a good thing on the LSAT. It means you’re paying attention.

Here, I’m pissed on behalf of the wildlife management experts because some asshole is telling them that they “should not interfere” with the natural habitats of wild creatures, even to help endangered species survive. What’s the evidence for this unsolicited recommendation? Well, says the asshole, “manipulating the environment…invariably makes it harder for nonendangered species to survive.”

Well guess what, dick? Maybe we don’t care about nonendangered species. Maybe we know
 that our efforts to save the Bengal Tiger are necessarily going to imperil some nonendangered bunny rabbits. Maybe we’re glad
 about that, because we like it when bunnies suffer. Did you ever think about that?





A)  This is a trap. Just because the wildlife experts are, um, experts
 does not mean that it’s impossible for a nonexpert to make a logical recommendation. The problem with the recommendation isn’t that it was made by a nonexpert, but that it fails to consider the possibility that we don’t give a damn about the bunnies.

B)  No, the argument definitely doesn’t do this. In fact, if it were true that nonendangered species can easily become endangered, it would actually strengthen
 the argument. We’re looking for a weakener.

C)  Same explanation as B.

D)  Nah, the argument wasn’t about one endangered species vs. another endangered species
 . It was actually about endangered vs. nonendangered species. This answer choice misunderstands the argument.

E)  Yep. The argument seems to have presumed that hordes of dirty little bunnies are just as important to us as the glorious Bengal Tiger. That might not be a fair assumption to make.





Our answer is E.
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Question 16



Literary critic: Often the heirs of a successful writer decide to publish the manuscripts and the letters the dead writer left behind, regardless of the merit of the work. However, many writers have manuscripts that they judge to be unworthy of publication and with which they would not like to be publicly associated even after they die. Hence a successful writer who decides not to publish a recently completed manuscript should destroy it immediately.







Which one of the following statements, if true, most calls into question the soundness of the literary critic’s advice?







(A)  Some writers whose work becomes both popular and respected after they die received no literary recognition during their lifetimes.



(B)  Writers who achieve a certain degree of fame can expect that some of their personal correspondence will become publicly available after they die.



(C)  Most successful writers’ judgments of their recently completed work is unnecessarily harsh and is often later revised.



(D)  Many posthumously published books would have been published by the author had the author lived.



(E)  Some heirs of successful writers do not consider themselves qualified to judge the merits of a literary work.






This question, like many questions on the LSAT, should ideally be over before you reach the answer choices. You must argue
 with the literary critic. If you can tell the literary critic why his argument is bogus, you’ve already won.

Like this: Let’s pretend I’m a successful writer of LSAT books. (Hey, I’m working on it!) And let’s say I write some LSAT explanations that I judge unworthy of publication. This definitely happens from time to time. And let’s say that after I die, Christine might be tempted to publish those subpar explanations, in order to take herself to Majorca. She’d be more than justified in doing this, in exchange for putting up with all my bullshit while I was alive. But let’s say I wanted to prevent this from happening, because I’m such a prima donna that I actually care about my reputation even after I’m dead
 . OK. Here’s the literary critic’s solution: In order to avoid this risk to my precious posthumous reputation, the literary critic wants me to immediately burn
 these explanations.

Wait. Immediately
 burn? Immediately burn
 ?! Those are both a little extreme, don’t you think? Couldn’t I wait a little bit, instead of acting immediately? Or couldn’t I lock them in a safe, instead of torching them with lighter fluid?

The problem with this solution is that I’d never have a second chance; once the explanations were burned, I wouldn’t be able to get them back. What if I wished, later, to send them to my editor for polishing? What if I wanted to go through and edit or rewrite them myself? What if I simply put them away for a year, then came back to them with fresh eyes and said, “Hey, these actually don’t suck that bad after all”? None of these scenarios would be possible if all I had was a pile of ashes.

So the critic is an idiot for suggesting the nuclear option.

We’re asked to weaken the critic’s argument. Let’s see if we’ve already answered the question.





A)  I don’t think this applies to the question at hand. The argument was about writers who are already successful. Even if it is true that some writers only gain acclaim after their deaths, the literary critic would say, “Yeah, I’m sure this happens from time to time, but Nathan already has a reputation, and we wouldn’t want to take the chance that shitty explanations published after his death might tarnish that reputation. So let’s burn the bad explanations now.”

B)  This wouldn’t weaken the argument at all. If this was true, the literary critic would say, “Yes, it’s true that some of Nathan’s correspondence will inevitably be published after his death, but it will be awful hard for these shitty explanations to be published after we burn them.”

C)  Yep. This points out the fact that burning the explanations is a decision from which there is no recovery. What if I’m just having a bad day when I want to burn the explanations? “I’m a terrible writer, I’m a terrible teacher, I want to kill myself, I’m going to burn these shitty explanations…” What if tomorrow I am in a better mood, and decide that the explanations aren’t so bad after all? There won’t be
 a tomorrow for these explanations if I burn them today. This is a great weakener.

D)  This answer, using the word “many,” might not be about the shitty explanations we’re concerned with. If this answer is true, the literary critic would say, “Well obviously, if Nathan died today, Christine would want to publish whatever book Nathan was working on today. It’s a great book! But if Nathan has completed something shitty, he should burn it immediately so that Christine doesn’t publish it after he’s dead.”

E)  This might strengthen the argument, and we were looking for a weakener.





Our answer is C, because it points out how stupid it would be to burn
 something that I didn’t like today.
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Question 16



Editorial: Contrary to popular belief, teaching preschoolers is not especially difficult, for they develop strict systems (e.g., for sorting toys by shape), which help them to learn, and they are always intensely curious about something new in their world.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously weakens the editorial’s argument?







(A)  Preschoolers have a tendency to imitate adults, and most adults follow strict routines.



(B)  Children intensely curious about new things have very short attention spans.



(C)  Some older children also develop strict systems that help them learn.



(D)  Preschoolers ask as many creative questions as do older children.



(E)  Preschool teachers generally report lower levels of stress than do other teachers.






Hmm. The argument is short and sweet.





1)  Preschoolers develop systems for learning.

2)  Preschoolers are intensely curious.

3)  Therefore, preschoolers are not especially difficult to teach.





Wow, really? What about the part where they bite each other? What about the part where they wander off into traffic? Poop their pants? Scream and cry? The argument fails to address several concerns I might have before I attempted to teach preschoolers.

We’re asked to weaken the argument. This should be easy.





A)  This would strengthen the idea that preschoolers are easy to wrangle. We’re looking for a weakener.

B)  This is a weakener, because we were told that they do
 have intense curiosity. This turns that supposed strength into a weakener, where they can’t focus on anything for any reasonable period of time. This is probably the answer. I love it because it turns the editor’s own facts against her.

C)  Older children are totally irrelevant.

D)  This would strengthen the argument, not weaken it.

E)  This would strengthen the argument, not weaken it.





Our answer is B.
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Question 17



Poetry journal patron: Everybody who publishes in Poetry journal patron: Everybody who publishes in The Brick Wall Review has to agree in advance that if a poem is printed in one of its regular issues, the magazine also has the right to reprint it, without monetary compensation, in its annual anthology. The Brick Wall Review makes enough money from sales of its anthologies to cover most operating expenses. So, if your magazine also published an anthology of poems first printed in your magazine, you could depend less on donations. After all, most poems published in your magazine are very similar to those published in The Brick Wall Review.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the patron’s argument?







(A)  Neither
 
The Brick Wall Review

 nor the other magazine under discussion depends on donations to cover most operating expenses.



(B)  Many of the poets whose work appears in
 
The Brick Wall Review

 have had several poems rejected for publication by the other magazine under discussion.



(C)  The only compensation poets receive for publishing in the regular issues of the magazines under discussion are free copies of the issues in which their poems appear.



(D) 
 
The Brick Wall Review

 depends on donations to cover most operating expenses not covered by income from anthology sales.



(E) 
 
The Brick Wall Review

 ’s annual poetry anthology always contains a number of poems by famous poets not published in the regular issues of the magazine.






I don’t love this question. Please don’t worry too much about it.

The conclusion is, “You could depend less on donations if you did an anthology.” The evidence for this assertion is the example of another, similar magazine (The Brick Wall Review) that does anthologies and thereby covers most of its expenses. We are asked to weaken this argument.





A)  I don’t think this is a very good weakener, because even if the poetry journal doesn’t depend on donations to cover “most” operating expenses, it’s still possible that they depend “some” on donations, and an anthology might still be a good idea that would help them depend “less” on donations. So I don’t like this answer.

B)  I don’t see how anybody getting rejected for publication is possibly relevant. No way.

C)  I don’t see how the poets’ compensation could be relevant.

D)  If this is true, then the example magazine (Brick Wall Review) that created an anthology that supposedly made money still does depend on donations for some expenses. But we don’t know if there were a lot of expenses or just a few expenses, and even if there were a lot of expenses, the argument could always be made that the Brick Wall Review, without its anthology, would have to depend a lot more
 on donations. So this is a poor weakener, I suppose. We can make a case for it at least, even if it’s a shitty one. Best answer so far, even though it sucks.

E)  At first I didn’t think that the fame of the poets could be relevant, and wanted to eliminate this answer. But fame is really just a distraction. The recommendation in the conclusion of the argument was, “Make an anthology of poems first printed in your magazine… you’ll make money.” If E is true, then the anthology used for comparison may have made money because it printed a lot of poems not
 first published in regular issues of the magazine. So the recommendation to reprint a lot of stuff that was already printed in the magazine is not necessarily reliable, and this is our answer. Again, this is a really tricky answer because it actually doesn’t matter whether or not they are famous. What matters is whether or not they were included in the regular issues of the magazine.





Our answer is E.
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Question 17



Researcher: Hard water contains more calcium and magnesium than soft water contains. Thus, those who drink mostly soft water incur an increased risk of heart disease, stroke, and hypertension, for people being treated for these conditions tend to have lower levels of magnesium in their blood.







Which one of the following, if true, most undermines the researcher’s argument?







(A)  Magnesium deficiency is not uncommon, even in relatively prosperous countries with an otherwise generally adequate diet.



(B)  Magnesium is needed to prevent sodium from increasing blood pressure.



(C)  As people age, their ability to metabolize magnesium deteriorates.



(D)  The ingestion of magnesium supplements inhibits the effectiveness of many medicines used to treat high blood pressure and heart disease.



(E)  Compounds commonly used to treat hypertension and heart disease diminish the body’s capacity to absorb and retain magnesium.






The first premise is the first sentence: Hard water contains more calcium and magnesium than soft water. The second premise is found in the last two lines: People being treated for heart disease, stroke and hypertension tend to have lower levels of magnesium in their blood. The conclusion is: Those who drink mostly soft water incur an increased risk of heart disease, stroke, and hypertension.

Does this really add up? I don’t think so. This seems to be a correlation-therefore-causation flaw. The premises indicate that there is a correlation between low blood magnesium and being treated for certain diseases. But this doesn’t mean that low blood magnesium causes
 certain diseases. In fact, it’s entirely possible that the diseases cause low blood magnesium, or that some third factor (living near a power plant?) causes both low blood magnesium and the diseases. This logic simply doesn’t stand up. I’m pissed. And that’s always a good thing on the Logical Reasoning.

The question asks us to undermine, the researcher’s argument. I’ve already been doing that. Let’s see what we’ve got in the answer choices.





A)  Just because magnesium deficiency is not uncommon does not mean that it doesn’t cause diseases. This isn’t it.

B)  This, if true, might strengthen
 the argument because it indicates how low blood magnesium might cause diseases. We’re looking for a weakener, so this is out.

C)  At first I thought age was irrelevant, but then I thought that maybe age is the third factor that causes the apparent correlation. If age causes low blood magnesium, and age causes diseases, then this could be a weakener. My only problem here is that I’m not sure if a bad metabolism would lead to low blood magnesium or high
 blood magnesium. Which means this answer could strengthen or weaken. Hmm. I could pick this if D and E are both bad, but I’m definitely hoping for something better.

D)  This just jumbles all the concepts up together and I’m not sure what it would mean, logically. If magnesium supplements inhibit your heart medicine, then you’ve already got
 heart disease. So this is probably irrelevant.

E)  I think this is it. This is one of our predictions, right? We said, “The diseases cause low blood magnesium,” which could happen via the medications that you have to take for the diseases, right? If this is true, then it indicates that the correlation has a reversed
 cause and effect from what the argument assumed. So this is a pretty devastating weakener. Reversal of cause and effect is also a very common correct answer on the LSAT.





Let’s go with E.
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Question 18



There is evidence to suggest that our cave-dwelling ancestors polished many of their flints to a degree far surpassing what was necessary for hunting purposes. It seems, therefore, that early humans possessed an aesthetic sense.







Which one of the following statements, if true, most seriously weakens the argument?







(A)  Most flints used by our cave-dwelling ancestors were not highly polished.



(B)  The caves in which the highly polished flints were found are unadorned by cave paintings.



(C)  There is evidence that these highly polished flints were used for display in religious ceremonies.



(D)  Flints were often used by early humans for everyday chores other than hunting.



(E)  Any benefits that an aesthetic sense would have given to cave-dwelling humans are poorly understood.






Wait a minute. Just because the cave-dwellers polished their flints more than was necessary for hunting proves that they have an “aesthetic sense”? Why?

Maybe they polished the flints because they used them to magnify the sun’s rays and start fires. Maybe they polished the flints because they used them to do primitive surgeries on each other. Maybe they polished the flints because they used them to signal the Martian mother ship when they were ready to receive their daily anal probes. Maybe they polished the flints because their religious leaders told them that masturbation was evil, and encouraged them to constantly polish their flints as a way to avoid, you know, polishing
 something else
 .

The point is this: There might be a million other reasons why the flints are so deeply polished. Sure, aesthetics are a very likely candidate. (Look at the pretty!
 ) But there could also be infinite other reasons, like the above, which have nothing to do with aesthetics. And if any one of those other reasons were true, they’d make the speaker look very silly.

The correct answer might not be anything we’ve predicted so far. “Anal probe signal” and “anti-masturbation tool” seem particularly unlikely. But these predictions are the right type
 of answer. Let’s see what’s actually available.





A)  Who cares? There are
 some highly polished flints. The argument was trying to explain why they are so highly polished. Aesthetics was offered as the explanation. The fact that most flints weren’t
 highly polished does nothing to interfere with the idea that the polished ones were polished for aesthetic reasons. No way.

B)  Nope. Just because they didn’t have cave paintings doesn’t mean they didn’t have an aesthetic sense. Maybe they hadn’t invented cave painting technology at the time. Or maybe they’d already moved past cave paintings. Maybe Queer Eye for the Cave Guy
 had told them that cave paintings were passé.

C)  This could be it, if we assume that religious ceremonies have nothing to do with aesthetics. But aren’t religious ceremonies, in reality, about almost nothing but
 aesthetics? They’re patently nonsensical, so what value could religious ceremonies possibly have besides the pretty stuff? This answer feels like a trap to me.

D)  This also feels like a trap, because it doesn’t explain why everyday chores would require a highly polished flint. Check out my alternative explanations, above. All of them would require polished flints. An “everyday chore” might mean they used the flints for scraping ticks off each other’s asses. That probably wouldn’t require a polished flint.

E)  Nah. Just because aesthetic benefits would be poorly understood doesn’t mean there weren’t aesthetic benefits. This is a fairly common incorrect answer. There’s no way this is it.





After passing on all five answers, I’ve narrowed it down to C and D. (I hated A, B, and E.) I’m super-skeptical of C, because “religious ceremony” sounds way too much like an aesthetic use. “Everyday chore,” on the other hand, could possibly connect to one of our predictions at the top. Starting a fire could be a daily chore, right? Or, hey wait a minute! Didn’t we actually say that calling down the Martian mothership for the anal probe was a daily
 chore? If we substitute “starting a fire” or “calling down the mothership for the anal probe” for “everyday chore,” then D provides a really good reason—a reason other than aesthetics—for why the flints are polished.





So our answer is D.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST


December 2005




Section 1




Question 19



Analyst: A recent survey showed that although professors of biology who teach but do not pursue research made up one twentieth of all science professors, they were appointed to fewer than one twentieth of all the scientific administrative positions in universities. We can conclude from this survey that failing to pursue research tends to bias university administrators against appointing these professors to scientific administrative positions.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously weakens the support for the analyst’s conclusion?







(A)  In universities there are fewer scientific administrative positions than there are nonscientific administrative positions.



(B)  Biologists who do research fill a disproportionately low number of scientific administrative positions in universities.



(C)  Biology professors get more than one twentieth of all the science grant money available.



(D)  Conducting biological research tends to take significantly more time than does teaching biology.



(E)  Biologists who hold scientific administrative positions in the university tend to hold those positions for a shorter time than do other science professors.






Ideally, the huge flaw in this argument has started to jump out at you by now. The evidence is about correlation
 : biology professors who don’t do research are underrepresented in university administrative positions. (There’s a negative correlation between being a biology professor who doesn’t do research and getting an administrative position.) But the conclusion is causal
 : biology professors who don’t do research are underrepresented because their lack of research subjects them to bias.
 This is totally speculative—other than the correlation, there is zero evidence to back up the causal relationship in the conclusion.

We’re asked to weaken the conclusion, so let’s attack the argument before we even look at the answer choices. Remember: Just because A and B are correlated doesn’t mean A causes B. Could B cause A (reversal of cause and effect)? Could C cause both A and B (something else causes an apparent relationship between A and B, even though A and B are actually not related at all)?

The reversal of cause and effect definitely seems possible here. Maybe the lack of an administrative position makes it harder to do research? Lack of funding, perhaps? If that’s true, then the argument is destroyed.

An alternate cause could also be at play here, and as a matter of fact, it’s suggested by the given facts. The facts say 1) biology professors who 2) don’t do research are underrepresented in administrative positions. And then it claims that the lack of research is the causal factor. But what about being a biology
 professor? Might biology professors be discriminated against generally? If that’s true, then the argument is destroyed.





A)  No, the argument was solely about “scientific administrative positions.” Nonscientific positions are simply not relevant.

B)  Bingo. This matches our second prediction. If biologists are discriminated against whether or not they do research
 , then how could the speaker claim that lack of research
 causes discrimination?

C)  This is either irrelevant (Grant money? Where was that mentioned?) or it conceivably strengthens the idea that lack of research causes discrimination. There’s a ton of money for biology, but you don’t get the grant money unless you do research, so biologists who don’t do research get discriminated against. We’re looking for a weakener, and we’ve already found a great one in B, so we can go ahead and dismiss C.

D)  I’m not sure what time management has to do with anything.

E)  Length of tenure is also not relevant. The question is, “Why do bio professors who don’t do research get shafted?”





B says, “All bio professors get shafted,” which is just as good an explanation as the analyst’s proposed, “Professors who don’t research get shafted.” Since B casts some serious doubt on the analyst’s position, B is our answer.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST
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Section 3




Question 19



Today’s farmers plant only a handful of different strains of a given crop. Crops lack the diversity that they had only a few generations ago. Hence, a disease that strikes only a few strains of crops, and that would have had only minor impact on the food supply in the past, would devastate it today.







Which one of the following, if true, would most weaken the argument?







(A)  In the past, crop diseases would often devastate food supplies throughout entire regions.



(B)  Affected crops can quickly be replaced from seed banks that store many strains of those crops.



(C)  Some of the less popular seed strains that were used in the past were more resistant to many diseases than are the strains popular today.



(D)  Humans today have more variety in their diets than in the past, but still rely heavily on cereal crops like rice and wheat.



(E)  Today’s crops are much less vulnerable to damage from insects or encroachment by weeds than were crops of a few generations ago.






This argument presents some evidence about lack of diversity in today’s crops (unlike the diverse crops of the past) and how this means that a single disease that attacks only a few strains of crops might have a big impact. The argument then concludes that if this happened then the food supply could be “devastated.”

We are asked to weaken the question. To argue with this speaker, we should try to put a wedge in between the evidence and the conclusion. Would the food supply really be devastated
 ? Hmm. What if we had a lot of food stored up, like five years' worth of Spam, fruit cocktail, and pork and beans? If that were true, wouldn’t we have plenty of time to plant new crops if a disease struck? It might be gross, but the food supply wouldn’t be devastated.

That’s probably not going to be exactly the answer, but we’re looking for something that would similarly cause the argument’s conclusion to fail, even in the event of crop disease.





A)  If this is true, it would only strengthen the idea that today’s food supply is fragile. So this isn’t a good weakener.

B)  This is a weakener. If seed banks can “quickly” replace any crops that get lost to disease, then the food supply is probably not at risk. I hope C, D, and E are terrible because I’d love to pick B.

C)  This is a strengthener, not a weakener.

D)  We could read this as either a strengthener or a weakener, but we’re looking for a clear weakener.

E)  Insects and weeds are irrelevant. The argument was about loss of crops to disease
 , so this fact would do nothing to the argument.





B is our answer.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST


October 2005




Section 1




Question 19



There have been no new cases of naturally occurring polio in North America in recent years. Yet there are approximately 12 new cases of polio each year in North America, all caused by the commonly administered live oral polio vaccine (OPV). Substituting inactivated polio vaccine (IPV) for most childhood polio immunizations would cut the number of cases of vaccination-caused polio about in half. Clearly it is time to switch from OPV to IPV as the most commonly used polio vaccine for North American children.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the argument?







(A)  If IPV replaces OPV as the most commonly used polio vaccine, at least a few new cases of naturally occurring polio in North America will result each year.



(B)  The vast majority of cases of polio caused by OPV have occurred in children with preexisting but unsuspected immunodeficiency disorders.



(C)  A child’s risk of contracting polio from OPV has been estimated at 1 in 8.7 million, which is significantly less than the risk of being struck by lightning.



(D)  Although IPV is preferred in some European nations, most countries with comprehensive child immunization programs use OPV.



(E)  IPV, like most vaccines, carries a slight risk of inducing seizures in children with neurological diseases such as epilepsy.






The problem with this argument is that it only talks about how many cases of polio would be caused
 by the vaccine, while ignoring how many cases of polio the vaccines would prevent
 . It isn’t “clearly” time to switch to IPV if OPV is much better at preventing naturally occurring polio, even if OPV does cause a few extra cases of vaccine-induced polio.





A)  This would be a stronger weakener if it said “many” instead of “at least a few.” But “at least a few” means “three or more,” which could include a hundred, a thousand, or a billion. So this could be the answer, if all the other answers suck.

B)  The characteristics of the victims are not relevant. This neither strengthens nor weakens.

C)  This is a sucker answer. Even rare risks should be minimized, if possible.

D)  It doesn’t matter what other countries do.

E)  This is the most commonly-chosen incorrect answer, but how do we know OPV doesn’t have the exact same risk of inducing seizures? This answer says “like most vaccines.” Isn’t OPV a vaccine?





Since none of the other answers is any good, and since A could be a great weakener if “at least a few” means more than just a handful, our answer is A.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST


September 2006




Section 4




Question 19



Recent studies have demonstrated that smokers are more likely than nonsmokers to develop heart disease. Other studies have established that smokers are more likely than others to drink caffeinated beverages. Therefore, even though drinking caffeinated beverages is not thought to be a cause of heart disease, there is a positive correlation between drinking caffeinated beverages and the development of heart disease.







The argument’s reasoning is most vulnerable to criticism on the grounds that the argument fails to take into account the possibility that







(A)  smokers who drink caffeinated beverages are less likely to develop heart disease than are smokers who do not drink caffeinated beverages



(B)  something else, such as dietary fat intake, may be a more important factor in the development of heart disease than are the factors cited in the argument



(C)  drinking caffeinated beverages is more strongly correlated with the development of heart disease than is smoking



(D)  it is only among people who have a hereditary predisposition to heart disease that caffeine consumption is positively correlated with the development of heart disease



(E)  there is a common cause of both the development of heart disease and behaviors such as drinking caffeinated beverages and smoking






No, no… you haven’t proven there’s a correlation between anything and anything else. I’m not buying it.

This argument basically proceeds like this:






	Premise 1: “A (smoking) and B (heart disease) are correlated.” I have no problem with this. It’s a premise of the argument, and we should accept it as fact.

	Premise 2: “A (smoking) and C (drinking coffee) are correlated.” I have no problem with this either. It’s a premise of the argument, and we should accept it as fact.

	Conclusion: “B (heart disease) and C (drinking coffee) are correlated.” I have a huge problem with this. It’s not a premise, so we should not
 accept it as fact. It’s the conclusion of the argument, which is usually where the bullshit comes in. Here, the conclusion is suggested
 by the facts, but definitely not necessarily proven
 by the facts. So we object. It might
 be true, but the given facts certainly don’t prove it.







An example might clarify why B and C might not necessarily be correlated. What if the argument had said this:






	Premise 1: “A (living in San Francisco) and B (seeing a buck naked dude walking down the street in broad daylight) are correlated.” (This is true.)

	Premise 2: “A (living in San Francisco) and C (being wealthier than average) are correlated.” (This is also true.)

	Conclusion: “Therefore B (seeing a buck naked dude walking down the street in broad daylight) and C (being wealthier than average) are correlated.” (This is obviously nonsensical.)







How’s that? Make more sense? General principle: Just because A and B are correlated, and A and C are also correlated, does not
 mean that B and C are correlated.

The question asks us criticize the argument by finding a possibility “that the argument fails to take into account.” I think the answer might be something like “B and C are negatively correlated,” or “B reduces C,” or “C reduces B.”





A)  Yep. This is “C reduces B.” If it’s true that smokers who drink caffeine are less
 likely to get heart disease than are smokers who do not drink caffeine, then that’s a pretty good attack on the idea that caffeine and heart disease are correlated. I like this answer a lot.

B)  Nah. Who gives a shit if there is a “more important factor”? A more important factor wouldn’t do anything to weaken the idea that B and C are correlated. B and C can still be correlated, even if X and B are even more correlated.

C)  This would strengthen the argument. We’re looking for a weakener.

D)  Even if this is true, it doesn’t weaken the argument. Actually, it strengthens the argument by saying that, for at least one segment of the population, there is
 a correlation between caffeine and heart disease. We wanted to weaken that correlation, not strengthen it.

E)  A common cause between B and C would strengthen
 the idea that B and C are correlated.





Our answer is A.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST


September 2007




Section 3




Question 19



One theory to explain the sudden extinction of all dinosaurs points to “drug overdoses” as the cause. Angiosperms, a certain class of plants, first appeared at the time that dinosaurs became extinct. These plants produce amino-acid-based alkaloids that are psychoactive agents. Most plant-eating mammals avoid these potentially lethal poisons because they taste bitter. Moreover, mammals have livers that help detoxify such drugs. However, dinosaurs could neither taste the bitterness nor detoxify the substance once it was ingested. This theory receives its strongest support from the fact that it helps explain why so many dinosaur fossils are found in unusual and contorted positions.







Which one of the following, if true, would most undermine the theory presented above?







(A)  Many fossils of large mammals are found in contorted positions.



(B)  Angiosperms provide a great deal of nutrition.



(C)  Carnivorous dinosaurs mostly ate other, vegetarian, dinosaurs that fed on angiosperms.



(D)  Some poisonous plants do not produce amino-acid-based alkaloids.



(E)  Mammals sometimes die of drug overdoses from eating angiosperms.






Oh my God, what the fuck is this? “Fossils are found in unusual and contorted positions, therefore dinosaurs must have been tripping on magic mushrooms”?

We’re asked to undermine this theory, which should be fairly easy given that it is the stupidest thing I have ever heard. There are about a zillion reasons why fossils would be found in contorted positions that make more sense than tripping on drugs. Geological forces, for one thing, which would have had millions of years to contort the fossils after the dinosaurs were already dead. Or how about a T-Rex ripping the head off a Brontosaurus while eating him, thus leaving the loser’s body in a contorted position? This argument is just comically bad.





A)  I suppose this weakens the theory, because unless whales and elephants were also
 tripping on mushrooms then it provides a disconnect between “found in contorted positions” and “tripping.”

B)  How is nutrition relevant? The nutjob would say, “Yes, I know that magic mushrooms are nutritious! And they also made the dinosaurs see purple unicorns.”

C)  I don’t see how carnivores vs. herbivores is relevant, either. The nutjob might say, “Even if the herbivores were the only ones eating the mushrooms, the carnivores were also tripping off the herbivore carcasses.”

D)  Nah. This answer is very weak because of the word “some.” “Some” just means “one or more,” and I don’t see how “one or more poisonous plants do not produce alkaloids” would ruin the idea that the dinosaurs were tripping.

E)  This would only strengthen the argument, not weaken it.





Our answer is A, because it comes the closest to saying, “There are a lot of other reasons a fossil might be found in contorted positions besides tripping.” This might be the strangest LSAT question of all time, by the way.
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Question 20



In the past, when there was no highway speed limit, the highway accident rate increased yearly, peaking a decade ago. At that time, the speed limit on highways was set at 90 kilometers per hour (kph) (55 miles per hour). Every year since the introduction of the highway speed limit, the highway accident rate has been at least 15 percent lower than that of its peak rate. Thus, setting the highway speed limit at 90 kph (55 mph) has reduced the highway accident rate by at least 15 percent.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously weakens the argument?







(A)  In the years prior to the introduction of the highway speed limit, many cars could go faster than 90 kph (55 mph).



(B)  Ten years ago, at least 95 percent of all automobile accidents in the area occurred on roads with a speed limit of under 80 kph (50 mph).



(C)  Although the speed limit on many highways is officially set at 90 kph (55 mph), most people typically drive faster than the speed limit.



(D)  Thanks to changes in automobile design in the past ten years, drivers are better able to maintain control of their cars in dangerous situations.



(E)  It was not until shortly after the introduction of the highway speed limit that most cars were equipped with features such as seat belts and airbags designed to prevent harm to passengers.






Correlation does not prove causation. Just because a new speed limit and a reduced accident rate happened around the same time does not
 prove that one thing caused the other. What if something else caused the reduced accident rate? What about the Martians? What if Martian crossing guards stationed themselves every quarter mile along the highway, reminding drivers to drive safely, and
 that is what caused the reduced accident rate?


Of course the correct answer isn’t going to be about Martians per se
 . But if you substitute “some other cause” for “Martians” you’ll get my point. If we can prove that anything else other than the speed limit caused the decline in accidents (less traffic, perhaps? better policing? safer cars?), then we have seriously weakened the idea that the speed limit caused the decline in accidents.

We’re asked to weaken the argument, and my prediction is, “What if the Martians are responsible?”





A)  I can only see how this would strengthen the argument, in the sense that it defends the argument against an attack along the lines of “cars can’t even go as fast as the speed limit, so the speed limit is irrelevant.” We’re looking for a weakener.

B)  Tricky, but irrelevant. True, most accidents occur on the residential streets around your house, which have low speed limits. But the argument was solely about highway
 accidents, not all accidents. So this answer could be fact without weakening the argument.

C)  This can be true and a lower speed limit could still be safer. For example, I personally always set my cruise control at nine miles per hour over whatever the posted limit is, because I figure a cop won’t want to write a ticket for someone going single digits over the speed limit. So technically, I never obey the speed limit, but they do affect my speed—I drive slower in a 55-mph zone than I do in a 70-mph zone.

D)  Yep. This isn’t literally the Martians, but it is
 the Martians, metaphorically. If this answer is true, then something else is at least partially responsible for the decline in the accident rate. Which makes the argument’s conclusion look pretty silly.

E)  Another tricky but irrelevant answer. This answer would explain a decline in injuries
 , but wouldn’t explain a decline in accidents
 .





Our answer is D.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST


October 2003
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Question 20



The people most likely to watch a televised debate between political candidates are the most committed members of the electorate and thus the most likely to have already made up their minds about whom to support. Furthermore, following a debate, uncommitted viewers are generally undecided about who won the debate. Hence, winning a televised debate does little to bolster one’s chances of winning an election.







The reasoning in the argument is most vulnerable to criticism because the argument fails to consider the possibility that







(A)  watching an exciting debate makes people more likely to vote in an election



(B)  the voting behavior of people who do not watch a televised debate is influenced by reports about the debate



(C)  there are differences of opinion about what constitutes winning or losing a debate



(D)  people’s voting behavior may be influenced in unpredictable ways by comments made by the participants in a televised debate



(E)  people who are committed to a particular candidate will vote even if their  candidate is perceived as having lost a televised debate






There’s probably a lot of truth to this argument’s premises:






	Premise 1) Only people who have already decided who to support actually watch debates on TV (because everyone else is too busy watching Dancing with the Stars)
 .

	Premise 2) Anybody who happens to be uncommitted before
 watching the debate is unlikely to be able to tell who won the debate (because it’s all a bunch of bullshit anyway). The conclusion, like always, is where this argument goes off the rails: “Winning a televised debate does little to bolster one’s chances of winning an election.” That’s not necessarily true, because even if you can’t tell who won a debate (there are no points, so there really isn’t an objective “winner”) you might still be swayed by the post-debate commentary. Because almost always, the pundits are going to pick a candidate they can deem to have won
 the debate. And then the pundits tell you who to vote for. We’re looking for a flaw or weakness in the argument. I think we’ve already got it.







A)  The argument isn’t about “exciting” debates, so this is out. And anyway it would be irrelevant, because how would you know who to vote for?

B)  This matches our prediction about the pundits. We could end up picking this one.

C)  This would support the argument, not weaken it.

D)  “Unpredictable ways” would seem to support the argument just as much as it would weaken it.

E)  This is definitely a strengthener, not a weakener.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only weakener.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST


October 2004
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Question 20



Scientist: My research indicates that children who engage in impulsive behavior similar to adult thrill-seeking behavior are twice as likely as other children to have a gene variant that increases sensitivity to dopamine. From this, I conclude that there is a causal relationship between this gene variant and an inclination toward thrill-seeking behavior.







Which one of the following, if true, most calls into question the scientist’s argument?







(A)  Many impulsive adults are not unusually sensitive to dopamine.



(B)  It is not possible to reliably distinguish impulsive behavior from other behavior.



(C)  Children are often described by adults as engaging in thrill-seeking behavior simply because they act impulsively.



(D)  Many people exhibit behavioral tendencies as adults that they did not exhibit as children.



(E)  The gene variant studied by the scientist is correlated with other types of behavior in addition to thrill-seeking behavior.






The scientist takes a correlation,
 and without any other evidence, he concludes that there is a causal
 relationship between the two variables. There are basically three ways to attack this type of argument:





1)  Show that the cause and effect are reversed. Here, this would be like, “No, actually, impulsive behavior causes genetic changes,” which would be nonsensical.

2)  Show that there is a third cause that is responsible for the relationship between the variables. Here, this would be like, “No, actually, having abusive parents causes both the gene variant and
 impulsive behavior. So even though it might look like the gene variant and the impulsive behavior are associated, that’s just an artifact of abusive parenting.”

3)  Show that there is no correlation in the first place. This happens less frequently. Usually, this will be the answer if there is reason to believe that the study was flawed in some way (for example, if the study used a biased sample).





A)  The argument is about children, so adults are irrelevant.

B)  This is a tough answer to pick, but if it’s true, then it shows that there is no correlation in the first place; the study is invalid if there is no way to reliably distinguish impulsive behavior from other behavior. This is our answer if everything else sucks.

C)  This, if true, wouldn’t hurt the proposed causal relationship between a gene and a behavior. This is not a weakener.

D)  Again, adults are irrelevant.

E)  Other types of behavior are irrelevant.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only answer that attacks the purported causal relationship between the gene variant and impulsive behavior.
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Question 21



The 
 
Iliad

  and the 
 
Odyssey

  were both attributed to Homer in ancient times. But these two poems differ greatly in tone and vocabulary and in certain details of the fictional world they depict. So they are almost certainly not the work of the same poet.







Which one of the following statements, if true, most weakens the reasoning above?







(A)  Several hymns that were also attributed to Homer in ancient times differ more from the
 
Iliad

 in the respects mentioned than does the
 
Odyssey

 .



(B)  Both the
 
Iliad

 and the
 
Odyssey

 have come down to us in manuscripts that have suffered from minor copying errors and other textual corruptions.



(C)  Works known to have been written by the same modern writer are as different from each other in the respects mentioned as are the
 
Iliad

 and the
 
Odyssey

 .



(D)  Neither the
 
Iliad

 nor the
 
Odyssey

 taken by itself is completely consistent in all of the respects mentioned.



(E)  Both the
 
Iliad

 and the
 
Odyssey

 were the result of an extended process of oral composition in which many poets were involved.






The argument only makes sense if we assume that two poems that differ greatly in tone and vocabulary and in certain details of the fictional world they depict are almost certainly not the work of the same poet. That’s a big assumption. If that’s not true, the argument is destroyed. So, since this is a weaken question, we should look for something that says that the assumption is false.





A)  We already know that the Illiad
 and the Odyssey
 are very different. It doesn’t add or subtract anything from the argument to learn that there are other Homer poems that are even more different. Who cares? This can’t be the answer.

B)  If this said “major copying errors” it might be a good weakener, because it would explain how two poems by the same author could “differ greatly.” But since it only says “minor,” I doubt this can be the answer.

C)  If this is true, then it is possible for poems written by the same author to differ greatly. That would seem to be the opposite of the assumption required by the argument. I like this answer best so far.

D)  I don’t think this can be the answer, because it seems likely that no
 work has ever been “completely consistent” in tone, vocabulary, and details. That would be an effing boring book, wouldn’t it? Anyway, if D were true and if it were important, then at best it might suggest that the Iliad
 itself was written by two or more different authors, and likewise for the Odyssey
 . And that wouldn’t, in any way, weaken the conclusion that the Iliad
 and the Odyssey
 were written by different authors. It might even strengthen that conclusion. So this ain’t it.

E)  Again, if this is true, it can only strengthen the conclusion.





Our answer is C.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST
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Question 22



Psychologist: It is well known that becoming angry often induces temporary incidents of high blood pressure. A recent study further showed, however, that people who are easily angered are significantly more likely to have permanently high blood pressure than are people who have more tranquil personalities. Coupled with the long-established fact that those with permanently high blood pressure are especially likely to have heart disease, the recent findings indicate that heart disease can result from psychological factors.







Which one of the following would, if true, most weaken the psychologist’s argument?







(A)  Those who are easily angered are less likely to recover fully from episodes of heart disease than are other people.



(B)  Medication designed to control high blood pressure can greatly affect the moods of those who use it.



(C)  People with permanently high blood pressure who have tranquil personalities virtually never develop heart disease.



(D)  Those who discover that they have heart disease tend to become more easily frustrated by small difficulties.



(E)  The physiological factors that cause permanently high blood pressure generally make people quick to anger.










The first sentence says that becoming angry can cause
 incidents of high blood pressure. The second sentence says that a recent study shows a correlation
 between being easily angered and having permanently high blood pressure. The third sentence says there is a correlation
 between permanently high blood pressure and heart disease. The conclusion says, “Heart disease can be caused
 by psychological factors.”

This doesn’t quite all add up. It’s a very attenuated argument. The only causal premise is the first one: that becoming angry can cause temporary incidents of high blood pressure. From this, the argument ends up with a causal conclusion about heart disease, which is only shown to be correlated
 with permanently high blood pressure. I don’t have a great prediction here, but I think I can find it in the answer choices.





A)  Recovery is irrelevant. The argument was only about the incidence of heart disease.

B)  “Greatly affect the moods” doesn’t sound great, because we can’t know whether moods would be affected positively or negatively. If it said “negatively,” then this answer would be a weakener, because it would suggest that blood pressure can cause anger problems, thus ruining the logic of the argument. But if it said “positively,” then it would be either irrelevant or a strengthener. We should choose B only if there aren’t any other good answers.

C)  People with tranquil personalities are irrelevant. The question is whether anger can cause heart disease. Furthermore, “virtually never” is too amorphous to pick. It’s possible that even angry people “virtually never” get heart disease, and there could still
 be a causal relationship between anger and heart disease. This is out.

D)  This is probably true in real life, but it doesn’t have any effect on the argument one way or the other. Next contestant.

E)  Yep. If physiological factors cause both high blood pressure and anger, this would undermine the psychologist's attempted connection of psychological factors and high blood pressure/heart disease.





E  is our answer.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST
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Question 22



In a study, one group of volunteers was fed a high-protein, low-carbohydrate diet; another group was fed a low-protein, high-carbohydrate diet. Both diets contained the same number of calories, and each volunteer’s diet prior to the experiment had contained moderate levels of proteins and carbohydrates. After ten days, those on the low-carbohydrate diet had lost more weight than those on the high-carbohydrate diet. Thus, the most effective way to lose body fat is to eat much protein and shun carbohydrates.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the argument above?







(A)  A low-protein, high-carbohydrate diet causes the human body to retain water, the added weight of which largely compensates for the weight of any body fat lost, whereas a high-protein, low-carbohydrate diet does not.



(B)  Many people who consume large quantities of protein nevertheless gain significant amounts of body fat.



(C)  A high-protein, low-carbohydrate diet will often enable the human body to convert some body fat into muscle, without causing any significant overall weight loss.



(D)  In the experiment, the volunteers on the high-carbohydrate diet engaged in regular exercise of a kind known to produce weight loss, and those on the low-carbohydrate diet did not.



(E)  Many of the volunteers who had been on the low-carbohydrate diet eventually regained much of the weight they had lost on the diet after returning to their normal diets.






The first problem I see with the logic here is that the conclusion goes way off the rails with “the most effective way.” The study only compared two groups: high-carb/low-protein vs. low-carb/high-protein. How can the conclusion possibly say “the most effective way,” if it only looked at two ways? In order to make that conclusion, you would have had to study every possible method of losing body fat!

We’re asked to weaken the argument, and the above features such a huge problem with the reasoning that we should start by looking for that particular issue in one of the answer choices. If we can’t find it, then we’ll reconsider and look for another flaw.





A)  This isn’t what we’re looking for, but it still might be worthy of consideration. Let’s get through the rest of the answer choices and if something awesome doesn’t jump out at us, we’ll come back to this one.

B)  Well, yeah. Of course you can ruin your diet by “consuming large quantities of protein” alongside large quantities of carbs, fat, alcohol, and everything else. If you do that, you’re going to gain body fat. But that’s not the point of the study, because the study was about two groups that were on a fixed total caloric intake. No way is this it.

C)  This would only strengthen the idea that the high-protein/low-carb diet is good for lowering body fat. We’re looking for a weakener, so this is out.

D)  This would also strengthen the argument, not weaken it. If the high-carb people were also exercising, and they didn’t lose weight, then this would support the idea that low-carb is superior. We’re looking for a weakener, so this is out.

E)  Regaining the weight is simply irrelevant. The conclusion of the argument wasn’t about keeping fat off, it was only about losing fat in the first place. No way.





I didn’t find exactly what we were looking for, but I really hate B through E. So now we can reconsider A. Here’s my case for it: If it’s true that the low-protein/high-carb diet causes you to retain water, then it’s possible that your body did
 lose fat even if you didn’t lose weight. The conclusion of the argument wasn’t about losing weight, it was about losing fat. If A is true, then it’s possible that the low-protein/high-carb diet was actually better than the high-protein/low-carb diet for losing fat. That’s the best weakener of the bunch.





So A is our answer.
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Question 22



Columnist: There are certain pesticides that, even though they have been banned for use in the United States for nearly 30 years, are still manufactured there and exported to other countries. In addition to jeopardizing the health of people in these other  countries, this practice greatly increases the health   risk to U.S. consumers, for these pesticides are often used on agricultural products imported into the United States.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously weakens the columnist’s argument?







(A)  Trace amounts of some of the pesticides banned for use in the United States can be detected in the soil where they were used 30 years ago.



(B)  Most of the pesticides that are manufactured in the United States and exported are not among those banned for use in the United States.



(C)  The United States is not the only country that manufactures and exports the pesticides that are banned for use in the United States.



(D)  The banned pesticides pose a greater risk to people in the countries in which they are used than to U.S. consumers.



(E)  There are many pesticides that are banned for use in other countries that are not banned for use in the United States.






The story I tell myself here is, “The US bans DDT in the US, but exports DDT to Mexico, then imports tomatoes from Mexico that have the DDT on them.” That fits with the given facts. The conclusion is, “We are jeopardizing our health by exporting banned pesticides.” And we’re asked to weaken that conclusion.





A)  DDT in the ground isn’t relevant. What’s relevant is whether the Mexicans are going to be feeding us tomatoes laced with our own DDT. This isn’t it.

B)  It’s not relevant what other unbanned pesticides are being manufactured/exported/used in the United States. The conclusion of the argument was, “We are jeopardizing our health by exporting banned pesticides.” Answer B does nothing to address this issue. No way.

C)  If this is true, Mexico might get DDT from Canada even if we didn’t sell it to them. And if that’s true, then our tomatoes from Mexico might still have DDT on them, even if we didn’t export the DDT to Mexico. Imagine you have 100 guns pointed at your face. If you give me one more gun, would you “significantly” increase your risk of being shot by doing so? I don’t think so. If Mexico is already
 going to get DDT from Canada and douse our tomatoes with it, are we really “significantly” increasing our risk by exporting DDT to Mexico? Nope. So this answer, if true, would weaken the argument.

D)  It’s OK to feel sorry for the poor people in other countries who get hurt when we export DDT, but they are in no way relevant to the conclusion of the argument that we are hurting ourselves
 by exporting DDT. This answer does not address the conclusion of the argument, therefore it is not the answer.

E)  It might be stupid of us to allow our farmers to use many pesticides that are banned somewhere more progressive like, let’s say, Norway, but again this is beside the point. DDT is banned in the US. Is exporting DDT to Mexico hurting us? Or not?





The best answer here is C.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST


September 2007




Section 1




Question 23



Principle: It is healthy for children to engage in an activity that promotes their intellectual development only if engaging in that activity does not detract from their social development.







Application: Although Megan’s frequent reading stimulates her intellectually, it reduces the amount of time she spends interacting with other people. Therefore, it is not healthy for her to read as much as she does.







The application of the principle is most vulnerable to criticism on which one of the following grounds?







(A)  It misinterprets the principle as a universal claim intended to hold in all cases without exception, rather than as a mere generalization.



(B)  It overlooks the possibility that the benefits of a given activity may sometimes be important enough to outweigh the adverse health effects.



(C)  It misinterprets the principle to be, at least in part, a claim about what is unhealthy, rather than solely a claim about what is healthy.



(D)  It takes for granted that any decrease in the amount of time a child spends interacting with others detracts from that child’s social development.



(E)  It takes a necessary condition for an activity’s being healthy as a sufficient condition for its being so.






The word “only” indicates a necessary condition, so the principle essentially says, “If it is healthy to engage in an activity that promotes their intellectual development, then it is necessary that that activity does not detract from their social development.” In other words: healthy to engage intellectually —> detracts socially
 . The contrapositive would be: detracts socially —> healthy to engage intellectually
 .

We are asked to criticize the application of this principle. The application in this question seems okay, but if I were to criticize it I would note that it assumes that “reduces the amount of time interacting” is the same thing as “detracts socially.” Is this necessarily true? I’m not so sure. I have two different predictions here. 1) Perhaps Megan would benefit socially from spending less time interacting with her friends. Maybe less is more; that’s possible, unless the premises say it’s impossible. 2) Perhaps reading books will make Megan a more stimulating social companion, so even though she has less time to spend with her friends she will have a greater overall social development in the time she does spend with them. Who knows. Either of these, or something similar, would be a great answer.





A)  Nah. This isn’t what we’re looking for. And the principle wasn’t “a mere generalization.” It was
 a rule, meant to hold in all cases. Were there exceptions? Did it say “most of the time”? I don’t think so. This can’t be it.

B)  This can’t be the answer, because the principle is only about what’s healthy and what’s not healthy. Answer B says, “Sometimes other shit is more important than health,” which would only render the principle itself irrelevant. That’s not criticizing the application, that’s overriding the principle. No way.

C)  I honestly do not know what this would possibly mean in application. Let’s not dwell on it until we read D and E. I’m 99 percent certain that one of the other answers will convince me that it is correct, and therefore we will never have to waste time with this answer choice.

D)  Mhmm. Yep. This is pretty much exactly our first prediction, above. Maybe Megan’s social life will be just fine if she spends a little less time with her friends. Maybe she’ll even benefit! Looks good.

E)  We know what the necessary-sufficient error looks like. It looks like, “Since having blood in your body is necessary for life, as long as you have blood in your body you are alive.” That’s a commonly-tested flaw, but it wasn’t the flaw that the application made in this case.





Our answer is D.
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Question 23



Company president: Our consultants report that, in general, the most efficient managers have excellent time management skills. Thus, to improve productivity I recommend that we make available to our middle-level managers a seminar to train them in techniques of time management.







Each of the following, if true, would weaken the support for the company president’s recommendation EXCEPT:







(A)  The consultants use the same criteria to evaluate managers’ efficiency as they do to evaluate their time management skills.



(B)  Successful time management is more dependent on motivation than on good technique.



(C)  Most managers at other companies who have attended time management seminars are still unproductive.



(D)  Most managers who are already efficient do not need to improve their productivity.



(E)  Most managers who are efficient have never attended a time management seminar.






The company president doesn’t say so explicitly, but he is using a correlation-equals-causation argument. In the first sentence, he notes a correlation
 between efficient management and excellent time management skills. He then apparently assumes a causal relationship between these two variables—he seems to think excellent time management causes efficient management—because he suggests that a seminar on time management techniques be offered to his mid-level managers. This is not a strong argument, because he is assuming that A causes B, when it could be that B causes A or that both A and B are caused by something else entirely. It will be easy to weaken this argument. It’s a “weaken… EXCEPT” question, so there will be four weakeners and one non-weakener (the correct answer). The non-weakener can be either a strengthener or can be something totally irrelevant. It might be easiest here to eliminate the four weakeners and leave the correct answer standing.





A)  If the consultant uses the same criteria to evaluate efficiency and time management, then there isn’t even a correlation at all, which makes the entire argument irrelevant. This is a little bit like saying, “The MVP of the league is usually the league’s best player, and I know because the league’s best player is determined by who gets the most MVP votes.” This is circular reasoning, and therefore a horrible argument. This is a weakener.

B)  If successful time management is more dependent on motivation than good technique, then what good is a seminar on time management technique? If the company’s middle management is a bunch of lazy bums, then no amount of training is going to do any good. This would destroy the argument, if true.

C)  If this is true, then it weakens by example. Look what happened in company Z! In company Z, a time management seminar was given and the managers are still unproductive. In other words, there is no causal relationship between the two variables. This is another good weakener.

D)  This is irrelevant to the argument because it is about managers who are already efficient. If we said this to the company president, he would probably say, “So what? The seminar isn’t for the managers who are already efficient.



We’re making it available so that those who aren’t
 efficient can take advantage of it. Now go wax my car.” Because this isn’t an effective argument against the president’s plan, and because we are now going to have to go wax the president’s car, this is probably the correct answer to this “EXCEPT” question.

E)  If this is true, then it weakens the idea that a time management seminar can have any effect on efficiency. This is another good weakener.





Our answer is D, because A, B, C, and E all weaken the argument, while D is irrelevant.
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Question 24



Consumer advocate: The manufacturer’s instructions for assembling a product should be written in such a way that most consumers would find it much easier to put the product together if the instructions were available than if they were not.







Which one of the following, if true, would provide the strongest reason for thinking that the principle advanced by the consumer advocate cannot always be followed?







(A)  The typical consumer who assembles a product does so using the manufacturer’s instructions, but still has great difficulty.



(B)  Often the store at which a consumer purchases an unassembled product will offer, for a fee, to assemble the product and deliver it.



(C)  For the typical product, most consumers who assemble it do so very easily and without ever consulting the manufacturer’s instructions.



(D)  Usually a consumer who is trying to assemble a product using the manufacturer’s instructions has no difficulty understanding the instructions.



(E)  Some consumers refer to the manufacturer’s instructions for assembling a product only if they have difficulty assembling the product.






The consumer advocate’s proposed rule is fairly straightforward: Instructions should be written in such a way as to make assembly much easier with the instructions than without. Our task is to show that this rule “cannot always be followed.”





A)  No, this wouldn’t be a reason not to adopt the consumer advocate’s rule. This is probably why the consumer advocate wants to adopt the rule in the first place! Maybe today’s instructions are terrible, and the consumer advocate is hoping that his rule will cause the instructions to be improved. This doesn’t show that the rule cannot be followed, just that it is not currently
 being followed.

B)  This is irrelevant. The fact that some folks are always going to pay for assembly doesn’t ruin the rule that assembly should be easier with the instructions than without.

C)  Yep. If this is true, then it’s already
 “very easy” to assemble products even without looking at the instructions. For example, assembling a lamp usually entails screwing two pieces together, then screwing in a light bulb. That’s pretty goddamn easy. If that’s already “very easy” without any instructions at all, then how could instructions make it “much easier”? This scenario shows that the consumer advocate’s rule can’t always
 be followed. It might still be a good rule in most circumstances, but it would be silly to apply the rule to products that are “very easy.”

D)  This would make the consumer advocate very happy. He would respond to this with, “Yes, today’s instructions are great, and my rule would help to keep them that way.” This could only show that the consumer advocate’s rule is
 currently being followed, it certainly doesn’t show that the rule cannot be followed.

E)  This is probably true, but is also irrelevant. The consumer advocate would respond to this answer with, “Of course some people don’t look at the instructions unless they need help, but I want the instructions to be as good as possible when/if they do
 look at them.” Perhaps an even bigger problem with this answer is that it’s only about “some” consumers. Since “some” means “one or more,” this is a very soft answer. Suppose there is one guy who never looks at the instructions. Does that really hurt the advocate’s rule? The advocate would say, “True, some people will never
 look at the instructions, but my rule was only that ‘most’ people should find assembly much easier with the instructions than without. There is room for a couple exceptions.”





Our answer is C, because it’s the only one that shows that the rule is impossible to follow in some circumstances.
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Question 24



Police commissioner: Last year our city experienced a 15 percent decrease in the rate of violent crime. At the beginning of that year a new mandatory sentencing law was enacted, which requires that all violent criminals serve time in prison. Since no other major policy changes were made last year, the drop in the crime rate must have been due to the new mandatory sentencing law.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously weakens the police commissioner’s argument?







(A)  Studies of many other cities have shown a correlation between improving economic conditions and decreased crime rates.



(B)  Prior to the enactment of the mandatory sentencing law, judges in the city had for many years already imposed unusually harsh penalties for some crimes.



(C)  Last year, the city’s overall crime rate decreased by only 5 percent.



(D)  At the beginning of last year, the police department’s definition of “violent crime” was broadened to include 2 crimes not previously classified as “violent.”



(E)  The city enacted a policy 2 years ago requiring that 100 new police officers be hired in each of the 3 subsequent years.






The police commissioner violates one of the Fox LSAT Ten Commandments here: Thou Shalt Not Confuse Correlation With Causation. The commissioner’s evidence is a correlation
 : the mandatory sentencing was enacted and the violent crime rate decreased at approximately the same time. The commissioner’s conclusion is causal
 : Therefore, the mandatory sentencing caused the drop in violent crime.

This isn’t a stupid hypothesis, but it’s far from proven. Any number of other things could have caused the drop in the crime rate, except for “other major policy changes,” which the commissioner says did not happen. My ideas are these: 1) Maybe the economy improved significantly, causing violent crime to go down. 2) Maybe a huge shipment of really good weed came in, and everyone was happily stoned at home playing video games all the time, causing violent crime to go down. 3) Maybe everyone got religion (or far more likely, maybe everyone got atheism) causing violent crime to go down. None of these are “major policy changes,” but any of them, if true, would provide an alternative explanation for the drop in the crime rate. We are asked to weaken the argument, so anything like these explanations could be a good answer.





A)  This is a good start
 of a weakener—it’s similar to one of our predictions—but since we don’t know whether the economy improved in this particular city or not, I don’t see how this by itself is much of a weakener. If this was your objection to the commissioner, the commissioner might say, “Yeah, that’s true, but our economy is in the shitter like never before.” We’re looking for something that provides the commissioner with no real retort. I doubt this is it.

B)  This is another one that is close
 to a good answer, but it’s missing something. What if the judges in the city had been unusually harsh on speeding, and jaywalking, and littering… but not on violent
 crime? This would be a great answer if it was specifically about violent crime, but it’s not. So it’s probably a trap.

C)  This would only seem to strengthen the argument, since it would show that violent crime (which was the subject of the mandatory sentencing law) went down more than the regular crime rate overall. We’re looking for a weakener, so this ain’t it.

D)  This would also strengthen the argument, because if this is true then the actual crime rate went down even more than the 15 percent cited by the police commissioner. If you reversed this answer, and said, “The police department’s definition of ‘violent crime’ was narrowed
 ,” then this would be a perfect answer. But that’s not what it says. I sure hope it’s E, or I’m going to feel stupid.

E)  Okay, I like this one. If we’ve added a ton of new police officers on the street, then maybe it’s police deterrence that’s stopping the violent crime, rather than the mandatory sentencing law. The only trick here is that adding a ton of new police officers sounds like a “major policy change.” But that doesn’t matter, since the policy was enacted two years ago, which is before the timeframe the police commissioner claimed included no other major policy changes.





E is our answer.
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Question 24



Columnist: The amount of acidic pollutants released into the air has decreased throughout the world over the last several decades. We can expect, then, an overall decrease in the negative environmental effects of acid rain, which is caused by these acidic pollutants.







Each of the following, if true, would weaken the columnist’s argument EXCEPT:







(A)  Some ecosystems have developed sophisticated mechanisms that reduce the negative effects of increased levels of acids in the environment.



(B)  The amount of acid-neutralizing buffers released into the air has decreased in recent years.



(C)  The current decrease in acidic pollutants is expected to end soon, as more countries turn to coal for the generation of electricity.



(D)  The effects of acid rain are cumulative and largely independent of current acid rain levels.



(E)  The soils of many ecosystems exposed to acid rain have been exhausted of minerals that help protect them from acid rain’s harmful effects.






If we were to attack the columnist’s argument—and we should always try our hardest to do so—we might say, “Well, aren’t there potentially many
 causes of acid rain? Perhaps ‘acidic pollutants’ is only one cause. Reducing that single cause might not reduce all
 causes. Furthermore, even if acid rain were
 totally eliminated, how do you know that the negative effects of past
 acid rain won't still be around? For example, perhaps last year’s acid rain is now trapped in our snowpacks and polar icecaps, where it doesn’t currently harm us, but where it is going to ruin us in a few years when it melts?”

The question asks us to identify four weakeners, and to choose the one correct answer that does not
 weaken. So the correct answer could strengthen the argument, or it could just be irrelevant. Let’s see.





A)  This could only possibly strengthen the conclusion that the negative effects of acid rain are going to decrease. So this is probably the answer.

B)  This weakens the argument, because if it is true it provides a reason why the overall negative effects of acid rain might actually increase, even if acid rain itself is reduced.

C)  This weakens the argument, because if it is true then the reduction in acidic pollutants is soon to reverse itself, which would presumably then lead to a steady—or even increased—level of acid rain.

D)  This weakens the argument, along the lines of our “snowpack and polar icecaps” argument above. If this is true, then we would have reason to believe that a reduction in acidic pollutants is not
 certain to lead to a reduction in the damage caused by acid rain.

E)  This also weakens the argument, because if it is true it provides a reason to believe that even a reduced amount of annual acid rain could cause a higher level of damage.





Our answer is A, because B through E are all weakeners and A is, if anything, a strengthener.
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Question 25



A study of 86 patients, all of whom suffered from disease T and received the same standard medical treatment, divided the patients into 2 equal groups. One group’s members all attended weekly support group meetings, but no one from the other group attended support group meetings. After 10 years, 41 patients from each group had died. Clearly, support group meetings do not help patients with disease T live longer.







Which one of the following statements, if true, most seriously weakens the argument?







(A)  Of the 4 patients who survived more than 10 years, the 2 who had attended weekly support group meetings lived longer than the 2 who had not.



(B)  For many diseases, attending weekly support group meetings is part of the standard medical treatment.



(C)  The members of the group that attended weekly support group meetings lived 2 years longer, on average, than the members of the other group.



(D)  Some physicians have argued that attending weekly support group meetings gives patients less faith in the standard treatment for disease T.



(E)  Everyone in the group whose members attended weekly support group meetings reported after 1 year that those meetings had helped them to cope with the disease.






This is an interesting question, because it contains two separate flaws. The first is the very common flaw of assuming that two groups in a study were randomly selected when it is possible that they were not.  This issue appears all the time
 on the LSAT. Here, we know that there were two equal groups. But couldn’t the doctors have given the group with worse initial conditions the support group treatment in addition to the standard medical treatment? If this is true, then the “study” really isn’t a scientific experiment and it would be very hard to reach any conclusion from the study’s results. We’re asked to find a weakener, so something like, “The patients who got the support group treatment had much worse initial diagnoses,” would be a good answer.

The second flaw this argument makes is that it assumes that ten years is the only relevant timeframe for assessing the success of a certain treatment. But that’s silly, when you consider a couple hypothetical alternatives. What if the study had said, “One hundred years later, all the members of both groups were dead, therefore there is no difference in the two treatments”? Or what if the study had said, “Ten minutes later, all the members of both groups were still alive, therefore there is no difference in the two treatments”? If the study had done either of those, then it would be obviously stupid. Imagine if the disease in question was some sort of super-nasty terminal cancer. What if the folks that got the support group treatment lived for nine years, and the folks that didn’t get the support group treatment lived nine weeks? Would it make sense to say, “Ten years later they were all pretty much dead, therefore the support group treatment had no effect”? Of course not. We’re asked to find a weakener, so something like, “The group that got the support group treatment lived much longer, on average, than the other group,” would be a good answer.

We’ve predicted not one, but two good answers. Let’s see if we can find one of them (or something similar) in the answer choices.





A)  Nah. The four remaining patients is a terribly small sample. I don’t think this would be a devastating weakener, even if it were true.

B)  Totally irrelevant. For disease T, one group got the support group and the other group did not. Who cares whether support group treatment is “standard” for other diseases.

C)  This is very much like our second prediction, above. I love it. Note that it’s much better than A, because it’s about a much bigger sample of people.

D)  Who cares what “some physicians” think. This is very weak, and we already found a strong answer in C.

E)  “Coping” is nice, but it’s not relevant here. The only thing that is relevant to the conclusion of the argument that was actually made is living longer
 .





Answer C, if true, shows that the support group does help patients to live longer. So C is our answer.






Weaken Questions: HARDEST


December 2006




Section 1




Question 25



On average, corporations that encourage frequent social events in the workplace show higher profits than those that rarely do. This suggests that the EZ Corporation could boost its profits by having more staff parties during business hours.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the argument above?







(A)  The great majority of corporations that encourage frequent social events in the workplace do so at least in part because they are already earning above-average profits.



(B)  Corporations that have frequent staff parties after business hours sometimes have higher profits than do corporations that have frequent staff parties during business hours.



(C)  The EZ Corporation already earns above-average profits, and it almost never brings play into the workplace.



(D)  Frequent social events in a corporate workplace leave employees with less time to perform their assigned duties than they would otherwise have.



(E)  At one time the EZ Corporation encouraged social events in the workplace more frequently than it currently does, but it has not always been one of the most profitable corporations of its size.






Correlation = causation?! No way. The argument basically says, “Rich people have a lot of parties, so if you want to be rich, you should have a lot of parties.” That’s just silly. To weaken a correlation=causation argument, I’m going to look for the reversal of cause and effect (something like, “Actually, being profitable causes companies to have more parties”) or an alternative explanation (something like, “Companies with exceptionally creative employees are more profitable AND tend to have more parties”).





A)  Bingo! This is the reversal of cause and effect. For a question that comes so late in the section, this one is surprisingly easy.

B)  “Sometimes” makes this answer choice very weak. “Sometimes” just means “at least once.” But the evidence was about companies “on average,” so what happens at least once is really not a very powerful retort. A, on the other hand, which is about “the great majority of corporations that encourage social events,” is much stronger and therefore a much better weakener.

C)  Just because the EZ Corporation is already making above-average profits without parties does not mean it couldn’t make even higher profits with
 parties. This is not a good answer.

D)  This answer completely ignores the fact, as stated, that companies that have parties make more money than companies that don’t. Not a good answer.

E)  The history of the EZ Corporation is really not relevant.





Our answer is A.
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Question 25



About 3 billion years ago, the Sun was only 80 percent as luminous as it is currently. Such conditions today would result in the freezing of Earth’s oceans, but geological evidence shows that water rather than ice filled the oceans at that time. Heat is trapped within Earth’s atmosphere through the presence of carbon dioxide, which, like methane, is a “greenhouse gas.” Only if the level of greenhouse gases were higher 3 billion years ago than it is today would Earth have retained enough heat to keep the oceans from freezing. It is likely, therefore, that the level of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere was significantly higher than it is today.







Which one of the following, if true, weakens the argument?







(A)  Sufficient heat to keep the oceans liquid 3 billion years ago could not have been generated through geological processes such as volcanic activity.



(B)  Geological studies indicate that there is much less methane in Earth’s atmosphere today than there was 3 billion years ago.



(C)  Geological evidence indicates that the oceans contained greater amounts of dissolved minerals 3 billion years ago, but not enough to alter their freezing points significantly.



(D)  The increase in the Sun’s luminosity over the past 3 billion years roughly coincided with an increasing complexity of life forms on Earth.



(E)  Because the distance from Earth to the Sun has not changed significantly over the last 3 billion years, the increase in the Sun’s luminosity has resulted in more radiation reaching Earth.






I’m just going to tell you the answer on this one as well. (This is a pretty common trick, so the answer just jumps out at me.)

The problem with this argument is that it says “greenhouse gases” must have been responsible for the warming of the earth, but then concludes that therefore carbon dioxide
 must have been the culprit, even though carbon dioxide is just one greenhouse gas. The argument specifically mentions methane as another greenhouse gas, and leaves open the possibility that there might be a zillion more greenhouse gases… so why would the argument conclude that it must have been, specifically, carbon dioxide at play in the earth’s warming? Why not methane?

We’re asked to weaken the idea that carbon dioxide must have been the culprit. So if we can prove that methane was the culprit, we’ve destroyed the argument.





Our answer is B.
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Question 25



Studies have shown that specialty sports foods contain exactly the same nutrients in the same quantities as do common foods from the grocery store. Moreover, sports foods cost from two to three times more than regular foods. So very few athletes would buy sports foods were it not for expensive advertising campaigns.







Which one of the following, if true, most weakens the argument?







(A)  Sports foods are occasionally used by world-famous athletes.



(B)  Many grocery stores carry sports foods alongside traditional inventories.



(C)  Sports foods are easier than regular foods to carry and consume during training and competition.



(D)  Regular foods contain vitamins and minerals that are essential to developing strength and endurance.



(E)  Sports foods can nutritionally substitute for regular meals.






The evidence here is, “Sports foods contain exactly the same shit as regular foods,” and “Sports foods cost a hell of a lot more than regular foods.” The conclusion is, “Therefore athletes only buy sports foods because of ads featuring LeBron James.”

We’re asked to weaken this argument, and that really shouldn’t be too tough. All we need is any
 reason why athletes might buy sports foods, other than the sweet LeBron James advertisements. My first idea is, “People will think you’re cool if you waste your money on unnecessary sports food items.” Who cares whether or not that’s actually true? The point is, we’re just looking for any alternate motivation to buy sports foods besides advertising.





A)  Uh, I don’t think this is it. First of all, it says “occasionally,” which is very weak: “occasionally” just means “sometimes,” which might mean “almost always,” but could also mean “extremely rarely.” Also, how would anybody know LeBron sometimes has a sports food if it weren’t for the advertisement? I need an alternate
 explanation, but this seems like it might just be the same
 explanation.

B)  Yeah, but why would anyone buy them? No way.

C)  Oh, OK. If this is true, then it’s a good reason you might want to pay three times as much for a special sports food. I bet this is the answer.

D)  This definitely doesn’t provide a reason why anyone would prefer a sports food.

E)  Yeah, but why would you want to substitute if regular food has the same nutrients and costs less?





C was the only answer that provided a reason why anyone would buy a sports food, so C is our answer.
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Question 26



The number of applications for admission reported by North American Ph.D. programs in art history has declined in each of the last four years. We can conclude from this that interest among recent North American college and university graduates in choosing art history as a career has declined in the last four years.







Each of the following, if true, weakens the argument EXCEPT:







(A)  The number of North American Ph.D. programs in art history that opted to report data about applications for admission has declined in each of the last four years.



(B)  The average age of applicants for admission to North American Ph.D. programs in art history has increased in each of the last four years.



(C)  The number of errors in data about applications for admission to North American Ph.D. programs in art history has increased substantially during the last four years.



(D)  The number of North American employers willing to hire individuals without a Ph.D. for jobs in art history has increased in each of the last four years.



(E)  The percentage of applications for admission received from outside North America by North American Ph.D. programs in art history has declined substantially in the last four years.






Wow. The LSAT is just full
 of comically bad arguments. I like that! I can usually engage with comically bad arguments by ridiculing them, and thereby answer the questions fairly comfortably.

The problem with the argument in this question is that it infers causation from a single data point. Applications have dropped, therefore falling interest must have caused the drop! No, you dumbass. Maybe anything else in the entire world
 caused the drop. For example, maybe students are as interested as ever before in art history, but funding
 for an art history Ph.D. has plummeted. Or maybe the country is at war. Or maybe interest in art history has skyrocketed, but students no longer feel a Ph.D. is necessary in order to build a career in this field. Etcetera, etcetera, etcetera
 , and you, sir, are an idiot.

It’s a “weaken… EXCEPT” question, so we’re asked to eliminate the four incorrect answers that DO weaken the argument, and choose the one correct answer that either strengthens
 the argument or is simply irrelevant.





A)  Yes, this weakens the argument. The evidence was, “The number of Ph.D. applications reported
 has dropped.” Maybe this doesn’t mean that there was an actual drop in applications, maybe it just means that the schools were all like, “Eff you, US News and World Report
 , we’re not playing your stupid rankings game anymore,” and continued raking in applications without reporting
 those applications. If that’s true, then it certainly weakens the theory that interest in art history has plummeted.

B)  Huh? What does age have to do with anything? This simply seems irrelevant to me, which means it’s the answer if I can make a case for C through E as weakeners.

C)  Okay, this is similar to A. “Interest hasn’t fallen, the data on applications is just wacky for some reason.” I think this weakens the argument.

D)  We predicted this one. Interest in art history isn’t down, students are just going to work in art history careers directly out of college instead of doing a Ph.D. That’s definitely a weakener.

E)  This would weaken, because if it’s true then the reported drop in Ph.D. applications could be entirely caused by foreign applicants, which would undermine the conclusion made about North American college graduates.





Because A, C, D, and E are all good weakeners, B is the answer to this “weaken… EXCEPT” question.
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Question 26



Editorialist: Some people argue that highway speed limits should be increased to reflect the actual average speeds of highway drivers, which are currently 10 to 20 percent higher than posted speed limits. Any such increase would greatly decrease highway safety, however; as past experience teaches, higher average highway speeds would result, since even though most drivers who currently violate posted speed limits would obey higher ones, almost all drivers who obey current speed limits would likely increase their speed.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously weakens the editorialist’s argument?







(A)  Some drivers who obey current speed limits would not change their speeds after the introduction of the new speed limits.



(B)  Uniformity of speeds among vehicles is more important for highway safety than is a low average highway speed.



(C)  Most drivers who drive 10 to 20 percent faster than current speed limits have never been involved in a highway accident.



(D)  Some drivers who violate current speed limits would also violate higher speed limits.



(E)  Most drivers who violate current speed limits determine their speeds by what they believe to be safe in the situation.






My first idea on this question is, “Do higher speeds actually decrease highway safety?” Because if not, then the logic here just makes no sense. We’re asked to weaken the argument, so my prediction is, “Higher speeds do not decrease highway safety.” That seems almost too easy. Let’s look at the answer choices.





A)  This doesn’t kill the argument, because even if some drivers don’t increase their speeds, others who did
 increase their speeds could still hurt safety. I doubt this is it.

B)  If this is true, then the argument is in trouble. The author says that if higher limits are posted, the drivers who currently break the old limits will
 obey the new limits. And the author says that almost all drivers who obey the old limits will increase their speed after new limits are posted. This would seem to suggest that there will be more uniformity of speed between cars at the new higher limit. If uniformity outweighs average speed for safety concerns, then how would raising the limit cause a net decrease in safety? I like this answer.

C)  Whether people have “usually” been involved in accidents is in no way relevant. The only thing relevant here is whether the new higher limits will decrease safety. This is a terrible answer.

D)  This is bad in the way that answer A is bad. The editorialist seems to acknowledge that a few drivers won’t act as predicted. The editorialist says “most drivers,” and “almost all drivers.” This logic leaves open the inevitable outliers who don’t follow the pattern. I don’t see how this really weakens the argument.

E)  I’m not sure this is relevant, because the editorialist says that under the new, higher limit most drivers are going to be obeying the law. So I don’t think E would even apply to the scenario of new higher limits.





Answer B was a pretty good answer, so we’ve got to go with that.
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Question 26



Researcher: It is commonly believed that species belonging to the same biological order, such as rodents, descended from a single common ancestor. However, I compared the genetic pattern in 3 rodent species—guinea pigs, rats, and mice—as well as in 13 nonrodent mammals, and found that while rats and mice are genetically quite similar, the genetic differences between guinea pigs and mice are as great as those between mice and some nonrodent species. Thus, despite their similar physical form, guinea pigs stem from a separate ancestor.







Which one of the following, if true, most seriously undermines the researcher’s reasoning?







(A)  The researcher examined the genetic material of only 3 of over 2,000 species of rodents.



(B)  Some pairs of species not having a common ancestor are genetically more similar to each other than are some pairs that do have a common ancestor.



(C)  The researcher selected nonrodent species that have the specific cell structures she wanted to analyze genetically, though many nonrodent mammals lack these cell structures.



(D)  For some genuine biological orders, the most recent common ancestor dates from later epochs than does the most recent common ancestor of other biological orders.



(E)  Peculiarities of body structure, such as distinctive teeth and olfactory structures, are shared by all rodents, including guinea pigs.






The problem with this argument is that there is no evidence about what having a separate ancestor would look like when you compare the genetic patterns of two different creatures. On the LSAT, you really need to have evidence for every piece of your argument. Here, the researcher assumes
 that because guinea pigs and mice have genetic differences “as great as those between mice and some nonrodent species,” that guinea pigs and mice must have a separate ancestor. When I say that she has assumed
 this, what I mean is that she doesn’t have a piece of evidence that says, “Any two species with genetic differences as great as those between one of the species and some species from some other order must have a separate ancestor.” This is a critical part of the argument (it must be true in order for the conclusion of the argument to be valid) and it hasn’t been made explicit, therefore it has been assumed.

One of the best ways to weaken an argument that contains an assumption is just to say the opposite of the assumption. For example, consider this argument: “I’m at the ballpark, therefore I’m in San Francisco.” The assumption of the argument is, “The ballpark is AT&T Park, or some other San Francisco ballpark.” To destroy this argument, you could say, “You’re at Yankee Stadium in New York.” Here, we can do much the same thing. To weaken the conclusion “guinea pigs and mice have a separate ancestor,” I would say, “Two species without separate ancestors can have enormous genetic differences.” If this is true, then the given argument makes no sense at all.





A)  Why would the researcher be responsible for examining the genetic material of every species of rodent? This doesn’t weaken the argument, because the researcher might respond, “Yes, I examined only three species, and that was enough to prove my case.”

B)  This is very similar to our prediction. If it’s possible for species with no common ancestor whatsoever to have more genetic code in common than two species with
 a common ancestor, then how has the researcher proven her case? This really deflates the researcher’s argument, so it’s a good answer to a Weaken question.

C)  I don’t see how cell structures are relevant to the researcher’s argument.

D)  How recently two species shared a common ancestor is irrelevant to the researcher’s argument. There’s nothing at all about dates in the argument, and we are not allowed to assume that more recent ancestors have more genetics in common. This may or may not be true, and requires a big leap in logic without any justifying evidence.

E)  Body structure is not at issue, genetics are.





Our answer is B.








Strengthen




(Example: “Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens Shepherd Book’s argument?”)


Arguments can be strengthened in just as many ways as they can be weakened. You’re really just doing the reverse of the process described in the Weaken section. Pick the answer that strengthens the connection between the premises and the conclusion. If there is a big hole in the argument, then fill that gap as best you can. The correct answer on this type of question won’t always prove that the conclusion is true, but you should pick the one that gets you the furthest toward that goal. Ask yourself: “Which one of these facts, if I were an attorney for Shepherd Book, would I most like to be true?” Again, outside information is fully acceptable here.
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Question 1



Consumer advocate: Businesses are typically motivated primarily by the desire to make as great a profit as possible, and advertising helps businesses to achieve this goal. But it is clear that the motive of maximizing profits does not impel businesses to present accurate information in their advertisements. It follows that consumers should be skeptical of the claims made in advertisements.







Each of the following, if true, would strengthen the consumer advocate’s argument EXCEPT:







(A)  Businesses know that they can usually maximize their profits by using inaccurate information in their advertisements.



(B)  Businesses have often included inaccurate information in their advertisements.



(C)  Many consumers have a cynical attitude toward advertising.



(D)  Those who create advertisements are less concerned with the accuracy than with the creativity of advertisements.



(E)  The laws regulating truth in advertising are not applicable to many of the most common forms of inaccurate advertising.






This argument basically says consumers should be skeptical of advertisements because the profit motive permits companies to lie. That’s not patently unreasonable, but it’s a weak argument. My first objection would be, “Yeah, but if a company consistently lied in their ads, they’d eventually go out of business. So I think we can probably believe what a respected company like Apple or Amazon or Costco tells us, since they’ve been around for a while now.”

It’s an EXCEPT question: four answers will strengthen the argument, and one answer will either weaken the argument or be irrelevant. Let’s see what we’ve got here:





A)  This turns “companies aren’t prohibited from lying” into “companies know they can make more money by lying.” This certainly can’t hurt the argument.

B)  This turns “companies aren’t prohibited from lying” into “companies have actually lied in the past.” That’s a definite strengthener.

C)  This is totally irrelevant. The point of the argument is: Should
 we be skeptical? Whether or not people are already
 skeptical doesn’t make any difference. So this is probably the answer to an “except” question.

D)  This turns “companies aren’t prohibited from lying” into “companies are interested in creativity more than truth-telling.” That’s a strengthener.

E)  This turns “companies aren’t prohibited from lying (by profit motive alone)” into “companies aren’t prohibited from lying by law
 .” That strengthens the argument as well.





Our answer is C, because all the other answers strengthen the argument and C does not.
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Question 2



Being near woodlands, the natural habitat of bees, promotes the health of crops that depend on pollination. Bees, the most common pollinators, visit flowers far from woodlands less often than they visit flowers close to woodlands.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  The likelihood that a plant is pollinated increases as the number of visits from pollinators increases.



(B)  Many bees live in habitats other than woodlands.



(C)  Woodlands are not the natural habitat of all pollinators.



(D)  Some pollinators visit flowers far from their habitats more often than they visit flowers close to their habitats.



(E)  Many crops that are not near woodlands depend on pollination.






The first sentence of this argument is the conclusion. I know this because the second sentence (bees visit plants close to home more often than they visit plants far from home) supports the idea of the first sentence (being near woodlands, where bees live, is good for crops that need pollination). The logic wouldn’t make sense the other way around, right? If I said to you, “Being near woodlands is good for crops, therefore
 , bees do more pollinating close to home than they do far from home,” my logic wouldn’t make very much sense.

So we’re asked to strengthen the conclusion, “Being near woodlands, the natural habitat of bees, promotes the health of crops.” I’m not sure we can predict an answer in advance, unfortunately.





A)  This seems awful obvious, but that’s never a bad thing on the LSAT. The evidence was about visits
 , but the conclusion was about pollination
 . This answer choice links the concepts of visits to pollination. That’s something we learn in kindergarten, but unless it’s explicitly stated in the argument, we can’t assume that it’s true. So this answer does strengthen the argument somewhat. We can happily choose A if the rest of the answers are garbage.

B)  So what if bees live in parks, rooftop beehives, zoos, abandoned cars, or whatever? This doesn’t change the logic of the argument one way or the other.

C)  Other pollinators are not relevant. Only bees are relevant. No way.

D)  If this is true, I suppose it would be somewhat of a weakener. Not a very good one, though, because what “some” individual pollinators do doesn’t change the fact that other pollinators tend to act differently. Anyway, we were looking for a strengthener so this can’t be it.

E)  It’s not relevant what crops “depend” on pollination. The only thing that’s relevant is this: Is living next to a bee habitat good for crops? We were asked to argue for “yes” as an answer to that question, since we were supposed to be strengthening the argument.





Only one answer strengthened the argument’s conclusion. That answer is A.
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Question 2



Dr. Theresa Pagano, a biologist, has found that the checkerspot butterfly is becoming more prevalent in regions farther north than before and less prevalent in regions farther south. The northward shift of the butterflies is almost perfectly correlated with the northward shift of the warm zones in the global climate, and Dr. Pagano has therefore concluded that the changing climate is responsible for the northward movement of the butterflies.







Each of the following, if true, supports Dr. Pagano’s reasoning EXCEPT:







(A)  Checkerspot butterfly colonies observed under laboratory conditions are critically affected by small temperature changes.



(B)  Climate does not affect checkerspot butterflies themselves directly, but the plants they depend on thrive best in warm climates.



(C)  Experimental evidence suggests that the checkerspot butterfly can adapt easily to a wide range of temperatures and geographic conditions.



(D)  In recent years, abnormally low average temperatures have been correlated with a reduced checkerspot butterfly population.



(E)  Several studies have shown that several other species of butterfly closely related to the checkerspot butterfly survive only in warm climates.






CORRELATION = CAUSATION ALERT!!!

The scientist is not wrong for suspecting
 that the near-perfect correlation between weather changes and butterfly habitat changes indicates that weather might be causing the butterflies to move. But she is not
 justified in taking the correlation as conclusive proof that the weather is causing the butterfly shift. We have three standard responses to any correlation = causation argument: 1) Correlation doesn’t prove causation, you dumbass! 2) How do you know that you haven’t reversed the cause and effect? How do you know the butterflies aren’t causing the weather to change? This might be nonsensical in real life, but logically it is a possibility that must
 be eliminated before concluding that the causal relationship in fact goes the other way. 3) How do you know some third thing isn’t causing both of the first two things? For example, how do you know that pollution isn’t causing both
 the weather to change and the butterflies to move? If that’s true, then weather is not
 causing the butterflies to move—pollution is.

It’s a strengthen EXCEPT question, which means that four answers will support the doctor’s terrible argument, and one answer will either weaken the argument or be entirely irrelevant. (We’re asked to pick the one that weakens, or is irrelevant.)





A)  This would strengthen the argument slightly, because it suggests that butterflies do care about weather (which suggests they might move in response to weather).

B)  This also strengthens the argument slightly, because it again suggests that butterflies care about weather, at least insofar as it affects the plants they depend on (which suggests they might move in response to weather).

C)  This would weaken the argument, because it suggests that butterflies don’t give a damn about the weather, which suggests they would not
 move in response to weather. I bet this is the answer.

D)  This strengthens the argument slightly, because it suggests that butterflies do care about weather, and might move in response to weather.

E)  This strengthens the argument slightly, because it suggests that other species of butterfly care about weather, so by analogy we have reason to suspect that this
 species of butterfly might care about weather.





Our answer is C, because it actually weakens the argument while the four other answers strengthen. Note: they’re not perfect strengtheners, but they all strengthen a little bit, while C weakens.
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Question 3



When a lawmaker spoke out against a research grant awarded to a professor in a university’s psychology department as a foolish expenditure of public money, other professors in that department drafted a letter protesting the lawmaker’s interference in a field in which he was not trained. The chair of the psychology department, while privately endorsing the project, refused to sign the protest letter on the ground that she had previously written a letter applauding the same legislator when he publicized a senseless expenditure by the country’s military.







Which one of the following principles, if established, provides the strongest justification for the department chair’s refusal, on the ground she gives, to sign the protest letter?







(A)  A person should not publicly criticize the actions of a lawmaker in different cases without giving careful consideration to the circumstances of each particular case.



(B)  The chair of an academic department has an obligation to ensure that public funds allocated to support projects within that department are spent wisely.



(C)  A person who has praised a lawmaker for playing a watchdog role in one case should not criticize the lawmaker for attempting to play a watchdog role in another case that involves the person’s professional interests.



(D)  Since academic institutions accept public funds but do not pay taxes, a representative of an academic institution should not publicly pass judgment on the actions of government officials.



(E)  Academic institutions have the same responsibility as military institutions have to spend public money wisely.






I think we should attack the chair of the psychology department here. Basically, the chair wants to sign the letter, and “privately endorses” the protest, but won’t sign the letter because she knows she will be exposed as a hypocrite. Why is she a hypocrite? Well, she thought it was a good
 idea when the legislator publicized some arguably wasteful military expenditures. In fact, she thought it was such
 a good idea that she wrote a letter praising the legislator! But now she wishes she could criticize the same lawmaker for publicizing some arguable waste in her own department? The thing that pisses me off here is that she “privately endorses” the protest. She’s not being logically consistent. “Well, I thought it was a good
 idea when the legislator went after military waste, but now that he’s going after my own department, I think he should mind his own business.” Funny how that happens, huh?

Anyway, she’s refusing to sign the letter. We’re asked to find a principle that would support her decision not to sign. The principle she seems to be operating under is, “I have to cover my own ass here. Rather than support my department, I have to abstain from taking a public position because my previous public position (the letter about the military waste) would conflict with the letter I am asked to sign.” Let’s see if we can find an answer that says something like that.





A)  No, it’s possible that the chair has given lots of careful consideration to each particular case. We definitely weren’t told that she hasn’t. So this principle probably doesn’t even apply to the chair’s decision. We need an answer that we know
 will help her.

B)  This sounds like something that should be true in real life, but it’s irrelevant to the issue of the chair’s decision not to sign the letter.

C)  This is close. My problem with this answer is that the chair does
 seem to be criticizing the lawmaker privately (the chair “privately endorses” the protest). Still, this answer would at least support the chair’s decision not to publicly
 criticize the lawmaker, so I suppose it gives her justification for not signing the letter. I still think she’s a hypocrite, but we don’t need to like
 our client. All we’re doing here is trying to find her some support. We could pass on this answer if we found something better, or pick it if we don’t.

D)  No, if this were the principle then the chair should never have written her first
 letter. She “passed judgment” in a positive way when she praised the lawmaker’s earlier watchdog efforts. I don’t think this gives her very good “support” because it would show that she’s already acted inconsistently with the rule.

E)  Nah. Like B, this answer applies to the issue of how money should actually be spent, which is not the issue we’re working on. The issue we’re working on is “make it correct for her not to sign the letter.”





The rule our client needs is C, because it will support her decision not to sign in this case, without making her look bad for her previous actions.
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Question 3



Banking analyst: Banks often offer various services to new customers at no charge. But this is not an ideal business practice, since regular, long-term customers, who make up the bulk of the business for most banks, are excluded from these special offers.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the banking analyst’s argument?







(A)  Most banks have similar charges for most services and pay similar interest rates on deposits.



(B)  Banks do best when offering special privileges only to their most loyal customers.



(C)  Offering services at no charge to all of its current customers would be prohibitively expensive for a bank.



(D)  Once they have chosen a bank, people tend to remain loyal to that bank.



(E)  Some banks that offer services at no charge to new customers are very successful.






Yeah! Fuck you, Bank of America! Oh wait… I’m sorry. Let me start again.

The banking analyst says that banks often offer certain services to new customers at no charge. This is true. The banking analyst also says that regular, long-term customers are excluded from these special offers. Again true. Therefore, concludes the analyst, giving free shit to new customers is not an ideal business practice.

The question asks us to strengthen this argument. To do so, I’m going to try to weaken it first. The problem with the logic, I think, is that just because Bank of America screws its long-term customers like me, I’m probably too lazy to switch banks. Yes, I am offended by all of Bank of America’s stupid offers to new customers, and tired of their consistently poor treatment of existing customers, and hate the fact that they are the “Official Bank” of both the Boston Red Sox and
 their arch rival, the New York Yankees (or at least they used to be, circa 2004). But I also don’t want to go through the hassle of switching all my online bill payments and everything. So in the end, I’ll probably just remain an unhappy Bank of America customer for life.

To strengthen the analyst’s argument, we should be looking for the opposite
 of everything I just said. “Long-term customers will leave for other banks if they are given poorer treatment than new customers” would be a great answer.





A)  This answer could hardly be worse. It’s simply not related in any way to the practice of giving new customers special treatment. How could this possibly strengthen the argument?

B)  Ahh. I like this one. This one specifically addresses the practice of playing favorites, and says if you’re going to play favorites, you better play favorites only with your most loyal customers (i.e., not your brand-new ones). This is a strong candidate.

C)  Well, no shit that would be prohibitively expensive! Who said everybody should be given stuff for free? The analyst certainly didn’t. The analyst said new customers shouldn’t be given special treatment, not that everybody should be given free stuff. This one is simply irrelevant.

D)  This would weaken the argument, not strengthen it.

E)  This would weaken the argument, not strengthen it.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only one that strengthened the argument.
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Question 4



Child psychologist: Some studies in which children have been observed before and after playing video games with violent content have shown that young children tend to behave more aggressively immediately after playing the games. This suggests that the violence in such video games leads young children to believe that aggressive behavior is acceptable.







Each of the following, if true, strengthens the child psychologist’s argument EXCEPT:







(A)  Young children tend to be more accepting of aggressive behavior in others immediately after playing video games with violent content.



(B)  Many young children who have never played video games with violent content believe that aggressive behavior is acceptable.



(C)  Other studies have shown no increase in aggressive behavior in young children who have just played nonviolent video games.



(D)  Older children are less likely before playing video games with violent content than they are afterwards to believe that aggressive behavior is acceptable.



(E)  Young children tend to behave more aggressively immediately after being told that aggressive behavior is acceptable than they did beforehand.






Correlation-equals-causation flaw. I could weaken this argument by saying, “Kids eat a lot of Pop Rocks while playing video games, so it’s the sugar
 that’s actually causing them to be aggressive, not the video games themselves.” Or, “Kids get wigged out by all the flashing lights and electronic noise of video games, whether or not they are violent, and that’s what causes the aggression.” I could also say, “Kids don’t think aggressive behavior is acceptable at all: they do it on purpose in order to get attention from their parents.” Any of these would interfere with the purported cause, “Violent video games cause kids to think aggressive behavior is acceptable,” and the purported effect, “aggressive behavior immediately after playing video games.”

It’s a “strengthen… EXCEPT” question, so there are four strengtheners here and one non
 -strengthener. The correct answer could be a weakener, or something that’s just plain irrelevant.





A)  This would strengthen the idea that kids find aggressive behavior “more acceptable” after playing video games. So it’s not our answer.

B)  This is fairly irrelevant, so it’s probably our answer. Kids who don’t
 play video games? The issue is, “Does playing violent games cause kids to behave aggressively.” I don’t see how kids who don’t play games matter much in answering that question. Furthermore, even if it were
 relevant, this could only weaken
 the argument, because it shows that aggressive behavior can happen without video games.  If C through E strengthen the argument, B will be our answer.

C)  This would strengthen the argument because it would provide a control group. Kids who play games, but not violent ones, might have the same amount of sugar or electronic stimulation as the kids who played violent games. If they have no increase in aggressive behavior, that strengthens the idea that violent games cause aggressive behavior.

D)  Sure, if older children are also susceptible to the effect, then it strengthens the idea that younger children would also be susceptible to the effect. This isn’t a terrific strengthener, but it’s much better than B, which actually weakens.

E)  Sure, this strengthens the idea that kids actually think the behavior is acceptable, and that’s why they’re doing it.





Our answer is B, because it’s a weakener and all the other answers are strengtheners.
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Question 6



Since Jackie is such a big fan of Moral Vacuum’s music, she will probably like The Cruel Herd’s new album. Like Moral Vacuum, The Cruel Herd on this album plays complex rock music that employs the acoustic instrumentation and harmonic sophistication of early sixties jazz. The Cruel Herd also has very witty lyrics, full of puns and sardonic humor, like some of Moral Vacuum’s best lyrics.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  Jackie has not previously cared for The Cruel Herd, but on the new album The Cruel Herd’s previous musical arranger has been replaced by Moral Vacuum’s musical arranger.



(B)  Though The Cruel Herd’s previous albums’ production quality was not great, the new album is produced by one of the most widely employed producers in the music industry.



(C)  Like Moral Vacuum, The Cruel Herd regularly performs in clubs popular with many students at the university that Jackie attends.



(D)  All of the music that Jackie prefers to listen to on a regular basis is rock music.



(E)  Jackie’s favorite Moral Vacuum songs have lyrics that are somber and marked by a strong political awareness.






This is, in my opinion, a terrible question. I think C is the best answer, but the credited answer is apparently A. Here are my thoughts:

The logic of the argument is basically, “Jackie likes Moral Vacuum, and The Cruel Herd is similar in a few ways, so Jackie will probably like The Cruel Herd as well.” That’s not an unreasonable prediction, but it’s also very far from proven. A potential objection would be, “Yeah, but Jackie only speaks English, and the Cruel Herd sings only in German, so what the fuck are you even talking about?”

We’re asked to strengthen the argument. This could be done by adding evidence, like, “The Cruel Herd went to the same college as Moral Vacuum, which is also Jackie’s alma mater!” Or by defending the argument against a potential weakener, like “The Cruel Herd speaks English, as does Jackie,” (Defending against my German example).

Let’s see what we’ve got in the answer choices:





A)  I read this as both a strengthener and
 a weakener, so I don’t love it. It’s a strengthener because it takes a member of Moral Vacuum, Jackie’s fave band, and puts that person in The Cruel Herd. But it’s a weakener too, because it says that Jackie has not liked the Cruel Herd in the past. I suppose the point of the argument is that this
 Cruel Herd album is different, but still, it’s mostly the same guys right? If she didn’t like them in the past, that must
 be partial evidence that she’s not going to like them now. I would never pick an answer that I can read as both a strengthener and a weakener. I hate this question.

B)  I don’t like this one either. This one is like, “They sucked in the past, but they’re making some changes!” So now they’re good? That’s like saying, “Our salads used to have salmonella, but now we wash our lettuce!”

C)  This is similar to my “they went to the same college” strengthener, above. I really hated answers A and B, so I like C the best so far. Now, it’s possible that “the clubs popular with many students” might not be the same clubs. Cruel Herd might play at club A, while Moral Vacuum plays at club B. Both clubs are popular, but Jackie also only goes to club B. Still, I prefer this answer to A because if they are
 the same clubs, then that suggests that Jackie might like this band. Again, I hate A because it has a built-in weakener and I’m trying to strengthen the argument.

D)  No way. Just because Jackie listens to only rock does not mean that she will like every rock band.

E)  This one would weaken. The premises called The Cruel Herd “witty,” “full of puns,” and “sardonic.” If E is true then Jackie wants to be somber and politically aware.





I don’t love any of the answer choices here, but I think the best answer is C. Since the credited answer is A, I don’t think this question deserves any more of our time.






Strengthen Questions: EASIER


December 2005




Section 1




Question 7



Enthusiasm for the use of calculators in the learning of mathematics is misplaced. Teachers rightly observe that in some cases calculators enable students to focus on general principles rather than the tedious, largely rote calculations that constitute the application of these principles. But principles are more likely to be remembered when knowledge of them is grounded in habits ingrained by painstaking applications of those principles. The very fact that calculators make calculation easier, therefore, makes it reasonable to restrict their use.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  Some students who know how to use calculators also thoroughly understand the mathematical principles that calculators obey.



(B)  Slide rules, which are less technologically sophisticated analogues of calculators, were widely used in the learning of mathematics several decades ago.



(C)  It is much more important that students retain the knowledge of general principles than that this knowledge be easily acquired.



(D)  Habits that are acquired by laborious and sometimes tedious practice are not as valuable as those that are painlessly mastered.



(E)  Teachers’ enthusiasm for new educational aids is often not proportional to the pedagogical effectiveness of those devices.






This argument sounds fairly reasonable to me. If it’s true that “principles are more likely to be remembered when knowledge of them is grounded in habits ingrained by painstaking applications of those principles,” and if “calculators make calculation easier,” then it’s not unreasonable to suggest that maybe we should get rid of calculators when teaching math. Students will remember the principles better if they have to “painstakingly” do the calculations themselves.

But if I were to object, I might say, “Um, isn’t math already painstaking enough? I mean even with
 a calculator, isn’t it possible that math students are already doing plenty of painstaking applications of principles?”

If the answer to my objection is yes, then the argument is in a tough spot. Since we’re asked to strengthen the argument, one good answer would be, “Math isn’t painstaking at all when calculators are used.” This would strengthen the argument by defending it from one particular attack. Let’s see if that’s on the right track.





A)  This is actually a weakener. If some of the students already thoroughly grasp the principles the calculator is using, then why the hell would you force those students to keep doing the calculations they know how to do?

B)  This answer is irrelevant, because it doesn’t even say whether it was a good idea
 to use slide rules or not. What matters is whether we should
 use calculators. The fact that we did use slide rules is useless, if we don’t know whether slide rules were helpful or not.

C)  This isn’t what we predicted, but it does strengthen the argument. Using a calculator makes it easier to learn general principles. But painstaking application of principles makes it more likely that those principles will be retained. If retention is “much more important” than ease of acquisition, then that suggests that calculators should be abandoned. This is definitely a strengthener, so it’s the best answer so far.

D)  This would weaken. We need a strengthener.

E)  Teacher enthusiasm is not relevant here. What’s relevant is an objective analysis of whether or not calculators should be used, regardless of anyone’s opinion. And anyway, saying that teacher enthusiasm is “not proportional” doesn’t give us any information. Are they more
 enthusiastic than they should be? Or are they less
 enthusiastic? This is a truly terrible answer.





Our answer is C, because it’s the only one that strengthens the argument.
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Question 8



Journalist: To reconcile the need for profits sufficient to support new drug research with the moral imperative to provide medicines to those who most need them but cannot afford them, some pharmaceutical companies feel justified in selling a drug in rich nations at one price and in poor nations at a much lower price. But this practice is unjustified. A nation with a low average income may still have a substantial middle class better able to pay for new drugs than are many of the poorer citizens of an overall wealthier nation.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the journalist’s reasoning?







(A)  People who are ill deserve more consideration than do healthy people, regardless of their relative socioeconomic positions.



(B)  Wealthy institutions have an obligation to expend at least some of their resources to assist those incapable of assisting themselves.



(C)  Whether one deserves special consideration depends on one’s needs rather than on characteristics of the society to which one belongs.



(D)  The people in wealthy nations should not have better access to health care than do the people in poorer nations.



(E)  Unequal access to health care is more unfair than an unequal distribution of wealth.






The conclusion of the argument is, “The practice of selling a drug at a higher price in a rich country than in a poor country is unjustified.” Regardless of whatever political leanings I may have, if I want to do well on the LSAT I need to argue with this reasoning. So: Oh yeah? That’s a bold claim. Why
 is it unjustified? Well, says the journalist, maybe a poor country might have a middle class that could afford
 to pay a higher price for the drug than the poor people in a rich country. And if people can afford
 it, then they should pay.

That sounds like bullshit to me. I mean my sense of social justice probably agrees, but it’s not logically necessary. To argue, I could say, “Isn’t it impossible to charge every party the exact maximum price they would be able to pay? If we have to screw some poor people in the U.S., and let a few middle class Mexicans get a good deal, isn’t it worth it in order to make the drug affordable for all the poor Mexicans?”

We’re asked to “help to justify” the journalist’s reasoning, which means we need to switch teams and strengthen the argument. The journalist seems to think it’s unjustified to screw any poor people in the U.S., or unjustified to let any middle class Mexicans get a good deal, so a good answer would be something like, “It’s unjustified to cause poor people in a rich country to be unable to afford a drug,” or, “It’s unjustified to cause middle class people in a poor country to get a bargain on a drug.” Either one of those would strengthen the journalist’s conclusion that “the practice is unjustified.”





A)  If you picked this answer, you’re doing it wrong. Don’t let your own personal biases affect your LSAT judgment! I would agree with you that sick people deserve a break, but that’s not the point of the argument
 . The point of the argument is, “Poor people in a rich country shouldn’t get a worse deal than middle class people in a poor country.” This answer doesn’t do anything to strengthen that idea.

B)  Nah. Again, I agree that this proposition is true in real life. But like A, it does not
 support the point of the argument, so it can’t be the answer.

C)  Okay, this is at least in the vein of what the journalist was saying. The journalist does
 think that we should evaluate the individual needs of the poor in the U.S. rather than considering every American to be rich since they live in a rich society. We can pick this answer if we can eliminate D and E.

D)  No, access for a whole country vs. another whole country wasn’t the issue. The issue was, again, poor people in a rich country vs. middle class people in a poor country.

E)  Distribution of wealth was not part of the argument. No way.





Our answer is C, because it supports the journalist’s conclusion that we shouldn’t screw poor people in the U.S. to give middle-class Mexicans a break.
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Question 9



Typically, people who have diets high in saturated fat have an increased risk of heart disease. Those who replace saturated fat in their diets with unsaturated fat decrease their risk of heart disease. Therefore, people who eat a lot of saturated fat can lower their risk of heart disease by increasing their intake of unsaturated fat.







Which one of the following, if assumed, most helps to justify the reasoning above?







(A)  People who add unsaturated fat to their diets will eat less food that is high in saturated fat.



(B)  Adding unsaturated fat to a diet brings health benefits other than a reduced risk of heart disease.



(C)  Diet is the most important factor in a person’s risk of heart disease.



(D)  Taking steps to prevent heart disease is one of the most effective ways of increasing life expectancy.



(E)  It is difficult to move from a diet that is high in saturated fat to a diet that includes very little fat.






Um, no. This argument makes a gigantic assumption: that increasing unsaturated fat will reduce saturated fat. But that’s just not necessarily true.

Example: I’m salivating, contemplating my soon-to-arrive triple bacon cheeseburger with extra mayo, with a side of fries and
 onion rings, both deep fried in lard and dipped in ranch dressing. But then I go “ut-oh! I forgot to be ‘heart healthy!’ I better fix that. Ahem. Excuse me, miss? May I please add avocado to my burger?” Stupid, right? Obviously the additional unsaturated avocado fat is not going to decrease my saturated fat intake from the burger, bacon, etcetera.

The question asks me, “Which one of the following, if assumed, most helps to justify the reasoning above.” In other words, we’re asked to strengthen the argument. So we have to switch teams. Imagine that the speaker of the argument has just paid our law firm a six-figure retainer. We’re going to argue for
 them now. We’ve already identified a significant chink in the argument’s armor, so one really good way to strengthen the argument would be to patch up that hole. It’s probably not true in real life, but what if an answer said, “Increasing unsaturated fat intake decreases saturated fat intake”? Wouldn’t that be awesome? It’s not relevant whether we think it actually is true in real life. The point is, if we could get a witness to testify to that fact, we would be in a much better position to win our case. Which would justify our six-figure retainer. Which would help pay off our goddamned six-figure law school loans. Let’s get to work.





A)  Boom, exactly. If this is true, our client is going to win and we’re one step closer to getting out of the debt-slavery we sold ourselves into. We’ve gotta love this answer.

B)  Nah. “Other health benefits” weren’t part of the argument. Only heart health was part of the argument. This answer is irrelevant.

C)  Even if this is true, it doesn’t connect adding avocado to decreasing bacon. No way.

D)  This is nice, but it wouldn’t help our client win. We had to connect “more unsaturated fat” to “less saturated fat.” Our client’s argument sucked without that connection. A provided that connection. This doesn’t.

E)  This is certainly true in real life. But it’s irrelevant to the argument, because difficulty of switching was never mentioned, and because this answer doesn’t plug the giant gaping hole in the argument.





Answer A plugged up the argument’s big hole, so we go with A.
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Question 9



Writer: I collaborated with another writer on my last book, instead of writing alone as I usually do. Because the book sold so well as a result of this joint effort, I should collaborate with a writer on my next book so that book will sell well too.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the reasoning above?







(A)  If a person’s book sells well because of a collaboration, that person’s next book will sell well, if he or she collaborates with the same writer.



(B)  A book sells well only if its author collaborated on the book with another writer.



(C)  If a person’s book sells well because of a collaboration, future collaborations on the part of that person will produce other books that sell well.



(D)  Writers who do not collaborate on books have a smaller chance of writing a book that will sell well.



(E)  Writers who collaborate on books, if they are good writers, usually produce books that sell well.






This is a surprisingly difficult question. I chose B the first time around, because I thought there was a correlation-equals-causation error at play. But looking at it again, I see that “the book sold well because of the collaboration” is a premise rather than a conclusion. So we have to accept that as fact.

The author’s conclusion basically boils down to, “If I collaborate next time, my next book will sell well.”

We’re asked to strengthen the argument. If collaboration really did
 cause the sales, then all we have to do to strengthen the author’s argument is find a premise that basically says, “Whatever happened in the past will happen again in the future.” Let’s see what we’ve got here.





A)  This would only prove the author’s conclusion if we know that he’s going to collaborate with the same
 writer on his next book. We don’t know that, so this answer is probably a trap.

B)  This answer says that collaboration is necessary for sales. But even if that’s true, it wouldn’t prove that the next book will sell well. If you chose this answer, you either misunderstood the flaw in the argument like I did at first, or you fell into the classic sufficient vs. necessary trap. Remember, just because San Francisco is hilly doesn’t mean that every hilly city is San Francisco. And just because every successful book is a collaboration doesn’t mean that every collaboration is successful. This ain’t it.

C)  If this is true, it makes the author’s logic bulletproof. The author’s last book was successful because it was a collaboration. So the next book, if it’s a collaboration (doesn’t even matter with whom!) will also be a success. This is it.

D)  This strengthens the argument, but it doesn’t prove
 it like C does.  When we’re asked to “justify” an argument, we want the strongest piece of evidence we can find. C is better, so D is out.

E)  This only applies if the author is actually a good writer. Maybe he sucks! We just don’t know. So this can’t be the answer.





Our answer is C.
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Question 9



In a recent study, each member of two groups of people, Group A (composed of persons sixty-five to seventy-five years old) and Group B (composed of college students), was required to make a telephone call to a certain number at a specified time. The time when each call was initiated was recorded electronically. Group A proved far better at remembering to make a telephone call precisely at a specified time than did Group B. There were fourteen lapses in Group B but only one lapse in Group A. Clearly, at least one type of memory does not suffer as a person ages.







Which one of the following, if all of them are true, is LEAST helpful in establishing that the conclusion above is properly drawn?







(A)  There was the same number of people in each group.



(B)  The same group of researchers answered the calls made by the callers in both study groups.



(C)  Among the college students there were no persons more than forty years old.



(D)  Both groups had unrestricted access to telephones for making the required calls.



(E)  The members of the two groups received their instructions approximately the same amount of time before they were to make their telephone calls.






The facts give a correlation
 , but the conclusion says there is causation
 (or, actually, it says that there is not
 causation… which is similarly flawed logic). Old people remembered to call at a specified time much better than young people did, that’s the observed correlation. From this, the author stupidly concludes that “at least one type of memory” must not suffer with age. In other words, the author takes evidence of the old people remembering to call as evidence that they must not have lost memory, because if they did, then this would cause
 them not to call.

The problem with this line of thinking is that there are several
 better explanations for why the old folks remembered to call and the young folks didn’t. I’ll give you another possible explanation, and I’ll be blunt: What if the college kids were too busy to call because they were out getting drunk and laid?! What if they remembered, but just didn’t care? Simultaneously, what if the old folks remembered not because of good memory, but because they were sitting at home, with their calendars right in front of them, waiting to call at the specified time because it was the highlight of their day, right between lunch at 10:30 a.m. and dinner at 3 p.m.?! If those things were true, wouldn’t that be a better explanation than old folks having good memory? I’m not sure if all this will exactly answer the question, but it helps me focus in on the flawed logic. If I can get angry, there’s almost no way I can miss the question.

The question stem is a “strengthen… EXCEPT” question. So four answers will help the logic, and one correct answer will either hurt the logic or be irrelevant.





A)  This strengthens because if it’s not true then the differences in the number of lapses could actually indicate that the seniors forgot more
 often (in percentage terms) than the kids did. Like if there were a million college kids, with 14 lapses, and only three seniors, with one lapse.

B)  This is irrelevant because the only thing that matters is the time
 that the subjects called (i.e., whether or not they remembered to call) not what kind of interaction they had with the researchers when they called. Since this is totally irrelevant, it’s probably the answer to this “strengthen… EXCEPT” question.

C)  This would strengthen the logic, because it would show that there weren’t any 75-year-old college students who were members of both groups confounding the data.

D)  This strengthens a lot, because it shows that the college kids weren’t partying at the beach or something… it defends against our hypothetical above.

E)  This strengthens because it shows that the two groups were treated equally, rather than the seniors getting a reminder call ten minutes before they were scheduled to dial the number, or something silly like that.





Our answer is B because it’s irrelevant, while the other four answers strengthen.
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Question 10



In some countries, national planners have attempted to address the problems resulting from increasing urbanization by reducing migration from rural areas. But some economists have suggested an alternative approach. These economists assert that planners could solve these problems effectively by trading goods or services produced by a predominantly urban population in order to obtain the agricultural products that were previously produced domestically.







Which one of the following, if true, would provide the most support for the economists’ assertion?







(A)  Government subsidies to urban manufacturers can ease the problems caused by the migration of people from rural to urban areas.



(B)  All problems that have economic causes must have economic solutions.



(C)  A scarcity of agricultural products is a central element of many problems created by urbanization.



(D)  Problems associated with migration to cities from rural areas are primarily due to trade imbalances between countries.



(E)  Free trade policies can exacerbate the problems caused by increasing urbanization.






The single most powerful technique I know for dealing with the Logical Reasoning is to start every response with “the argument doesn’t make sense because _______________.” You need to fill in this blank. Ninety percent of the arguments you’ll see on the Logical Reasoning are bullshit. So, as you read, you must argue
 . See if you can come up with one reason, or multiple reasons, why the logic fails to make sense.

Here, the economists have concluded that planners could solve “the problems resulting from increasing urbanization” by “trading goods or services… to obtain agricultural products.” Does this make any sense? I don’t think it does. The argument doesn’t make sense because we aren’t told that the problems resulting from urbanization (which could be crime, pollution, hunger, traffic, who knows what) can be solved by trading for potatoes. If the problems resulting from urbanization were all food-related, then the logic might make sense. But this isn’t stated by the argument, it’s simply a giant assumption.

We’re asked to strengthen the argument. One very good way to strengthen an argument is to turn an assumption into a fact. Imagine you’re a defense attorney at a murder trial. Would you want to simply assume
 that your client, the defendant, attended his LSAT class on the night of the crime? Or would you go get testimony from his classmates, and videotape from the school, that proves
 that the defendant was in class while the crime was taking place? Your defense would be much stronger with factual evidence than it would with an assumption, right? Right.

Here, the author has assumed that agricultural products can solve the problems of urbanization. If that were fact
 , rather than an assumption, the author’s position would be quite a bit stronger. So an answer like, “All problems of urbanization can be solved with agricultural products,” would be a great answer. Let’s see what we’ve got.





A)  The argument simply wasn’t about government subsidies. I don’t see how this can strengthen the argument.

B)  Even if this is true, it wouldn’t prove that trading for agricultural goods will solve the problems of urbanization. This answer doesn’t connect strongly enough to the conclusion.

C)  Okay, this is similar to what we predicted. It’s a little weaker than we would have liked, since it only says that a shortage of agricultural products is related to many (perhaps not all) problems of urbanization. Still, this answer does strengthen the connection between trading for potatoes and solving urban problems. So we have to like this one.

D)  Trade between countries is irrelevant. The argument was about trading urban goods for rural agricultural goods.

E)  This answer would only seem to weaken the argument, and we were looking for a strengthener. So this one is out.





I really didn’t like A, B, or D, or E. So C, which we were able to make a case for, is our answer.
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Question 10



Recently, photons and neutrinos emitted by a distant supernova, an explosion of a star, reached Earth at virtually the same time. This finding supports Einstein’s claim that gravity is a property of space itself, in the sense that a body exerts gravitational pull by curving the space around it. The simultaneous arrival of the photons and neutrinos is evidence that the space through which they traveled was curved.







Which one of the following, if true, would most strengthen the reasoning above?







(A)  Einstein predicted that photons and neutrinos emitted by any one supernova would reach Earth simultaneously.



(B)  If gravity is not a property of space itself, then photons and neutrinos emitted simultaneously by a distant event will reach Earth at different times.



(C)  Photons and neutrinos emitted by distant events would be undetectable on Earth if Einstein’s claim that gravity is a property of space itself were correct.



(D)  Photons and neutrinos were the only kinds of particles that reached Earth from the supernova.



(E)  Prior to the simultaneous arrival of photons and neutrinos from the supernova, there was no empirical evidence for Einstein’s claim that gravity is a property of space itself.






This is a very tough question #10. Don’t waste too much time on it unless you’re already scoring 150-plus on the test.

This makes absolutely no sense to me. Which is okay. If the argument makes no sense, that’s not because you’re not smart. It’s because the argument just doesn’t make any fucking sense
 . Got that?

Let’s rearrange the evidence and the conclusion, to see where the gap(s) are:






	Premise: Photons and neutrinos reached Earth simultaneously.

	Premise: The simultaneous arrival of photons and neutrinos is evidence that the space through which they traveled is curved.

	Premise: Einstein claimed that gravity is a property of space itself.

	Conclusion: Therefore Einstein was right.







There’s a gap here, which we know because the argument doesn’t make sense. Since we’re asked to strengthen the reasoning, let’s try to find an answer that tends to fill that gap.





A)  I suppose that if Einstein predicted this outcome in advance, then that tends to support the idea that Einstein knew his shit. But it doesn’t necessarily support the idea that “gravity is a property of space itself,” which is the conclusion of the argument. So I doubt this is our answer.

B)  Since the photons and neutrinos did
 arrive simultaneously, this answer choice would actually prove
 that gravity is a property of space itself. (It’s the contrapositive. If it’s true that if gravity is a property of space itself
 —> then photons and neutrinos arrive at a different time, then it’s also true that if photons and neutrinos arrive at a different time
 —> then gravity is a property of space itself. This answer, if true, would make Einstein conclusively right. So this is almost guaranteed to be the correct answer.

C)  Nah, this would actually weaken Einstein’s argument. We needed to strengthen.

D)  This is just irrelevant. What do other particles, or the lack thereof, have to do with anything?

E)  Nah. The lack of prior evidence certainly doesn’t strengthen Einstein’s case.





The answer is B, because if it’s true then Einstein is proven correct.

Again, this was a tough question. Don’t kill yourself on it (or on any
 single question on the LSAT). Move on and try another one.
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Question 10



Public health experts have waged a long-standing educational campaign to get people to eat more vegetables, which are known to help prevent cancer. Unfortunately, the campaign has had little impact on people’s diets. The reason is probably that many people simply dislike the taste of most vegetables. Thus, the campaign would probably be more effective if it included information on ways to make vegetables more appetizing.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  The campaign to get people to eat more vegetables has had little impact on the diets of most people who love the taste of vegetables.



(B)  Some ways of making vegetables more appetizing diminish vegetables’ ability to help prevent cancer.



(C)  People who find a few vegetables appetizing typically do not eat substantially more vegetables than do people who dislike the taste of most vegetables.



(D)  People who dislike the taste of most vegetables would eat many more vegetables if they knew how to make them more appetizing.



(E)  The only way to make the campaign to get people to eat more vegetables more effective would be to ensure that anyone who at present dislikes the taste of certain vegetables learns to find those vegetables appetizing.






The logic here is pretty tight. Veggies prevent cancer, and we’ve been trying to get people to eat more veggies, but many people don’t like veggies, so many people don’t eat veggies. So we should give them some information on how to make veggies more appetizing in order to get them to eat more. We’re asked to “strengthen” the argument. Since I don’t see a glaring flaw, we’re going to have to dive into the answer choices. I’d be much happier if we could make a prediction, but nothing’s jumping out at me here.





A)  Uhh… so what? The conclusion of the argument was, “We should give people who don’t like veggies information about how to make veggies appetizing so that we could get them to eat more veggies.” This argument only addresses people who don’t already love, and eat a lot of, veggies. This answer is talking about a different group of folks, so it’s irrelevant.

B)  This would weaken the argument, not strengthen it.

C)  This answer just doesn't help the argument, because even if C is true, it's still possible that no amount of information will make people eat more vegetables.  I didn't catch it at first, but I'm beginning to understand that the argument has a gap between “information on ways to make vegetables more appetizing” and “eat more vegetables.”  I'm hoping one of the remaining two answers will bridge this gap.

D)  Well, yeah, this one seems pretty good. If this is true, then giving people the information they lack might cause them to eat a lot more veggies. This is the best answer so far because it proves that our plan is sufficient
 to get certain people to eat more veggies.

E)  This answer sucks for two reasons. First, it says we need to make people “find” veggies more appetizing. I’m not sure that’s the same thing as giving them information about “making” veggies more appetizing. Was the plan to teach them to make
 delicious new veggie recipes, or were we going to force them somehow to naturally find
 brussel sprouts more appetizing even though they are inherently disgusting? Second, this answer says our plan is necessary
 if we want to get certain people to eat veggies. But just because something is the only possible way to do something doesn’t mean that it will actually work, or that it’s a good idea. The only possible way for me to get to Mars would be to sneak myself aboard a NASA rocket, but I would still never get to Mars, because if I did that I would be shot while trying to sneak aboard, or (best case) I’d die on the rocket.





Having eliminated the other four answers, our answer must be D. It’s the only one that shows that the plan will work.
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Question 11



Most universities today offer students a more in-depth and cosmopolitan education than ever before. Until recently, for example, most university history courses required only the reading of textbooks that hardly mentioned the history of Africa or Asia after the ancient periods, or the history of the Americas’ indigenous cultures. The history courses at most universities no longer display such limitations.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument above?







(A)  The history courses that university students find most interesting are comprehensive in their coverage of various periods and cultures.



(B)  Many students at universities whose history courses require the reading of books covering all periods and world cultures participate in innovative study-abroad programs.



(C)  The extent to which the textbooks of university history courses are culturally inclusive is a strong indication of the extent to which students at those universities get an in-depth and cosmopolitan education.



(D)  Universities at which the history courses are quite culturally inclusive do not always have courses in other subject areas that show the same inclusiveness.



(E)  University students who in their history courses are required only to read textbooks covering the history of a single culture will not get an in-depth and cosmopolitan education from these courses alone.






The first sentence here is the conclusion: “Most universities today offer students a more in-depth and cosmopolitan education than ever before.” This has to be the conclusion, because the second sentence offers an “example” (using history courses) and the third sentence says the “limitations” set out in the example no longer apply to today’s history courses. But this isn’t a very good argument, because it’s limited to history courses.

It’s like if I said, “I’m more fit today than ever before. For example, I never used to work out on Sundays, but now I work out every Sunday.” The problem with that logic is that my fat ass might be on the couch every other day of the week.

We’re asked to strengthen the argument. I think the answer could be something like, “What’s true of history courses at most universities is also true of all other courses at most universities.”

On a totally different track, I also notice that “more in-depth and cosmopolitan” isn’t connected very tightly to the limitations on textbooks mentioned in the example. Does adding books about certain periods of African or Asian history necessarily mean that your education is more in-depth or cosmopolitan than it was before? The argument would be stronger if there was a premise that supported this idea, rather than an assumption.





A)  Nah, we don’t give a shit whether the students are “interested” or not. Sorry kids, I wasn’t interested when I was in college either. But that’s just not the issue here.

B)  Nah, “innovative study-abroad programs” aren’t part of the argument. And anyway, this only applies to “many” students, which might mean “the two kids whose rich parents can afford it.” So this is out.

C)  This feels like it could be a trap. Do we really know that the books are now more “culturally inclusive”? That term was never used. Still, adding Africa, Asia, and “American indigenous cultures” does sound pretty broad in scope. And I like that this answer connects what’s going on in history departments to “in-depth and cosmopolitan education” overall. So even though I don’t love this answer, I could pick it if everything else sucks.

D)  This would weaken the argument, so it’s out for sure.

E)  Hmm. This can’t be the answer, because we were never told that university students at any school were ever “required only to read textbooks covering the history of a single culture
 .” Since we weren’t told that, we don’t know whether this answer choice would even apply to the argument at hand.





Tough question, but our answer is C.
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Question 11



In contemplating major purchases, businesses often consider only whether there is enough money left from monthly revenues after paying monthly expenses to cover the cost of the purchase. But many expenses do not occur monthly; taking into account only monthly expenses can cause a business to overexpand. So the use of a cash-flow statement is critical for all businesses.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  Only a cash-flow statement can accurately document all monthly expenses.



(B)  Any business that has overexpanded can benefit from the use of a cash-flow statement.



(C)  When a business documents only monthly expenses it also documents only monthly revenue.



(D)  A cash-flow statement is the only way to track both monthly expenses and expenses that are not monthly.



(E)  When a business takes into account all expenses, not just monthly ones, it can make better decisions.






Ideally, when you arrived at the end of this argument you said to yourself, “Cash flow statement? What the fuck is a cash flow statement? Where did that
 come from?!” If you are able to recognize that the term “cash flow statement” appeared nowhere else in the argument besides the conclusion, you are definitely on the right track. That’s just not a legitimate argumentative strategy on the LSAT. The concepts must
 connect together. If you’re going to tell me I need to have a cash flow statement, you better well provide some Goddamn evidence about why cash flow statements are necessary.

Here, the evidence was only about the importance of considering longer-term expenses instead of monthly expenses. Well, let’s take Fox LSAT as an easy example. I do
 take into account long-term expenses (I’m not an idiot) but there is no way in hell I am going to waste my time generating a cash-flow statement every month. There are other ways to plan. Personally, I just make sure to keep some money aside for irregular/unplanned expenses. There’s no “cash flow statement” involved in keeping a little cash in reserve.

We’re asked to strengthen the argument, so I’d love an answer that protects against my objection by connecting the facts to the conclusion. Something like, “The cash flow statement is the best/only/easiest way to plan for irregular/unplanned expenses” would be a very nice answer.





A)  Close, but the problem stipulated in the facts isn’t monthly expenses. The problem is irregular
 expenses. We’re not worried about monthly expenses, because it’s acknowledged in the argument that many companies just pay all their monthly expenses first, then spend whatever’s left. It’s the longer-term and irregular expenses that are the issue.

B)  No, the point was, “Use a cash flow statement so that you don’t
 overexpand.” This answer only addresses what’s happened when you’ve already overextended yourself.

C)  This does not have the magic words “cash flow statement.” There is no way in hell the correct answer doesn’t include those words.

D)  Aha! This matches our prediction. If this is true, then a cash flow statement is the only way (i.e., it’s necessary, i.e., it’s “critical”) for tracking non-monthly expenses. (And monthly expenses as well, although that’s irrelevant.) This answer does more than we need it to, but that’s just fine if we’re trying to strengthen the argument.

E)  Again, this lacks the magic words “cash flow statement.”





Our answer is D, because it’s the only one that plugs up the giant hole in the logic.
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Question 11



Cholesterol, which is a known factor in coronary heart disease and stroke, needs a carrier, known as a lipoprotein, to transport it through the bloodstream. Low-density lipoproteins (LDLs) increase the risk of coronary heart disease and stroke, but we can tentatively conclude that high-density lipoproteins (HDLs) help prevent coronary heart disease and stroke. First, aerobic exercise increases one’s level of HDLs. Second, HDL levels are higher in women than in men. And both aerobic exercise and being female are positively correlated with lower risk of coronary heart disease and stroke.







Each of the following, if true, strengthens the argument EXCEPT:







(A)  HDLs, unlike LDLs, help the body excrete cholesterol.



(B)  Persons who are overweight tend to have a higher risk of early death due to coronary heart disease and stroke, and tend to have low levels of HDLs.



(C)  HDLs are less easily removed from the bloodstream than are LDLs.



(D)  A high level of HDLs mitigates the increased health risks associated with LDLs.



(E)  Men whose level of HDLs is equal to the average level for women have been found to have a lower risk of coronary heart disease and stroke than that of most men.






I have big problems with the logic here. (I bet you’re shocked.) The conclusion of the argument is, “We can tentatively conclude that HDLs help prevent coronary heart disease and stroke.” But the evidence is shaky. Let’s start with the link between HDLs and aerobic exercise. The logic goes like, “Aerobic exercise increases your HDLs, and aerobic exercise is correlated with a lower risk of heart disease and stroke, therefore HDLs help prevent heart disease and stroke.” Huh? What if I had said this instead? “Aerobic exercise increases your sexiness, and aerobic exercise is correlated with a lower risk of heart disease and stroke, therefore sexiness helps prevent heart disease and stroke.” Does that make any sense? Nope, and it’s the same exact logic used by the author.

The same problem exists with the “being female” rationale for why HDLs supposedly lower your risk of heart disease and stroke. All we have here is correlation, and you must always remember that correlation does not
 prove causation.

The question asks us to identify the single correct answer that does not
 strengthen the argument. So there are four potential strengtheners and one correct answer that is either irrelevant or actually weakens the argument. Let’s see.





A)  This would make the argument start to make some sense, because it proposes a mechanism whereby HDLs could help reduce heart disease and stroke. We’re told that cholesterol is a known factor in coronary heart disease and stroke, so if HDLs help get rid of cholesterol then that’s a good thing. This is causation, rather than mere correlation. This is a strengthener, so it is not our answer.

B)  This is an additional factor showing a correlation
 between HDLs and heart disease and stroke. We already had two factors indicating the correlation, and I’m not sure a third really helps all that much. A fairly common incorrect answer on a Strengthen question is one that repeats a premise that’s already in evidence. Since we already knew the variables were correlated, I don’t see how this is a strengthener—which would make it a good answer for this “strengthen… EXCEPT” question. I’m hoping C through E are all strengtheners like A so that I can confidently choose B.

C)  Oh man. This seems completely irrelevant to me. At least B provided an additional correlative factor. What does “removed from the bloodstream” have to do with anything? I don’t even see that concept in the argument anywhere. I like this answer best so far, because it’s the most
 irrelevant. At least B would reinforce the argument. This one doesn’t do shit.

D)  This says that HDLs help lower your health risks, which is a causal
 relationship. This is a good strengthener, so it’s not our answer.

E)  This is another data point in favor of the correlation between HDLs and good health. It’s not a wonderful strengthener, but at least it’s relevant.





C, being entirely irrelevant, must be our answer.
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Question 11



Geneticist: Billions of dollars are spent each year on high-profile experiments that attempt to link particular human genes with particular personality traits. Though such experiments seem to promise a new understanding of human nature, they have few practical consequences. Meanwhile, more mundane and practical genetic projects—for example, those that look for natural ways to make edible plants hardier or more nutritious—are grossly underfunded. Thus, funding for human gene research should be reduced while funding for other genetic research should be increased.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the geneticist’s reasoning?







(A)  Experiments that have the potential to help the whole human race are more worthwhile than those that help only a small number of people.



(B)  Experiments that focus on the genetics of plants are more practical than those that focus on the genetics of human nature.



(C)  Experiments that help prevent malnutrition are more worthwhile than those that help prevent merely undesirable personality traits.



(D)  Experiments that have modest but practical goals are more worthwhile than those that have impressive goals but few practical consequences.



(E)  Experiments that get little media attention and are not widely supported by the public are more valuable than are those that get much media coverage and have wide public support.






I may agree with the geneticist in real life, but lawyers don’t make money by agreeing
 with people. I’m going to be a dick here, like always, and argue with the geneticist:





1)  Why do we have to cut some programs in order to fund others? Why not just fund everything? Do there have to be losers in order for there to be winners?

2)  Why the hell do we need to make edible plants hardier or more nutritious? Don’t we already have a surplus of calories and an obesity epidemic?

3)  Why do you think that a new understanding of human nature isn’t valuable in and of itself? Isn’t it the meaning of life?

4)  Even if a new understanding of human nature leads to only “a few practical consequences,” couldn’t those few consequences be incredibly useful? What if we found the gene for crime? If we could switch that gene off, wouldn’t that make it worth it? We could suspend our criminal justice system!





This process doesn’t take as long as you think. As I read, I’m constantly firing off attacks like this. It helps me better understand the argument.

The question asks us to find a principle that “most helps to justify” the geneticist’s reasoning. So, now that I’ve grilled him, I’m going to switch sides. I’ll pick the answer that most closely connects the geneticist’s facts to his conclusion.





A)  Nah. We were never told whether human gene research helps the whole human race or whether other genetic research helps the whole human race. So this might be the start
 of a good answer, but it’s incomplete.

B)  Nah. Just because something is “more practical” doesn’t mean we should fund it at the expense of everything else.

C)  We were never told that the human gene research was targeted toward preventing “merely undesirable personality traits.” Maybe we’re not trying to prevent line-cutting, maybe we’re trying to prevent murder. That’s not “merely undesirable.” I don’t think this is it.

D)  This is probably it. The geneticist says that other “mundane and practical” projects are available, and believes these should be funded at the expense of “high-profile” projects with “few practical consequences.” This answer says we should
 do exactly what he says. If that’s true, then he wins his case.

E)  Public support was simply not a factor anywhere in the argument, so this answer is irrelevant.





The correct answer needs to connect the evidence in the argument to the conclusion of the argument, which makes our answer D.
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Question 11



According to the theory of continental drift, in prehistoric times, many of today’s separate continents were part of a single huge landmass. As the plates on which this landmass rested began to move, the mass broke apart, and ocean water filled the newly created chasms. It is hypothesized, for example, that South America was once joined on its east coast with what is now the west coast of Africa.







Which one of the following discoveries, if it were made, would most support the above hypothesis about South America and Africa?







(A)  A large band of ancient rock of a rare type along the east coast of South America is of the same type as a band on the west coast of Africa.



(B)  Many people today living in Brazil are genetically quite similar to many western Africans.



(C)  The climates of western Africa and of the east coast of South America resemble each other.



(D)  Some of the oldest tribes of people living in eastern South America speak languages linguistically similar to various languages spoken by certain western African peoples.



(E)  Several species of plants found in western Africa closely resemble plants growing in South America.






This question deals with an actual scientific theory believed today by many actual scientists. But this question is NOT about science! It’s about logic. All we’re asked to do is find an answer that would support the idea that South America used to be connected on its east coast to what is now the west coast of Africa. You don’t need to know anything about plate tectonics to answer this one. Take a deep breath.





A)  Well, this would certainly seem to do it. If the rock is rare, and it is ancient, and it is found BOTH along the east coast of South America and the west coast of Africa, wouldn’t that at least point toward the conclusion that the two land masses used to be jammed together in prehistoric times? I could definitely live with this answer, so I hope B through E all suck it.

B)  What?! Not even close, for three reasons: 1) Genetics have nothing to do with geology. 2) People can take boats across oceans. 3) The word “many” on the LSAT just means “some.” So even if it’s true that “many” people in the two areas share a lot of genes, it’s also possible that “most” or “almost all” people in the two areas have no genes in common whatsoever. For example: Nathan Fox has “many” dollars in the bank. Hundreds of them, for Crissakes! But that definitely does not mean that Nathan Fox has anywhere near all
 the dollars, or more dollars than anyone else, or even that Nathan Fox isn’t, in fact, pretty poor. “Many” could mean 20 dollars… it’s a completely relative term. This answer is horrifically bad; it’s one of the worst answer choices I have ever seen.

C)  Climate? This answer does not even begin to suggest that the two land masses used to be connected. At all. Two areas that have never touched each other (California and Spain, for example) can have almost identical climates. No way.

D)  Language? Nah. Again, see California and Spain.

E)  I suppose this is the second-best answer, but plants are mobile in a way that enormous chunks of rock are not. And furthermore, the type of plants that do well in an area can be dictated by weather. So again, think about California and Spain, their matching climates, and their (possibly? probably? I don’t actually know, I’m just speculating) matching flora.





The best answer is A, because it’s the one that makes it seem most likely that the land masses of South America and Africa used to touch.
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Question 12



Advice columnist: Several scientific studies have shown that, when participating in competitive sports, those people who have recently been experiencing major stress in their lives are several times more likely to suffer serious injuries than are other participants in competitive sports. Since risking serious injury is unwise, no sports activity should be used as a method for coping with stress.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the reasoning in the advice columnist’s argument?







(A)  If people recently under stress should avoid a subset of activities of a certain type, they should avoid all activities of that type.



(B)  A method for coping with stress should be used only if it has been subjected to scientific study.



(C)  People who have not been experiencing major stress in their lives should participate in competitive sports.



(D)  When people have been under considerable stress, they should engage in competitive activities in order to relieve the stress.



(E)  People with a history of sports injuries should not engage in sports activities if they have recently been under stress.






Whoa, wait, what? The conclusion here is way out of whack with the premises. People who are stressed suffer more serious injuries when playing "competitive" sports. Like a kid who is very stressed about his college apps busting his head open on the football field.  And risking serious injury is unwise. OK, I’m with you so far. But from this, you conclude that no
 sports activity should be used as a method for coping with stress? Uh… what about golf? Fishing? Walking
 , for Chrissakes? The conclusion here is way way
 too strong.

The question then asks us to try to justify
 the reasoning. Because this is a strengthen question, I’m looking for a big, strong premise that will prove the conclusion, or as close to proving it as possible. The way to prove the conclusion is to connect the argument’s premises to its conclusion. This is going to require some heavy lifting, since the conclusion was so far out of proportion to the premises.

I can almost always predict the answer to questions like this, however. Here’s my crack at it: “All sports subject participants to risk of serious injury.” Of course that’s not true, but if it were
 true, then the argument would make a lot more sense.





A)  This is tricky, but it’s the correct answer. The premises, again, are, “It is unwise to risk serious injury, and stressed people are more likely to incur serious injury when they play competitive sports.” So it’s not a stretch to infer, from those premises, that it is unwise to play competitive
 sports to relieve stress. If you did, you’d be risking injury, which is unwise. When you add answer A to that, you then shouldn’t play any
 sport. Which was the conclusion of the argument. Looking back, it’s not exactly like our prediction but it does have the same effect of making all
 sports out of bounds. Looks pretty good.

B)  This does nothing to the argument.

C)  This is irrelevant because it is about people who have not
 been experiencing stress. Furthermore, even if it were relevant, it would only weaken because it says people should
 , rather than should not, participate in competitive sports.

D)  This is a weakener. It’s the exact opposite of the conclusion. No way.

E)  This isn’t relevant and isn’t broad enough, because the argument wasn’t limited to only people who have had a history of sports injuries.





Our answer is A, because it’s the only one that helps the argument reach its conclusion.
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Question 12



Many mountain climbers regard climbing Mount Everest as the ultimate achievement. But climbers should not attempt this climb since the risk of death or serious injury in an Everest expedition is very high. Moreover, the romantic notion of gaining “spiritual discovery” atop Everest is dispelled by climbers’ reports that the only profound experiences they had at the top were of exhaustion and fear.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the reasoning above?







(A)  Projects undertaken primarily for spiritual reasons ought to be abandoned if the risks are great.



(B)  Dangerous activities that are unlikely to result in significant spiritual benefits for those undertaking them should be avoided.



(C)  Activities that are extremely dangerous ought to be legally prohibited unless they are necessary to produce spiritual enlightenment.



(D)  Profound spiritual experiences can be achieved without undergoing the serious danger involved in mountain climbing.



(E)  Mountain climbers and other athletes should carefully examine the underlying reasons they have for participating in their sports.






This is a strengthen question. I’m looking to support the author’s assertion that people should not attempt to climb Mount Everest.





A)  This isn’t very good, because there’s no evidence that anyone climbs Everest “primarily for spiritual reasons.”

B)   The author does have evidence that climbing Everest is dangerous, and also has evidence that it is “unlikely to result in significant spiritual benefits;” he says exhaustion and fear are the only profound experiences reported by climbers. So if B is true, then people shouldn’t climb Everest. This looks good.

C)  The author doesn’t conclude that climbing Everest should be legally prohibited. So this doesn’t strengthen his conclusion, it strengthens some other conclusion. This is out.

D)  This might strengthen the author’s conclusion somewhat, but not nearly as much as B. Even if D is true, it’s only relevant to those climbers who are searching for spiritual experiences, and there might be few or none of these climbers. On the other hand, B applies to everyone, regardless of motivation. Furthermore, just because there are other ways to get spiritual experiences doesn’t mean people shouldn’t choose Everest to get their spiritual experience. So B is much better.

E)  This might very well be true, but it does absolutely nothing to support the conclusion that people shouldn’t climb Everest. Couldn’t a climber “carefully examine” his underlying reasons, discover that his underlying reason for climbing Everest is that he has a death wish, and then decide to climb Everest anyway?





Our answer is B because it provides a direct route to “do not climb Everest.”
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Question 12



Poor nutrition is at the root of the violent behavior of many young offenders. Researchers observed that in a certain institution for young offenders, the violent inmates among them consistently chose, from the food available, those items that were low in nutrients. In a subsequent experiment, some of the violent inmates were placed on a diet high in nutrients. There was a steady improvement in their behavior over the four months of the experiment. These results confirm the link between poor nutrition and violent behavior.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  Some of the violent inmates who took part in the experiment had committed a large number of violent crimes.



(B)  Dietary changes are easier and cheaper to implement than any other type of reform program in institutions for young offenders.



(C)  Many young offenders have reported that they had consumed a low-nutrient food sometime in the days before they committed a violent crime.



(D)  A further study investigated young offenders who chose a high-nutrient diet on their own and found that many of them were nonviolent.



(E)  The violent inmates in the institution who were not placed on a high-nutrient diet did not show an improvement in behavior.






I can see a couple different problems with the logic here. First, the second sentence says that the violent inmates consistently chose items that were low in nutrients. But the facts do not
 say that the nonviolent inmates did not
 choose low-nutrient foods. If everyone is choosing the french fries, then how can you say the french fries cause violence? This is a major hole in the argument. The other problem I see is that the third sentence says some of the violent inmates were placed on a high-nutrient diet, and that the behavior of these inmates improved after the switch to a better diet. But the facts do not say that the inmates not
 chosen for the better diet did not
 improve their behavior! So the evidence here is extremely weak. If you’re going to do a study, you need a control group. There was no control group here. This isn’t science, it’s a bunch of pseudoscientific bullshit.

The question asks us to strengthen
 the argument, which means we need to switch teams. My first idea is that the correct answer might defend against my weakeners above. An answer like, “The nonviolent inmates did not choose low-nutrient foods,” or, “The inmates not chosen for the better diet did not improve their behavior” would be pretty sweet.





A)  There’s nothing here that would strengthen or weaken the connection between bad diets and violent behavior. I doubt this can be the answer.

B)  This is completely irrelevant. The conclusion of the argument is, “There’s a connection between bad diets and violent behavior.” The cost efficiency of making dietary changes has no bearing on whether or not this connection exists. No way.

C)  I suppose this provides some
 anecdotal evidence that would strengthen the connection between bad diets and violent crime. But this is a very weak strengthener. I will be surprised if we don’t find a better strengthener below.

D)  “A further study" just isn't relevant. The argument concluded “These results confirm the link between poor nutrition and violent behavior." In other words, the conclusion is that this specific study at this specific institution confirms the link between poor nutrition and violent behavior. But the first study seems to have lacked a control group. A further study can certainly use better methods and itself confirm the link, but a new study can't prove that the previous study was valid.

E)  This is directly
 related to our “control group” theory: this is exactly what we were looking for. This answer, if true, would provide a control group for the study that was mentioned in the argument.





Our answer is E.
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Question 12



One can never tell whether another person is acting from an ulterior motive; therefore, it is impossible to tell whether someone’s action is moral, and so one should evaluate the consequences of an action rather than its morality.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the reasoning above?







(A)  The intention of an action is indispensable for an evaluation of its morality.



(B)  The assigning of praise and blame is what is most important in the assessment of the value of human actions.



(C)  One can sometimes know one’s own motives for a particular action.



(D)  There can be good actions that are not performed by a good person.



(E)  One cannot know whether someone acted morally in a particular situation unless one knows what consequences that person’s actions had.






There’s a gap between the first clause and the second clause. Listen: “One can never tell whether another person is acting from an ulterior motive, therefore it is impossible to tell whether someone’s action is moral.” Really? Why would you reach that conclusion? Isn’t there a gap there? What do ulterior motives have to do with morality?
 The speaker has assumed, necessarily, that being able to tell whether someone’s action is moral requires that we be able to tell whether that person acted from an ulterior motive. Without that, the logic just can’t make sense. But if we assume that, the argument makes more sense: “So one should evaluate the consequences of an action rather than its morality.” Okay, I guess that follows. If we can’t tell whether something is moral, then we certainly shouldn’t try to evaluate its morality.





A)  This is another way of saying, “We can’t tell whether an action is moral unless we know the motives behind it.” This is an assumption of the argument, so making it explicit strengthens the argument.

B)  Where did “assigning praise and blame” and “most important” come from? This isn’t close.

C)  Wait a minute. If we can sometimes know our own motives, then wouldn't we sometimes be able to evaluate the morality of some (our own) actions? This answer would actually weaken the argument, so it's out.

D)  The argument is not, in the slightest, about whether actions are “good” or “bad” or whether people can be “good” or “bad.” Like B, this is nowhere close to the correct answer.

E)  This answer says, “If we don’t know the consequences, we can’t know the morality.” So what? Evaluating consequences was suggested as an alternative
 to evaluating morality. One has nothing to do with another. This answer choice just takes terms from the argument, spins them in a food processor, and dumps out a bunch of garbage.





The best answer is A.
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Question 13



Philosopher: Some of the most ardent philosophical opponents of democracy have rightly noted that both the inherently best and the inherently worst possible forms of government are those that concentrate political power in the hands of a few. Thus, since democracy is a consistently mediocre form of government, it is a better choice than rule by the few.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the philosopher’s argument?







(A)  A society should adopt a democratic form of government if and only if most members of the society prefer a democratic form of government.



(B)  In choosing a form of government, it is better for a society to avoid the inherently worst than to seek to attain the best.



(C)  The best form of government is the one that is most likely to produce an outcome that is on the whole good.



(D)  Democratic governments are not truly equitable unless they are designed to prevent interest groups from exerting undue influence on the political process.



(E)  It is better to choose a form of government on the basis of sound philosophical reasons than on the basis of popular preference.






What the hell? This argument makes no sense. Boiling it down, the logic is basically, “Both the best and worst governments concentrate power. Democracy is consistently mediocre. So it’s better than concentrating power.” Why on earth would that
 be the conclusion, from those facts? The answer asks us to “justify” the reasoning. So we have to take the evidence that was given and connect it to the conclusion. It must be something like, “It’s better to be mediocre than to concentrate power in the hands of the few.”





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  This might do it. If this is true, then a country would want to avoid concentrating power because that might lead to a great government or a really shitty one. So mediocrity/democracy would be fine. This is probably going to turn out to be the answer.

C)  This doesn’t do it, because “mediocre” isn’t the same thing as “on the whole, good.”

D)  It’s not about what’s “equitable,” i.e. fair. Fairness was never mentioned in the premises or in the conclusion. If you picked D, you really misunderstand what type of question this is. It’s a Strengthen question. We have to make the conclusion follow logically from the evidence that was actually presented. D is not even close.

E)  “Philosophical reasons”? Nobody ever said anything anywhere about “philosophical reasons.” Or “popular preference” for that matter. This isn’t close.





Our answer is B because it’s the only one that connects the facts to the conclusion.
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Question 13



Fossil-fuel producers say that it would be prohibitively expensive to reduce levels of carbon dioxide emitted by the use of fossil fuels enough to halt global warming. This claim is probably false. Several years ago, the chemical industry said that finding an economical alternative to the chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs) destroying the ozone layer would be impossible. Yet once the industry was forced, by international agreements, to find substitutes for CFCs, it managed to phase them out completely well before the mandated deadline, in many cases at a profit.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  In the time since the chemical industry phased out CFCs, the destruction of the ozone layer by CFCs has virtually halted, but the levels of carbon dioxide emitted by the use of fossil fuels have continued to increase.



(B)  In some countries, the amount of carbon dioxide emitted by the use of fossil fuels has already been reduced without prohibitive expense, but at some cost in convenience to the users of such fuels.



(C)  The use of CFCs never contributed as greatly to the destruction of the ozone layer as the carbon dioxide emitted by the use of fossil fuels currently contributes to global warming.



(D)  There are ways of reducing carbon dioxide emissions that could halt global warming without hurting profits of fossil-fuel producers significantly more than phasing out CFCs hurt those of the chemical industry.



(E)  If international agreements forced fossil-fuel producers to find ways to reduce carbon dioxide emissions enough to halt global warming, the fossil-fuel producers could find substitutes for fossil fuels.






The conclusion here is, “This claim is probably false,” because it’s a prediction and the remainder of the argument sets out to prove this prediction. The evidence is this: “several years ago, they couldn’t solve the CFC problem either, but they were forced to, and they did it.” Therefore, the logic goes, their current claim that they can’t solve the CO2 problem is probably false.

Ideally, this argument will make you mad. Here’s my objection: Can’t they have been wrong last time, and still be right this time? What the eff does the CFC issue have to do with the CO2 issue anyway? Maybe the two are similar, but couldn’t they be completely different, according to the limited information we were given? We don’t have any idea, because the argument neglects to tell us. This is a huge weakness in the argument… this is where King Hippo’s pants fall down. (See www.youtube.com/watch?v=dFIbzmYTIGc
 for a short video of Little Mac defeating King Hippo on the original Nintendo Entertainment System.)

To strengthen the argument, I would ideally like to plug this gap. So something like, “Anything that is true of the CFC issue is also true of the CO2 issue,” would fit in nicely. The correct answer might not be exactly that, but I’m predicting that it will be that, or something similar to that.





A)  This isn’t what we’re looking for. Let’s not bother with it until we go through all five answer choices.

B)  Same explanation as A.

C)  Same explanation as A & B.

D)  This isn’t perfect, but it’s the closest so far because it suggests that CO2 could be phased out without more pain than phasing out CFCs entailed.

E)  “Substitutes for fossil fuels” isn’t the issue, and it’s mentioned nowhere in the argument. The issue is simply, “Can the producers reduce CO2 emissions?” regardless of what mechanism the producers use. You can’t pick E without bringing in your own outside knowledge, which you’re not allowed to do.





So the best answer is D. This question is a great example of knowing how to strengthen an argument by first weakening
 the argument. You need to be on the attack. The correct answer is almost always related to some shortcoming that can be identified before
 looking at the answer choices.
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Question 13



James: Many people claim that the voting public is unable to evaluate complex campaign issues. The television commercials for Reade in the national campaign, however, discuss complex campaign issues, and Reade is, at present, more popular than any other candidate.







Maria: Yes, Reade is the most popular. However, you are incorrect in claiming that this is because of Reade’s discussion of complex campaign issues. Reade simply strikes the voters as the most competent and trustworthy candidate.







Which one of the following, if true, most supports Maria’s counter to James?







(A)  Reade’s opponents are discussing some of the same issues as Reade.



(B)  Reade’s opponents charge that Reade oversimplifies complex campaign issues.



(C)  Polling data show that Reade’s present popularity will probably diminish over time.



(D)  Polling data show that most voters cannot identify Reade’s positions on campaign issues.



(E)  Polling data show that some voters consider Reade competent and trustworthy.






James’ use of the word “claim” hints that he is going to disagree with this idea. He gives Reade, who has been discussing complex issues in commercials, and who is the most popular candidate, as a counterexample. James seems to be suggesting that people who claim that the voting public is unable to evaluate complex campaign issues must be wrong. James doesn’t actually SAY this, but his argument is designed to suggest it.

Maria seems to agree with James’ facts. Yes, says Maria, Reade is the most popular candidate, and he has been discussing complex issues. But whereas James takes those facts and implies that the public is able to evaluate complex issues, Maria says Reade is popular because he seems competent and trustworthy.

This is a very common pattern on the LSAT: Speaker One offers facts and a conclusion, while Speaker Two comes to a different
 conclusion, without necessarily disagreeing with the first speaker’s facts.

We’re asked to find an answer that supports Maria’s position. So we want an answer that suggests that people cannot understand complex issues, or simply think Reade is competent and trustworthy, rather than being swayed by Reade’s discussion of complex issues. I can’t really predict this answer in advance, so let’s see what the answer choices have to offer us.





A)  This could support Maria’s position, weakly, although maybe Reade is better
 at discussing the issues, and this is exactly why he is popular. Since we can read this answer choice as both a weakener and a strengthener, I doubt that it’s our answer.

B)  I can see how it would fit with Maria’s argument. Here’s Maria: “True, Reade is discussing complex campaign issues. But he’s oversimplifying them, and thereby seeming competent and trustworthy, when really he is full of shit! This suggests that the public is unable to evaluate these complex issues.” That seems like a decent fit, to me. If none of the other answers are compelling, I’ll go with B.

C)  Future polling data are simply irrelevant. Can the voting public, right now, today, evaluate complex issues, or can’t they?
 Tomorrow is irrelevant.

D)  I like this one better than B. I had to work to make B fit with Maria’s argument; Putting words in Maria’s mouth is dangerous. But this one is straightforward. If people can’t identify Reade’s positions on campaign issues, then how the hell could James possibly suggest that Reade is popular because of his discussion of campaign issues? This one feels simpler to me. All else being equal, I’m always going to pick the simpler, more straightforward answer.

E)  This supports Maria’s position, but very weakly. Just because “some” voters find Reade to be competent and trustworthy doesn’t mean that “most” or even “many” voters find him competent and trustworthy. “Some” means “one or more.” So even if E is true, 99.9999 percent of all voters could still think Reade is a scumbag, which would definitely undermine Maria’s position.





Our answer is D.
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Question 14



Archaeologist: An ancient stone building at our excavation site was composed of three kinds of stone—quartz, granite, and limestone. Of these, only limestone occurs naturally in the area. Most of the buildings at the site from the same time period had limestone as their only stone component, and most were human dwellings. Therefore, the building we are studying probably was not a dwelling.







Which one of the following, if true, would most strengthen the archaeologist’s reasoning?







(A)  Most of the buildings that were used as dwellings at the site were made, at least in part, of limestone.



(B)  Most of the buildings at the site that were not dwellings were made, at least in part, from types of stone that do not occur naturally in the area.



(C)  Most of the buildings that were built from stones not naturally occurring in the area were not built with both quartz and granite.



(D)  Most of the buildings at the site were used as dwellings.



(E)  No quartz has been discovered on the site other than that found in the building being studied.






The reasoning here is totally stupid and unjustified. “Most buildings ‘round these parts have only one stone component, limestone. And most buildings ‘round these parts are dwellings. But this here
 building has quartz and granite in addition to the limestone. Therefore it’s probably not a dwelling.”

OK cowboy, but why
 ? I just don’t see how the addition of quartz and limestone would make something not a dwelling. I mean the logic is like saying, “Most buildings around here have a family room as their only social room, and most buildings around here are dwellings. But this here
 building has a family room, a media room, and a sweet man-cave with a pool table, wet bar, and jukebox. Therefore it’s probably not a dwelling.” No, dumbass. It’s probably the dwelling of the richest guy in town
 .

We’re asked to strengthen the archeologist’s reasoning, so let’s switch teams and find a premise that would make the argument make better sense.





A)  This doesn’t strengthen the idea that the building in question is not a dwelling.

B)  This at least helps a little bit. We know that the building in question has quartz and granite, which are not from around here. So if most non-dwellings in the area contain non-native rock, then that would tend to connect this building to non-dwellings. This strengthens somewhat, which means it could be the answer.

C)  So what? This building does
 have quartz and granite. B was much better than this answer, because B connected having quartz and granite to being a non-dwelling. This one just says quartz and granite are rare.  Who cares?

D)  This would actually weaken the conclusion that the building in question is not a dwelling. We needed a strengthener.

E)  Again, so what? Saying quartz is rare doesn’t do much, without an additional premise that says, “Rare materials are never used in dwellings.”





B was the only strengthener, so our answer is B.
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Question 14



Political scientist: The economies of a number of European countries are currently in severe difficulty. Germany is the only neighboring country that has the resources to resuscitate these economies. Therefore, Germany should begin aiding these economically troubled countries.







Which one of the following principles most helps to justify the political scientist’s reasoning?







(A)  Any nation that alone has an obligation to economically resuscitate neighboring countries ought to be the only nation to provide any economic aid.



(B)  Any nation that alone has the capacity to economically resuscitate neighboring countries should exercise that capacity.



(C)  Any nation that can afford to give economic aid to just a few other nations ought to aid just those few.



(D)  Only nations that alone have the capacity to economically resuscitate neighboring countries should exercise that capacity.



(E)  Only nations that can afford to give economic aid to just a few other nations ought to aid just those few.






The magic naughty word here is “should.” I’m sorry, political scientist, but you are not
 the boss of Germany so you do not
 get to say what Germany should or should not do. If Germany wishes to continue making cool cars, yodeling, drinking lots of beer, and growing ridiculous beards and mustaches, then that is damn well what Germany gets to do. Don’t be bossy.

We’re asked to “justify” the political scientist’s reasoning, which means pretend this guy is your client: "He's an idiot but I've got to try to help him prove his case because he paid me a lot of money.” So we need to find a principle that would
 make the political scientist the boss of Germany. Our evidence is that Germany’s neighbors are in “severe economic difficulty,” and that Germany is the only neighboring country that has the ability to do anything about it. How do we get from that evidence to, “Therefore Germany should
 step in”?

Perfect answers would be:






	“If you’re the only neighbor that can help, then you should help.”



or


	“If your neighbor is in trouble, then you should help.”







Either of those would directly connect the evidence to the desired conclusion. Let’s see.





A)  Nah. The point isn’t whether Germany should fulfill an obligation it already has, the point is whether Germany has that obligation in the first place. This is a trap.

B)  Yep. This one says, “If you’re the only neighbor that can help, then you should help.” I am in deep, deep love with this answer.

C)  Nah. This is tricky, but it’s out because it may or may not apply to Germany. Suppose Germany is so rich that it could, if it wanted to, provide aid to every nation in the world? If that’s true (which we don’t know), then this rule wouldn’t force Germany to do anything at all. B was definitely better, because it didn’t contain an escape hatch.

D)  The word “only” makes this wrong, because “only” indicates a necessary condition. This answer says, “If you’re going to provide help, then you better be the only nation that has the capacity to do so.” That would mean that Germany is eligible to provide help (since it’s the only neighbor who can) but it still wouldn’t mean that Germany should
 do so. We needed something that would force Germany to do something, not make them eligible
 to do something. If you remove the word “only” from the beginning of this answer choice, it would definitely be correct.

E)  This is wrong for both the reason we discussed in C and the reason we discussed in D.





This question is really easy for somebody with a good amount of LSAT experience and training, but probably really confusing if you’re just starting out. Let me know if you need more help or examples with this one. Our answer is B.
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Question 15



The greater the number of people who regularly use a product, the greater the number whose health is potentially at risk due to that product. More people regularly use household maintenance products such as cleaning agents and lawn chemicals than regularly use prescription medicines. Therefore, it is even more important for such household products to be carefully tested to ensure their safety than it is for prescription medicines to be so tested.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify drawing the conclusion in the argument above?







(A)  Whether or not it is important for a given product to be carefully tested depends mainly on the number of people who regularly use that product.



(B)  It is very important for any product that is regularly used by a large number of people to be carefully tested to ensure its safety.



(C)  The more people whose health might be at risk from the regular use of a particular product, the more important it is for that product to be carefully tested to ensure its safety.



(D)  If one type of medicine must be taken in more frequent doses than another type of medicine, it is more important for the former to be carefully tested than for the latter.



(E)  It is generally more important for a medicine than it is for a nonmedical product to be carefully tested to ensure its safety unless more people’s health would be at risk from the nonmedical product than from the medicine.






This argument seems to ignore the difference between the number
 of people exposed to risk and the magnitude
 of the risk each person is exposed to. Yes, it’s true, many more people use Windex than use Oxycontin. So you could say that many more people are exposed to the risk of Windex than are exposed to the risk of Oxycontin. But does this mean that Windex is more dangerous than Oxycontin? Hell no. If you lock yourself in an airtight room and hose down the walls, floors, and ceiling with Windex nonstop for 12 hours, you’ll probably get a little dizzy/headachy. If you accidentally take too much Oxycontin, maybe you end up in a coma. If you accidentally take Oxycontin for a little too long, maybe you end up trying to knock over a truck stop pharmacy in Bakersfield to get your fix. The logic here is just stupid.

The question asks us to “justify” the conclusion of the argument. That means we need to switch teams. To strengthen the horrible logic of the argument, my fantasy premise would be something like, “The number of people exposed to a certain substance is the only determinant of how important it is to test the safety of that substance.” I’m not saying I actually believe that: I think it’s stupid. But if we were
 to accept it as truth (or if we could get a judge to believe it) then we’d prove our case. So that’s my prediction.





A)  This is pretty good. It says the importance of testing is “mainly” dependent on the number of people who use the product. I’d like this answer better if it said “only” instead of “mainly” but it’s still pretty good.

B)  If this is true, then it proves we should carefully test Windex, but doesn’t necessarily mean we shouldn’t test Oxycontin even more. So I don’t think this is as good as A.

C)  Oh, this is even better than A. Answer A said “depends mainly” on the number of people, but didn’t go all the way and actually make it explicit that “more people means more testing.” Don’t assume this is obvious! Nothing is obvious. Answer C covers all the bases, so it’s better than A. It’s also better than our prediction, for this same reason. It’s our answer so far.

D)  This is only about one medicine vs. another, which ignores the point of the argument. No way.

E)  This would weaken the argument rather than strengthen it.





Our answer is C.
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Question 15



Some scientists have expressed reservations about quantum theory because of its counterintuitive consequences. But despite rigorous attempts to show that quantum theory’s predictions were inaccurate, they were shown to be accurate within the generally accepted statistical margin of error. These results, which have not been equaled by quantum theory’s competitors, warrant acceptance of quantum theory.







Which one of the following principles most helps to justify the reasoning above?







(A) A scientific theory should be accepted if it has fewer counterintuitive consequences than do its competitors.



B)  A scientific theory should be accepted if it has been subjected to serious attempts to disprove it and has withstood all of them.



(C) The consequences of a scientific theory should not be considered counterintuitive if the theory’s predictions have been found to be accurate.



(D) A theory should not be rejected until it has been subjected to serious attempts to disprove it.



(E) A theory should be accepted only if its predictions have not been disproved by experiment.






Just because a specific attack on a theory has failed does not mean that the theory is correct. Here, the attack of, “Quantum theory’s predictions are inaccurate,” has been disproven, but that doesn’t mean that quantum theory is right. There could be other reasons not to accept quantum theory besides the accuracy of its predictions. That’s how I would weaken the argument. The argument asks us to do the opposite, however. Instead of weakening, we want to strengthen. Ideally, I would make the argument strong by taking the evidence we have and connecting it directly to the conclusion. I see a premise that says, “The predictions were shown to be accurate within the generally accepted statistical margin of error.” I’d like to use that. Ideally, we would find an answer choice that said, “Any theory that makes predictions that are shown to be accurate within the generally accepted statistical margin of error should be accepted.” That’s my dream answer, because if that statement is true then the conclusion (quantum theory should be accepted) must
 be true.





A)  “Fewer counterintuitive consequences” is not the same thing as “accurate within the statistical margin of error.” This isn’t quite what we’re looking for.

B)  This isn’t exactly what we were looking for in our prediction, but it’s very similar. It uses the facts (the premises state that quantum theory has faced “rigorous attempts” to disprove it) and connects those facts directly to the conclusion that quantum theory “should be accepted.” This is a terrific answer.

C)  I don’t immediately know what this means, and I wouldn’t even bother figuring it out because B is such a great answer.

D)  This would help if we were trying to defend quantum theory from being rejected, but it gets us nowhere in trying to get quantum theory accepted.

E)  This would be the correct answer if it said “if” instead of “only if.” The word “only” makes this answer a necessary condition rather than a sufficient condition. We needed something sufficient in order to prove our case.





B is the only answer that proves the desired conclusion. So our answer is B.
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Question 16



Most business ethics courses and textbooks confine themselves to considering specific cases and principles. For example, students are often given lists of ethical rules for in-class discussion and role-playing. This approach fails to provide a framework for understanding specific principles and should thus be changed to include abstract ethical theory.







Which one of the following, if valid, most helps to justify the reasoning above?







(A)  A moralizing approach that fails to recognize the diversity of the ethical rules in use is unacceptable.



(B)  Courses that concentrate mainly on role-playing are undesirable because students must adopt alien personae.



(C)  People have no obligation to always behave ethically unless they are acquainted with abstract ethical theory.



(D)  Abstract ethical theory is the most appropriate of any context for understanding specific principles.



(E)  An ethics course should acquaint students with a wide range of specific principles and appropriate applications.






Oops, I missed this one. I’ll talk you through what I was thinking then, and what I think now after seeing the correct answer.

My prediction here dealt with the word “should” in the conclusion. There’s no premise that says we “should” provide a framework for understanding specific principles. This seems to be assumed, rather than stated. If it were stated, then the logic would seem pretty tight. So that’s what I was looking for… something like, “We should provide a framework.”





A)  What is a “moralizing approach”? I don’t see what this has to do with anything.

B)  The argument never recommends getting rid of role-playing; it only says the abstract ethical theory should be added; so this can’t be the answer.

C)  I need something that says whether we should
 adopt the change recommended by the argument. The argument is not at all about how people are obligated to act. This can’t be it.

D)  I thought this would
 have been a good answer if we already had a premise that said, “We should provide a framework for understanding specific principles.” But we didn’t have that, so I didn’t think this could be the answer. However, it’s not a huge leap to think that education has “understanding” as a primary goal, and it’s therefore not a huge leap to think that we “should” do things that promote understanding. Given that, I can then see how D links to the specific plan of adding “abstract legal theory” that was mentioned in the conclusion only. In retrospect, this is the best answer.

E)  I chose this, but I can see how I was wrong. I thought we needed, “We should provide a framework,” but that’s not even what this says. I sort of hurt myself here by falling in love with my prediction a little too much and not realizing that “abstract ethical theory” needed to be part of the answer. As I went through the answers the first time, I also let myself like E a little too much just because I’d already disliked A through D. That’s flawed thinking. I should have remained skeptical of E, and if I eliminated all five answers, gone back and reconsidered the best of all five.





Again, tough question. Our answer is D.
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Question 16



In order to expand its mailing lists for e-mail advertising, the Outdoor Sports Company has been offering its customers financial incentives if they provide the e-mail addresses of their friends. However, offering such incentives is an unethical business practice, because it encourages people to exploit their personal relationships for profit, which risks damaging the integrity of those relationships.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the reasoning in the argument?







(A)  It is unethical for people to exploit their personal relationships for profit if in doing so they risk damaging the integrity of those relationships.



(B)  If it would be unethical to use information that was gathered in a particular way, then it is unethical to gather that information in the first place.



(C)  It is an unethical business practice for a company to deliberately damage the integrity of its customers’ personal relationships in any way.



(D)  It is unethical to encourage people to engage in behavior that could damage the integrity of their personal relationships.



(E)  Providing a friend’s personal information to a company in exchange for a financial reward will almost certainly damage the integrity of one’s personal relationship with that friend.






If you are going to allege that something is “unethical” then you had better define the goddamn terms “ethical” and “unethical.” On the LSAT, there is never any assumed moral code. If someone ever claims that something is right or wrong, or just or unjust, or good or bad, etcetera, then they are required to define that term or else the argument will be incomplete.

Here, the argument has assumed
 that it is “unethical” to do what the Outdoor Sports Company has done, because it labels their action as unethical without connecting what they have done to a definition of “unethical.” That’s the hole in the argument.

We’re asked to identify a principle that “helps to justify” in other words “helps to prove” the reasoning. So, if we have to correct the crappy argument, we know that we need to define “ethical” or “unethical” and we need to connect that definition to what the Outdoor Sports Company has done. The answer will be something like, “It is unethical to ask people to provide the email addresses of their friends,” or, “It is unethical to encourage people to exploit their personal relationships,” or, “It is unethical to do anything that would ever risk damaging the integrity of relationships.” One of those is going to be awfully close to the correct answer. Let’s see.





A)  It’s a trap! The argument was not about people exploiting their own
 relationships. The argument was about the actions of a company encouraging other people to exploit their relationships.

B)  The argument never says anything about how the email addresses will be used. This isn’t what we’re looking for.

C)  I’m not sure that the company “deliberately” is damaging any relationships. Rather, they are risking
 damaging those relationships; that’s not necessarily the same thing. Feels like another trap.

D)  Yep. This one is exactly what we predicted. If this is true, then we know that the Outdoor Sports Company is unethical, because they did
 encourage people to do something that could damage the integrity of their relationships.

E)  Again, it’s not about the customers’ actions. It’s about the company’s actions.





Our answer is D.
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Question 17



Real estate agent: Upon selling a home, the sellers are legally entitled to remove any items that are not permanent fixtures. Legally, large appliances like dishwashers are not permanent fixtures. However, since many prospective buyers of the home are likely to assume that large appliances in the home would be included with its purchase, sellers who will be keeping the appliances are morally obliged either to remove them before showing the home or to indicate in some other way that the appliances are not included.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the real estate agent’s argumentation?







(A)  If a home’s sellers will be keeping any belongings that prospective buyers of the home might assume would be included with the purchase of the home, the sellers are morally obliged to indicate clearly that those belongings are not included.



(B)  A home’s sellers are morally obliged to ensure that prospective buyers of the home do not assume that any large appliances are permanent fixtures in the home.



(C)  A home’s sellers are morally obliged to include with the sale of the home at least some of the appliances that are not permanent fixtures but were in the home when it was shown to prospective buyers.



(D)  A home’s sellers are morally obliged not to deliberately mislead any prospective buyers of their home about which belongings are included with the sale of the home and which are not.



(E)  If a home’s sellers have indicated in some way that a large appliance is included with the home’s purchase, then they are morally obliged not to remove that appliance after showing the home.






Wow. The real estate agent hoists a giant red flag when she says that someone is “morally obliged” to do something. This should piss you off. Morally obliged? Morally
 obliged?!?! According to whose morals? Since when is the real estate agent the arbiter of what is moral and what is not?

We’re asked to help to justify the real estate agent’s argumentation. This is like a Sufficient Assumption question, or what you might think of as a “super-strengthen” question. Our task is to switch teams and be the attorney for the dumbass real estate agent. To help prove her ridiculous assertion that one is morally obliged
 to do one thing or another, we definitely need a rule that says something about moral obligation. That much we know for sure. The correct answer has to be something like, “Sellers are morally obliged not to let their prospective buyers be misled.” Let’s see.





A)  My problem with this answer is that the agent had said it’s okay to remove the item from the house before selling. Is removing
 the item the same thing as “indicating clearly” that they won’t be included? Maybe it is, which would make this a decent answer. But I’m not 100 percent comfortable with that. So let’s see if we can find something better.

B)  The problem with this answer is that it ignores the high probability that some large appliances are
 going to be included with the home when it is sold. Like the fancy indoor grill that’s built into your granite countertop kitchen island? Come on now. That’s a permanent fixture. You couldn’t physically remove it even if the buyer weren’t
 entitled to it. Either way, you’re simply not taking that thing with you when you leave. If Answer B were the rule, you’d have to tell your buyers that they can’t assume they are getting the grill, even when they actually are
 getting the grill. That’s not the point of the argument, so this isn’t right.

C)  No way. The point of the argument is not, “You have to leave some of your stuff behind.”

D)  It’s not about deliberately
 misleading. It’s about not passively letting them be misled. Answer D would permit you to leave a large appliance in place, without labeling it, as long as you weren’t deliberately
 misleading the buyer into thinking they were getting the fridge, then taking it with you when you leave. The agent’s rules wouldn’t allow that. So A was better.

E)  Well, no. Sure, the agent would probably also not be cool with a seller specifically saying, “Yep, you’re getting this hot tub!” and then removing the tub under cover of darkness after the sale went through. But that’s not what the argument was about. It was about it being morally unacceptable to let your buyers assume
 they were getting something that they’re not going to get.





I didn’t love A at first, but it did the best job of matching up with the agent’s conclusion. So that’s our answer.
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Question 17



Sharon, a noted collector of fine glass, found a rare glass vase in a secondhand store in a small town she was visiting. The vase was priced at $10, but Sharon knew that it was worth at least $1,000. Saying nothing to the storekeeper about the value of the vase, Sharon bought the vase for $10. Weeks later the storekeeper read a newspaper article about Sharon’s collection, which mentioned the vase and how she had acquired it. When the irate storekeeper later accused Sharon of taking advantage of him, Sharon replied that she had done nothing wrong.







Which one of the following principles, if established, most helps to justify Sharon’s position?







(A)  A seller is not obligated to inform a buyer of anything about the merchandise that the seller offers for sale except for the demanded price.



(B)  It is the responsibility of the seller, not the buyer, to make sure that the amount of money a buyer gives a seller in exchange for merchandise matches the amount that the seller demands for that merchandise.



(C)  A buyer’s sole obligation to a seller is to pay in full the price that the seller demands for a piece of merchandise that the buyer acquires from the seller.



(D)  It is the responsibility of the buyer, not the seller, to ascertain that the quality of a piece of merchandise satisfies the buyer’s standards.



(E)  The obligations that follow from any social relationship between two people who are well acquainted override any obligations that follow from an economic relationship between the two.






This is a terrific question to study: it’s very learnable.

Sharon’s position is, “I did nothing wrong,” and the question asks us to “justify” this position. What this means is prove
 Sharon’s position. In other words, pretend you’re Sharon’s attorney and try to get her off the hook.

So, let’s pick the one answer that, when combined with the existing evidence, gets Sharon off the hook.





A)  Sharon was the buyer
 , not the seller. This answer could only help a seller
 who was trying to get off the hook.

B)  This would be a great answer if Sharon had handed the seller a $1 bill, and the seller claimed, “I didn’t look closely at the bill, and the price was $10, but Sharon only gave me $1, so now she owes me money or my vase back.” But that’s not the case. The issue is whether Sharon needed to disclose her superior knowledge of the vase’s value, not whether Sharon properly paid the asking price. Sharon did
 pay the asking price, so this answer is irrelevant.

C)  There we go. If the buyer’s “sole obligation” is to pay the asking price, then Sharon is off the hook, because she did
 pay the asking price. If paying the asking price is the “sole obligation,” then Sharon can’t be obligated to do anything else, including disclosing the vase’s true value. I’m 99 percent sure this will be the answer.

D)  This, like A, could only be used to get the seller
 off the hook for something.

E)  What? This would only apply to people who are “well acquainted.” We don’t know whether Sharon and the storekeeper are “well acquainted,” so this does nothing.





Our answer is C. If you were Sharon’s attorney, you’d put C in your motion for summary judgment, along with all the other facts, and you’d win. No need for trial.
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Question 18



It was once thought that pesticide TSX-400 was extremely harmful to the environment but that pesticides Envirochem and Zanar were environmentally harmless. TSX-400 was banned; Envirochem and Zanar were not. However, according to recent studies, Envirochem and Zanar each cause greater environmental harm than does TSX-400. If these studies are accurate, then either Envirochem and Zanar should be banned or TSX-400 should be legalized.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the argumentation?







(A)  Two pesticides should not both be legal if one is measurably more harmful to the environment than the other is.



(B)  Two pesticides should both be legal only if neither is harmful to the environment.



(C)  Two pesticides should both be illegal only if both are harmful to the environment.



(D)  One pesticide should be legal and another illegal only if the former is less harmful to the environment than is the latter.



(E)  One pesticide should be legal and another illegal if the former is harmless to the environment and the latter is harmful to it.






The evidence says new studies show that E and Z, which are legal, are more dangerous than T, which is banned. The conclusion is qualified
 , in that it starts with the phrase, “If these studies are accurate.” So, if the studies are not accurate, then the argument doesn’t apply. The conclusion is also disjunctive
 (it uses the word or): “Either
 E and Z should be banned, or
 T should be legalized.” So the author isn’t saying we should do both of those things: one or the other would suffice.

The argument asks us to “justify” the argumentation. That means it’s like a Sufficient Assumption
 question. When answering a Sufficient Assumption question we look for an answer choice that, if true, would make the conclusion logically valid. Here, however, we don't necessarily need something quite that strong, since we are only trying to strengthen the argument, rather than prove it. But if we do happen to find an answer choice that proves the argument, we'll definitely take it! Something like, “Nothing should be banned that is less dangerous than anything that is not banned.” would be nice.  Alternatively, “Nothing should be legal that is more dangerous than anything that is banned.” These two statements would operate identically, in that if they were true, and if the studies were valid, then we would have
 to either unban T, or ban both E and Z.





A)  This wouldn’t do it, because the author of the original argument seems okay with just making everything legal. The author is primarily concerned with fairness between the two
 : they can either both be banned, or both be unbanned, or the worse one can be banned and the safer one can be unbanned. The only bad outcome, according to the logic of the argument, is to have the safer one banned while the dangerous one is unbanned. So this ain’t the answer.

B)  Nope, same explanation as A. The author is fine with dangerous stuff being legal, as long as there is equitable treatment of the different substances.

C)  This rule could only ever be used to make things legal. The author would also be fine with making everything illegal. The author only cares about fairness between two competing substances.

D)  Ding ding ding! This answer is narrower than what we predicted (it’s specifically about pesticides, while our guess used the broader category “anything”), but it operates the same way. D is the principle that would justify the author’s conclusion.

E)  No, the author didn’t say, “We must ban all harmful pesticides and make legal all unharmful pesticides.” The author was only concerned with fair treatment between two different pesticides.





D is the only answer that aligns with the author’s conclusion.
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Question 18



Advocate: You claim that it is wrong to own gasoline-powered cars because they pollute too much; you have an electric car, which pollutes far less. But the company that made your car also makes millions of gasoline-powered vehicles, so your patronage benefits a producer of products to which you object. Thus, if you are right about gasoline-powered cars, you should not have your electric car either.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, would most help to justify the advocate’s reasoning?







(A)  An action can be wrong even if it has fewer negative consequences than another action.



(B)  One should purchase a product only if it pollutes less than any competing product.



(C)  One should purchase every product whose use has no negative consequences.



(D)  One should not support an organization that does anything one believes to be wrong.



(E)  One should not purchase products from companies that make no environmentally sound products.






This is a stupid argument. You shouldn’t buy an electric car because you object to gas cars, and your electric is made by a company that also makes gas cars, so when you buy an electric you therefore benefit a producer of a product (gas cars) you object to? This is some counterproductive hippie nonsense. It’s letting the perfect be the enemy of the good. Surely electric cars are an improvement even when sold by a company that also sells gas cars. Nothing is perfect. Unfortunately, we are asked to try to strengthen this ridiculous argument. In order to make the conclusion follow from the facts, we need a premise that is something like, “You shouldn’t do anything that ever benefits anyone who does anything you disapprove of, no matter how slightly.” Note that this is an extremely powerful statement, far more powerful than it even needs to be in order to make the conclusion valid. This is okay, because this is like a Sufficient Assumption question, not like a Necessary Assumption question. On this type of question, we’re asked to find an additional premise that helps to prove the conclusion. It’s OK if the answer would prove more
 than the conclusion.





A)  Too weak. “Can be wrong”? On this type of question, we’re looking for “is
 wrong.”





B)  The argument is not about pollution. The electric car does pollute less than the gas car, but the hippie advocate still
 thinks the electric car is bad, because it benefits the creator of gas cars. This is out.

C)  The conclusion is about not
 purchasing something. This answer would be good for proving that we should
 purchase something. No way.

D)  This is very close to our prediction. If this is true, then the person should not have the electric car.

E)  This doesn’t do anything, because we can either argue that the company does
 make an environmentally sound product (the electric car) or we can argue that “environmentally sound” has not been defined. Who is to say? There is no premise that tells us what this is supposed to mean.





Our answer is D.
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Question 18



Bookstore owner: Consumers should buy books only from an independent bookstore, not from a bookstore that belongs to a bookstore chain. An independent bookstore tends to carry a much wider variety of books than does a chain bookstore, so because chains often threaten the existence of independent bookstores, they tend to reduce the variety of books available to consumers.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the bookstore owner’s argumentation?







(A)  Chain bookstores should not force independent bookstores out of business when doing so would reduce the variety of books available to consumers.



(B)  Consumers should buy books from only those bookstores whose existence does not tend to reduce the variety of books available to consumers.



(C)  The best interest of the bookselling business is not served when consumers purchase books from businesses whose existence tends to reduce the variety of books available to consumers.



(D)  Consumers should not make purchases from any bookstore that deliberately forces competing bookstores out of business.



(E)  If consumers have no access to any independent bookstore, they should buy books from the chain bookstore with the greatest diversity of books.






The bookstore owner’s conclusion is, “Consumers should buy books only from an independent bookstore, not from a chain.” Why does the bookstore owner say this? Well, “They tend to reduce the variety of books available to consumers.” Okay, but what if I simply don’t give a shit about variety? What if I just want to buy the latest Twilight
 drivel, like I always do, and go home? In that case, what good would it be to go to the independent bookstore if Barnes and Noble is sure to have what I really want?

When a question asks you to “most justify” an argument, what that means is, “Find an additional piece of evidence that, if true, would most prove
 the conclusion of the argument to be true.” I started out by arguing (like I always do). I found a potential flaw in the argument: what if people don’t care about variety? So now, to strengthen the argument, I’ll basically say the opposite
 of the weakness I identified. My prediction is, “Consumers should take actions that will lead to the greatest available variety.” If that’s true, and if the evidence is true (chain bookstores reduce variety), then the conclusion of the argument, “Consumers should shop at independent bookstores,” would also have to be true.





A)  The argument is about what consumers
 should do, not what bookstores should do. There’s no way this can be the answer.

B)  Aha! This is exactly what we predicted. I’ll read C through E just to be sure, but I’m 99% positive this is our answer.

C)  The argument is not about “the best interest of the bookselling business.” The argument is about what consumers
 should do. No way.

D)  This is tricky, but the argument never said that chain bookstores “deliberately” force independent stores out of business. So this can’t be it.

E)  This doesn’t do anything at all, because this answer would only apply to consumers who have no access to an independent bookstore. The facts never said anything about whether consumers had access or not, so this is irrelevant.





Our answer is B.
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Question 18



Bus driver: Had the garbage truck not been exceeding the speed limit, it would not have collided with the bus I was driving. I, on the other hand, was abiding by all traffic regulations—as the police report confirms. Therefore, although I might have been able to avoid the collision had I reacted more quickly, the bus company should not reprimand me for the accident.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the reasoning in the bus driver’s argument?







(A)  If a vehicle whose driver is violating a traffic regulation collides with a vehicle whose driver is not, the driver of the first vehicle is solely responsible for the accident.



(B)  A bus company should not reprimand one of its drivers whose bus is involved in a collision if a police report confirms that the collision was completely the fault of the driver of another vehicle.



(C)  Whenever a bus driver causes a collision to occur by violating a traffic regulation, the bus company should reprimand that driver.



(D)  A company that employs bus drivers should reprimand those drivers only when they become involved in collisions that they reasonably could have been expected to avoid.



(E)  When a bus is involved in a collision, the bus driver should not be reprimanded by the bus company if the collision did not result from the bus driver’s violating a traffic regulation.






We’re asked to identify a principle that “most helps to justify” the bus driver’s argument. “Justify” means “prove.” So we’re on the bus driver’s side, and we’re trying to prove her conclusion. Her conclusion is, “The bus company should not reprimand me.”

To strengthen an argument, we should look at the evidence for weaknesses:






	The garbage truck was speeding.

	If the garbage truck wasn’t speeding, I wouldn’t have hit it.

	I was abiding by all traffic regulations.

	I might have been able to avoid the collision if I had reacted more quickly.







That last one is actually not a “helping” fact. Things would be better for the bus driver if that last bit were untrue, right?

The biggest weakness in the argument is that there is nothing to justify the idea that the bus company “should not reprimand” under these circumstances. It’s a giant hole in the argument. To prove our case, we simply must
 connect the “should not reprimand” part in the conclusion to the facts that we already have. There are several ways to do this, since we have several facts.

Imagine how much stronger the case would be if the law said, “Any time someone else was speeding, you should not be reprimanded.” Or, “Any time you would have avoided an accident if the other party hadn’t been speeding, you should not be reprimanded.” Or, “Any time you were not yourself speeding, you should not be reprimanded.” Or, “Any time you were obeying the traffic regulations you should not be reprimanded.”

Any one of these laws would take evidence we already have and connect it, directly, to our desired conclusion. If any of these four things were the law, we would be sure to win our case. Let’s see if we can find an answer choice that’s exactly like one of these, or if not, that does the same thing as these do.





A)  This is tempting, but proving that the garbage truck is “solely responsible” for an accident isn’t necessarily the exact same thing as saying that our bus driver can’t “be reprimanded.” One could
 make the case that if the other guy is “solely responsible,” then nobody else can be reprimanded. But that’s an assumption, isn’t it? I’d rather have an answer that directly connects our facts to the desired conclusion.

B)  Nope. We gotta be really careful here. The police report confirmed that our driver was not speeding, and that the other driver was
 speeding. But that doesn’t mean the police report confirms that the collision was “completely the fault” of the driver of the other vehicle. Our driver could have reacted quicker and possibly avoided the accident, right? So maybe the police report says, “Both drivers were partially at fault,” even if it says the bus driver was obeying all the laws.

C)  Nah. We want a premise that says violating
 —> reprimand
 . This premise says violating —> reprimand. Those aren’t the same thing. If you don’t understand this, please shoot me an email, because it’s a really
 important concept.

D)  Nope. This doesn’t help us at all, because we don’t know whether or not the bus driver could have “reasonably been expected to avoid” the accident in question.

E)  Since our driver didn’t violate any traffic regulations, the collision cannot have resulted from our driver’s violating a traffic regulation. So if E is the rule, then our bus driver can’t be reprimanded. Which is our desired outcome. This one connects our facts more directly to our conclusion than A did.





So our answer is E. 
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Question 19



Columnist: Much of North America and western Europe is more heavily forested and has less acid rain and better air quality now than five decades ago. Though this may be due largely to policies advocated by environmentalists, it nonetheless lends credibility to the claims of people who reject predictions of imminent ecological doom and argue that environmental policies that excessively restrict the use of natural resources may diminish the wealth necessary to adopt and sustain the policies that brought about these improvements.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the columnist’s reasoning?







(A)  Nations sustain their wealth largely through industrial use of the natural resources found within their boundaries.



(B)  The more advanced the technology used in a nation’s industries, the greater is that nation’s ability to devote a portion of its resources to social programs.



(C)  A majority of ecological disasters arise from causes that are beyond human control.



(D)  If a compromise between the proponents of economic growth and the environmentalists had been enacted rather than the current policies, the environment would have seen significantly less improvement.



(E)  The concern demonstrated by a nation for the health and integrity of its natural ecosystems leads to an increase in that nation’s wealth.






Wait a minute. This argument basically says, “Environmental protections may have been working, therefore environmental protections may fail.” Are you kidding me?

We’re asked to strengthen the argument. It’s such a shitty argument that I don’t immediately see how to do so. Let’s just dive into the answer choices and see if we can find something that, when added to the existing evidence, gives credence to the idea that the protections might eventually fail.





A)  This strengthens the argument somewhat, because it shores up the idea that environmental protections might cause countries to lose money, which would then leave the country too poor to protect its environment. The argument is still sketchy, but this at least strengthens a little bit.

B)  Social programs? Totally irrelevant.

C)  Ecological disasters like volcanoes and tsunamis are scary, but they aren’t relevant to the issue of trying to protect the environment from humans
 .

D)  What might have been in the past isn’t relevant. The issue is what’s going to happen in the future.

E)  This would weaken the argument, and we were looking for a strengthener.





Our answer is A. Even though A doesn’t prove the argument to be valid (the argument still sucks) at least A strengthens the argument a little bit. We can’t say the same for any of the other answers.
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Question 19



Renting cars from dealerships is less expensive than renting cars from national rental firms. But to take advantage of dealership rates, tourists must determine which local dealerships offer rentals, and then pay for long taxi rides between the airport and those dealerships. So renting from dealerships rather than national rental firms is generally more worthwhile for local residents than for tourists.







Each of the following, if true, strengthens the argument EXCEPT:







(A)  To encourage future business, many car dealerships drop off and pick up rental cars for local residents at no charge.



(B)  Tourists renting cars from national rental firms almost never need to pay for taxi rides to or from the airport.



(C)  Travel agents generally are unable to inform tourists of which local car dealerships offer rentals.



(D)  Many local residents know of local car dealerships that offer low-priced rentals.



(E)  For local residents, taxi rides to car dealerships from their homes or workplaces are usually no less expensive than taxi rides to national rental firms.






There are some missing pieces here. The argument concludes that local residents will find renting cars from dealerships (rather than car rental firms) more worthwhile than tourists will. The question says there are four strengtheners (the incorrect answers), so that means there will be one non-strengthener (either irrelevant or weakener), which will be the correct answer. Note that we shouldn’t try to answer this one in advance, because the correct answer could be plain irrelevant. Instead, we should eliminate the four strengtheners and choose the one that’s left.





A)  This would strengthen, because it’s a benefit for local residents only.

B)  This would strengthen, because it suggests an advantage (for tourists, who are at the airport) of using rental firms.

C)  This would strengthen, because it eliminates one easy way for tourists to figure out which local dealerships rent cars.

D)  This would strengthen, because it suggests that local residents have an information advantage in renting from local dealerships.

E)  This would weaken
 the argument, because it takes away one supposed advantage locals have over tourists.





Our answer is E.
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Question 19



Educator: It has been argued that our professional organization should make decisions about important issues—such as raising dues and taking political stands—by a direct vote of all members rather than by having members vote for officers who in turn make the decisions. This would not, however, be the right way to decide these matters, for the vote of any given individual is much more likely to determine organizational policy by influencing the election of an officer than by influencing the result of a direct vote on a single issue.







Which one of the following principles would, if valid, most help to justify the educator’s reasoning?







(A)  No procedure for making organizational decisions should allow one individual’s vote to weigh more than that of another.



(B)  Outcomes of organizational elections should be evaluated according to their benefit to the organization as a whole, not according to the fairness of the methods by which they are produced.



(C)  Important issues facing organizations should be decided by people who can devote their full time to mastering the information relevant to the issues.



(D)  An officer of an organization should not make a particular decision on an issue unless a majority of the organization’s members would approve of that decision.



(E)  An organization’s procedures for making organizational decisions should maximize the power of each member of the organization to influence the decisions made.






This argument, like usual, makes no sense. The conclusion, paraphrased, is, “We shouldn’t have direct democracy, we should have representative democracy instead.” The evidence is, “The vote of any given individual is more likely to determine organizational policy by influencing the election of an officer than by influencing the result of a direct vote on a single issue.”  I’d like to take issue with that premise. Why would a vote for a politician do more to influence an issue than a vote on a specific issue would? But, we should probably let that issue go because it’s a premise
 , not a conclusion
 , and we can only argue with conclusions.

The question asks us to “justify” the reasoning, which means “prove the conclusion.” So we need to connect the evidence to the conclusion. The missing link seems something like, “We should pick a system of government that gives individuals the greatest impact on organizational policy.” If that’s true, and if the (arguably bullshit) premise is true, then the conclusion is true. Note that I hate this argument, but I still think our prediction will be the correct answer.





A)  It’s not about one person vs. another person. Not what we’re looking for.

B)  It’s not about benefit
 to the organization. It’s about each individual having maximum impact on policy. This isn’t it.

C)  No, it’s not about what type of people should be elected. This answer is a zillion miles away from a correct answer because it doesn’t come close to connecting the premise, as given, to the conclusion that the argument actually made. Answer C is completely nonsensical. If you chose C, you should email me or call me so that I can give you a couple basic examples of what LSAT logic is supposed to be all about.

D)  It’s not about what individual officers should or shouldn’t do. No way.

E)  Yes, this is what we’ve been looking for. If E is true, and if the premise is true, then the conclusion would have to be true.





So E is our answer.
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Question 19



In an experiment, researchers played a series of musical intervals—two-note sequences—to a large, diverse group of six-month-old babies. They found that the babies paid significantly more attention when the intervals were perfect octaves, fifths, or fourths than otherwise. These intervals are prevalent in the musical systems of most cultures around the world. Thus, humans probably have a biological predisposition to pay more attention to those intervals than to others.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  Several similar experiments using older children and adults found that these subjects, too, had a general tendency to pay more attention to octaves, fifths, and fourths than to other musical intervals.



(B)  None of the babies in the experiment had previous exposure to music from any culture.



(C)  All of the babies in the experiment had been exposed to music drawn equally from a wide variety of cultures around the world.



(D)  In a second experiment, these same babies showed no clear tendency to notice primary colors more than other colors.



(E)  Octaves, fifths, and fourths were played more frequently during the experiment than other musical intervals were.






Hmm. The evidence is, “Babies pay more attention to perfect octaves,” and, “Perfect octaves are prevalent in music around the world.” The conclusion is, “Therefore humans have a biological predisposition to pay more attention to perfect octaves.”

This seems fairly reasonable I suppose, but if I were the opposing attorney I would hammer on the “biological disposition” part. How do we know babies didn’t learn to pay attention to perfect octaves from their parents? What came first: the chicken or the egg? Isn’t it possible, since perfect octaves are prevalent around the world, that babies immediately start to be indoctrinated with perfect octaves as soon as they’re born (nay, while they are in the womb!), and therefore tend to pay attention to perfect octaves in scientific experiments? The speaker here hasn’t proven this theory impossible, therefore it’s a hole in the argument.

We’re asked to strengthen the argument, so my first guess is that the correct answer will plug the hole we have identified. Something like, “It’s impossible to learn to pay attention to perfect octaves,” would plug the gap nicely. Let’s see.





A)  This is irrelevant, since the issue is whether humans have a “biological disposition” to perfect octaves. In other words, older kids and adults are irrelevant. The point is: do newborns do it? How about babies in the womb? That’s what we’re really interested in.

B)  Okay, this is good. If this is true, then the babies in the study couldn’t have been indoctrinated. Instead, they’re naturally
 paying attention to perfect octaves. I like this answer.

C)  Nah, who cares. It’s just not relevant if they heard music from one culture, or all cultures. What’s relevant is if they’d heard any music at all. B gets to that point.

D)  Colors? Fuck off with that. Irrelevant.

E)  I don’t see how this would possibly strengthen the argument. In fact, it’s probably a weakener, because if this is true then maybe the babies got indoctrinated during the study itself
 .





Our answer is B.
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Question 19



Essayist: One of the drawbacks of extreme personal and political freedom is that free choices are often made for the worst. To expect people to thrive when they are given the freedom to make unwise decisions is frequently unrealistic. Once people see the destructive consequences of extreme freedom, they may prefer to establish totalitarian political regimes that allow virtually no freedom. Thus, one should not support political systems that allow extreme freedom.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the essayist’s reasoning?







(A)  One should not support any political system that will inevitably lead to the establishment of a totalitarian political regime.



(B)  One should not expect everyone to thrive even in a political system that maximizes people’s freedom in the long run.



(C)  One should support only those political systems that give people the freedom to make wise choices.



(D)  One should not support any political system whose destructive consequences could lead people to prefer totalitarian political regimes.



(E)  One should not support any political system that is based on unrealistic expectations about people’s behavior under that system.






100 percent bullshit. “Freedom makes it possible for people to make bad choices. Once people see the results of their bad decisions they may
 prefer totalitarian regimes. Thus one should not support political systems that allow extreme freedom.”

Basically, eff you. Show me one example of a society that has had freedom, then said, “Oops we should bring in the Taliban instead.” I mean, according to the premises, this is possible
 . But, that doesn’t mean it has actually ever happened. Nor does it mean that it’s at all likely to happen. Nor does it mean that the slight risk of this maybe
 happening would outweigh the certain cost of restricting our own freedoms in advance, just in case, to protect against this crazy scenario from occurring.

Nor does it mean, on a totally separate angle of attack, that, if it did
 actually happen in some scenario, the society couldn’t be better off with (perhaps a benevolent) totalitarian regime.

After all that, we’re asked to justify the essayist’s reasoning. So we have to switch teams. How do we get from the evidence, “If given freedom, people may then choose totalitarian regimes,” to the conclusion, “So we should not support political systems that allow extreme freedom”?

My guess is something like, “We should never
 take any
 risk of establishing a totalitarian regime.” If this were true, then I suppose the conclusion of the horrible argument would be proven. The evidence says that if we allow extreme freedom, then there is some
 risk, however slight, that we’ll end up with a totalitarian regime.





A)  This is wrong because of “inevitably.” If it said “possibly,” it would be the correct answer.

B)  Not what we’re looking for. It doesn’t connect the evidence to the conclusion.

C)  This would weaken the argument, I think. We’re looking for a sufficient condition, i.e.
 , something that strengthens
 the argument beyond a shadow of a doubt.

D)  There we go. This is very similar to our prediction. If it’s true, the conclusion would have to be true. So this is the answer.

E)  Just because it’s “frequently unrealistic” to expect people to thrive doesn’t mean the whole system was “based on” an unrealistic expectation. Anyway, this doesn’t connect the evidence to the conclusion and D does.





D is our answer.






Strengthen Questions: HARDEST


June 2008




Section 4




Question 20



TV meteorologist: Our station’s weather forecasts are more useful and reliable than those of the most popular news station in the area. After all, the most important question for viewers in this area is whether it will rain, and on most of the occasions when we have forecast rain for the next day, we have been right. The same cannot be said for either of our competitors.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the meteorologist’s argument?







(A)  The meteorologist’s station forecast rain more often than did the most popular news station in the area.



(B)  The less popular of the competing stations does not employ any full-time meteorologists.



(C)  The most popular news station in the area is popular because of its investigative news reports.



(D)  The meteorologist’s station has a policy of not making weather forecasts more than three days in advance.



(E)  On most of the occasions when the meteorologist’s station forecast that it would not rain, at least one of its competitors also forecast that it would not rain.






Tricky one here, but I see the flaw. What if the TV meteorologist had only forecast rain once last year? What if he waited until it had rained for three days straight, then checked the Doppler and observed that it was raining everywhere in a 500-mile radius, then walked outside and observed even darker
 clouds on the horizon, and then made the bold step of forecasting rain for the following day. And then resumed forecasting sunshine for every other day that entire year. If that were true, then at the end of the year wouldn’t the meteorologist have been able to say, “On most of the occasions when we have forecast rain for the next day, we have been right”? Yes, he would. But his weather report would, nevertheless, be worthless, because he would have had about 100 rainy days where he forecast sun mixed in with his one hit on forecasting rain.

We’re asked to strengthen the meteorologist’s conclusion that his forecasts are the most “useful and reliable.” Since we’ve laid out such a devastating objection above (“Dude, you only forecast rain once last year”) I bet the correct answer is going to protect against that weakener. (One great way to strengthen an argument is to protect it from attack.) So something like, “The meteorologist was correct on as many days
 as his competitors,” would be a good answer. He’s already presented evidence that he was correct most of the time when he called rain, which is not true of his competitors. But we don’t know how often he called rain. Let’s see.





A)  Exactly. If this is true, then the guy called rain more often and
 was correct more often than his competitors. That means this guy knows his shit. But without both of those facts, we don’t know if he’s good or not. I love this answer.

B)  Huh? Not relevant. The only thing relevant is accuracy, not education.

C)  Also not relevant. The only thing relevant is accuracy.

D)  This would be a fucking good idea if it were true. Long-term weather forecasts are worthless; trust me on this, I’m a golfer. But even if it were true, it would have no bearing on whether this station is the best at forecasting weather the next day.

E)  Who cares if other stations followed his lead most of the time? That doesn’t prove anything.





Our answer is A, because if it’s true then (when added to his other evidence) it proves
 that this guy is good at calling rain vs. no rain.
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Question 21



Safety consultant: Judged by the number of injuries per licensed vehicle, minivans are the safest vehicles on the road. However, in carefully designed crash tests, minivans show no greater ability to protect their occupants than other vehicles of similar size do. Thus, the reason minivans have such a good safety record is probably not that they are inherently safer than other vehicles, but rather that they are driven primarily by low-risk drivers.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the safety consultant’s argument?







(A)  When choosing what kind of vehicle to drive, low-risk drivers often select a kind that they know to perform particularly well in crash tests.



(B)  Judged by the number of accidents per licensed vehicle, minivans are no safer than most other kinds of vehicles are.



(C)  Minivans tend to carry more passengers at any given time than do most other vehicles.



(D)  In general, the larger a vehicle is, the greater its ability to protect its occupants.



(E)  Minivans generally have worse braking and emergency handling capabilities than other vehicles of similar size.






There’s a cause and effect conclusion here. Why
 do minivans have fewer injuries per vehicle than other vehicles on the road? The offered cause for this effect is, “They are driven primarily by low-risk drivers.” The argument also rejects
 a competing cause. It’s “probably not that they are inherently safer vehicles.” Oh yeah, why not?
 Well, crash tests show that they have no greater ability to protect their occupants.

You’ll be shocked to learn that I intend to argue with this reasoning. Here goes: Okay, but even if the minivan is no better than another car in a crash, what if the minivan has the world’s best braking system? And the world’s best visibility? And the world’s most grippy (a technical term) tires? And a K.I.T.T.-style supercomputer onboard that warns the driver of impending danger? If any of that is true, then the minivan drivers could actually be
 worse than other drivers, and the injury data would be solely explained by the inherent safety of the minivan itself!


See, my objection here isn’t in the form of, “Safer drivers?! You’re an idiot, safer drivers couldn’t possibly lead to fewer injuries!” Rather, it’s in the form of, “Well, okay, safer drivers is one possibility. But aren’t there other possibilities that you’re leaving out? I don’t think your argument has adequately eliminated ‘inherently safer car’ from the possible causes.”

We’re asked to strengthen the argument. One way to strengthen the argument would be to further eliminate “safer car” from the running. Something like, “The minivan has the same visibility as every other car,” would be a good start. It wouldn’t prove
 the argument, but it would definitely make it that much stronger. Let’s see.





A)  This might actually weaken the argument, by suggesting that safer drivers would have avoided the minivan.

B)  I don’t think this is it. If minivans get into the same number of accidents as other vehicles, but have fewer injuries than other vehicles, then we’re still left wondering whether the drivers are more cautious (leading to fewer severe accidents) or the car is somehow safer (leading to fewer severe accidents). I don’t see how this premise supports the idea that drivers are responsible for the lower injury rate vs. the car being inherently better for injuries.

C)  If this is true, it only reinforces the idea that minivans (or
 their drivers) are good at keeping passengers safe. It doesn’t change the minivan vs. driver argument, however.

D)  This does nothing. We don’t know whether minivans are large or small in relation to other cars. Furthermore, the crash data was related to “other vehicles of similar size.” Totally irrelevant.

E)  Well, yes. If this is true, then the minivan should be inherently more
 dangerous than cars of similar size. So this would tend to support the idea that something else (the drivers, perhaps?) might be responsible for the lower injury rates.





E is our answer.
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Question 21



Ethicist: People who avoid alcoholic beverages simply because they regard them as a luxury beyond their financial means should not be praised for their abstinence. Similarly, those who avoid alcohol simply because they lack the desire to partake should not be praised, unless this disinclination has somehow resulted from an arduous process of disciplining oneself to refrain from acting indiscriminately on one’s desires.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the ethicist’s claims?







(A)  Whether behavior should be regarded as praiseworthy is a function of both its consequences and the social context in which the agent acts.



(B)  A person should be blamed for an action only if that action was not motivated by a desire to be virtuous or if the person did not have to overcome any obstacles in order to perform that action.



(C)  A person is praiseworthy for a particular behavior only if, in order to adopt that behavior, the person at some point had to overcome a desire to do something that she or he felt able to afford to do.



(D)  The extent to which the process of acquiring self-discipline is arduous for a person is affected by that person’s set of desires and aversions.



(E)  The apportionment of praise and blame should be commensurate with the arduousness or ease of the lives of those who receive praise or blame.






This ethicist seems like a dick. Basically, it’s, “Don’t praise teetotalers who are just frugal,” and also, “Don’t praise teetotalers who are just not interested.” The ethicist doesn’t want to praise anybody. The term “unless” indicates that the ethicist sees “an arduous process of self-discipline” as a necessary
 condition for praising someone. And even if the teetotaler had
 gone through such an arduous self-discipline process, the ethicist still
 might not praise her, because satisfaction of a necessary condition doesn’t force
 the sufficient condition to be true, it only makes it possible.

We’re asked to strengthen the ethicist’s position. I see three different claims here, without any evidence: 1) Don’t praise teetotalers who are frugal, 2) don’t praise teetotalers who are naturally uninterested, and 3) don’t praise people who eliminated the desire unless they went through an arduous self-discipline process.





A)  Not what we’re looking for. There is no way we should even try to parse this one until we’ve first seen all five answer choices.

B)  Nah, “blame” is not the issue here. The issue was “praise.” This rule is irrelevant.

C)  Sure, I think this strengthens the argument quite a bit. It matches our prediction, in that it makes self-discipline necessary for praise. And it certainly doesn’t hurt that it also eliminates those who did the self-discipline for monetary reasons. We’ve gotta like this one.

D)  What? No, the argument wasn’t about what causes
 a process to be arduous. This answer has some of the right words, but it just doesn’t address the issue we’re trying to address.

E)  Nah. The arduousness of someone’s life
 is not at issue, only the arduousness of avoiding booze.





Our answer is C.
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Question 22



Archaeologist: After the last ice age, groups of paleohumans left Siberia and crossed the Bering land bridge, which no longer exists, into North America. Archaeologists have discovered in Siberia a cache of Clovis points—the distinctive stone spear points made by paleohumans. This shows that, contrary to previous belief, the Clovis point was not invented in North America.







Which one of the following, if true, would most strengthen the archaeologist’s argument?







(A)  The Clovis points found in Siberia are older than any of those that have been found in North America.



(B)  The Bering land bridge disappeared before any of the Clovis points found to date were made.



(C)  Clovis points were more effective hunting weapons than earlier spear points had been.



(D)  Archaeologists have discovered in Siberia artifacts that date from after the time paleohumans left Siberia.



(E)  Some paleohuman groups that migrated from Siberia to North America via the Bering land bridge eventually returned to Siberia.






The logic here is, “Humans migrated across the Bering land bridge from Siberia into North America. The land bridge no longer exists. We found a bunch of spear points in Siberia. Therefore the spear point wasn’t invented in North America.”

This does seem to make sense, but only if you assume that the land bridge was a one-time-only, one-way sort of deal, like Moses using a stick made of magic to part the Red Sea. But this isn’t a children’s story. The Bering land bridge was real, and it existed for a long
 time. It’s possible that humans lived on the bridge for a period of time, or at the very least humans went back and forth across the bridge for a while. So it’s possible that the spear points were first invented in North America but some of them were left in Siberia.

We’re asked to strengthen the argument, so now I have to switch teams. I think the best way to do this is probably to defend against my reasoning above. If there was an answer like, “Humans only went across the land bridge once, in one direction (like Moses),” then that would be pretty good.





A)  This strengthens the argument, because if the spear points found in Siberia are older than the spear points found in North America, why would we ever think they were invented in North America? This answer is not what we predicted, but I like it.

B)  Tempting maybe, but no. Even if the bridge disappeared before the Siberian Clovis points were made, the Clovis point still could have been invented in North America, then brought back to Siberia, before the bridge disappeared.

C)  Totally and completely irrelevant. If you picked this answer, you gotta call me, email me, so that I can stress the importance of paying attention to the conclusion of the argument. This is a million miles from being correct.

D)  This one says, “Some artifacts were left in Siberia after humans left Siberia.” I think that can only be a weakener, because it suggests that people could have left Siberia, then gone back. We want a strengthener, and we already have strengtheners in A and B, so I’m not going to waste any more time with D.

E)  Again, this is a weakener. A and B are better. A is better than B, so A is our answer. But it’s a close call between those two. If you narrowed it down to A and B here, congratulations. You’re getting there!





The answer is A.
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Question 22



Over the last 10 years, there has been a dramatic increase in the number of people over the age of 65 living in this region. This is evident from the fact that during this time the average age of people living in this region has increased from approximately 52 to 57 years.







Which one of the following, if true, would most strengthen the argument?







(A)  The number of people in the region under the age of 18 has increased over the last 10 years.



(B)  The birth rate for the region decreased significantly over the last 10 years.



(C)  The total number of people living in the region has decreased over the last 10 years.



(D)  The number of people who moved into the region over the last 10 years is greater than the number of those who moved out.



(E)  The average age for people in the region is higher than that for people in surrounding regions.






This is traditionally a very difficult question for would-be lawyers, partially because it contains numbers. You must get over your math-phobia and argue
 with the logic here. It’s still a hard question, but you narrow it down to a couple answers.

The conclusion is the first sentence: “Over the last 10 years, there has been a dramatic increase in the number of people over the age of 65 living in this region.” The evidence is that during this time the average age has increased from 52 to 57.

Does this evidence prove this conclusion? Hell no. Just because the average age increased slightly doesn’t mean there are now way more retirees in town. There are plenty of other explanations. Here are a couple:





1)  Let’s say, just for fun, that a school bus containing every single one of the town’s cute little children drove straight into a volcano, killing everyone with lava. What would happen to the average age in town? It would go up. In this scenario, there would be the exact same
 number of people in town over the age of 65 and far fewer young people, driving the average age up.

2)  What if nobody was born or died in town for ten years? And if nobody moved in or out? After ten years the average age would have gone up by exactly ten years. To comply with the given facts, it would actually have been necessary that a few of the old folks died, so that the average age would have only gone up by 5 years instead of 10. So in this scenario there would be less
 people over the age of 65, but most people would just be 10 years older than they were at the beginning, therefore the average age would have gone up.





The question asks us to strengthen the argument. We’re looking for something like the opposite
 of what I’ve predicted above. “No children died during the 10 year period,” might be a good answer, because it would defend against my volcano fantasy. Okay, let’s see what we’ve got:





A)  I like this answer because it defends against my volcano idea above.

B)  This is a weakener. It matches my example about nobody being born.

C)  This could only possibly weaken the argument. If the total number of people in town has decreased over the last 10 years, that makes it even harder for the conclusion to be possible. This is out, because we want a strengthener.

D)  This is a mild strengthener, because if there are more people in town overall then there are likely to be more old folks as well. The problem I see with this answer is that it’s compatible with a bunch of 60-year-olds moving into town. If a bunch of 60-year-olds moved in, then the average age would go up, but there would not
 be more 65-plusers. I like A better than this answer, so this one is out.

E)  Surrounding regions are absolutely irrelevant to the conclusion of the argument. This is the easiest answer to discard.





A is the answer. It’s not perfect, but I think it’s the best of a bad lot.
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Question 23



Many scientific studies have suggested that taking melatonin tablets can induce sleep. But this does not mean that melatonin is helpful in treating insomnia. Most of the studies examined only people without insomnia, and in many of the studies, only a few of the subjects given melatonin appeared to be significantly affected by it.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  A weaker correlation between taking melatonin and the inducement of sleep was found in the studies that included people with insomnia than in the studies that did not.



(B)  None of the studies that suggested that taking melatonin tablets can induce sleep examined a fully representative sample of the human population.



(C)  In the studies that included subjects with insomnia, only subjects without insomnia were significantly affected by doses of melatonin.



(D)  Several people who were in control groups and only given placebos claimed that the tablets induced sleep.



(E)  If melatonin were helpful in treating insomnia, then every person with insomnia who took doses of melatonin would appear to be significantly affected by it.






Hmm. I think the logic here sounds better than it actually might be. To summarize, it goes like this: Melatonin studies have only studied subjects without insomnia. And in many of those studies, only a few of the subjects were significantly affected by it. Therefore, the fact that many scientific studies have suggested that melatonin tablets can induce sleep does not mean that melatonin is helpful in treating insomnia.

Wait, what? First of all, the studies have shown that melatonin can induce sleep.
 Isn’t insomnia a lack of sleep? The studies seem like, if anything, they at least suggest that melatonin can fix insomnia. The fact that most of the studies haven’t actually used insomniacs as test subjects doesn’t really help much. The fact remains that melatonin did induce sleep in the subjects who were tested. And some of the studies did
 include insomniacs!

With all that said, we’re then asked to strengthen the argument. No problem. Since we know what some of the holes in the argument might be, we can look for an answer that would plug one or more of those holes. If we can’t find an answer that would plug an obvious hole, then we’ll just pick the one that seems to strengthen the most, while eliminating anything that’s irrelevant or actually weakens the argument.





A)  I think this weakens the argument. Imagine if I said, “Cigarette smoking has been shown to have a weaker correlation with cancer than rolling naked in a big pile of decaying uranium shavings does.” Would that help my case, if my goal was to prove that cigarette smoking does not cause cancer? Nah, didn’t think so. If this answer is true, then it admits that melatonin is correlated with inducing sleep in insomniacs. So it’s actually a weakener.

B)  Meh. I don’t think this could ever be the answer, unless the conclusion of the argument had specifically been about “the entire human population.” Random sampling is good, but there are limits to how “fully representative” your sample can ever actually be.

C)  Yep. If this is true, then it says that the insomniacs who were actually tested did not respond significantly to melatonin. That’s the best evidence so far that melatonin isn’t going to alleviate insomnia.

D)  This is always going to be true, and does not indicate that melatonin doesn’t work. It could only be used to prove that melatonin isn’t the only thing that works, or perhaps that melatonin doesn’t work more than a placebo works. But even if a placebo works, melatonin could also work. So this is out.

E)  This might have actually happened in the given studies! We weren’t given enough information to know what happened to the insomniacs who were included in the tests.





Our answer is C, because if it’s true it plugs one of the holes in the argument.
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Question 24



There are 1.3 billion cows worldwide, and this population is growing to keep pace with the demand for meat and milk. These cows produce trillions of liters of methane gas yearly, and this methane contributes to global warming. The majority of the world’s cows are given relatively low-quality diets even though cows produce less methane when they receive better-quality diets. Therefore, methane production from cows could be kept in check if cows were given better-quality diets.







Which one of the following, if true, adds the most support for the conclusion of the argument?







(A)  Cows given good-quality diets produce much more meat and milk than they would produce otherwise.



(B)  Carbon and hydrogen, the elements that make up methane, are found in abundance in the components of all types of cow feed.



(C)  Most farmers would be willing to give their cows high-quality feed if the cost of that feed were lower.



(D)  Worldwide, more methane is produced by cows raised for meat production than by those raised for milk production.



(E)  Per liter, methane contributes more to global warming than does carbon dioxide, a gas that is thought to be the most significant contributor to global warming.






When I was about 10 years old, my buddy David Holmlund and I heard a news story about methane production from cows and thought it was the height of comedy. How, exactly, did the scientists measure the amount of methane gas emitted per cow? We assumed that some sort of balloon was involved, and a very steady scientist’s hand. I still do
 suppose a balloon is involved, come to think of it. How else would this study be possible? I would love it if someone could sort me out on this.

Unfortunately, this question isn’t about my balloon assumption. Instead, the argument is about whether or not we could stop the bovine fouling of our air by changing cows’ diets. The conclusion is the last sentence: “Methane production from cows could be kept in check if cows were given better-quality diets.”

The first sentence says the population of cows is growing to keep pace with the demand for meat and milk. The world population is about to cross the 7 billion mark. Feeding 7 billion people requires a lot of goddamn cheeseburgers, whether the beef is grass-fed or not. So my objection to the logic is this: If the population of cows keeps growing to keep pace with human demand, might the methane problem also keep growing, even if we give them a better diet? A better diet might reduce methane per cow
 , but would do nothing to affect the number of cows. And the number
 of cows seems to be the real problem here.

The question asks us to support the conclusion of the argument. The right answer might somehow defend against my devastating objection above.





A)  Okay, this is a solid answer. Not only do better diets reduce methane per cow, they also increase meat and milk production per cow
 , thus decreasing the number
 of cows required to support the human race’s irresponsible population growth. This defends against my predicted weakener, so I like this answer.

B)  If anything, this could only weaken the idea that better diets would change the methane problem. We’re looking for a strengthener. This is out.

C)  Please don’t pick answers like this. The conclusion was theoretical: If we gave cows better diets
 , we could curb the methane problem. It’s entirely irrelevant whether farmers are actually willing to do this. Notice how A supports the conclusion whether or not farmers are actually willing to make the change in diet. The practical problem is irrelevant since the conclusion is qualified by “if
 we gave cows better diets.” This is out.

D)  Meat vs. milk is totally irrelevant. No way. If you picked this answer, I really don’t think you’re paying attention to what the argument is trying to prove.

E)  Just like answer D, the methane vs. carbon dioxide issue is totally irrelevant.





Answer A is the only answer that strengthens the idea that better diets will help the methane problem. So our answer is A.
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Question 24



Music critic: How well an underground rock group’s recordings sell is no mark of that group’s success as an underground group. After all, if a recording sells well, it may be because some of the music on the recording is too trendy to be authentically underground; accordingly, many underground musicians consider it desirable for a recording not to sell well. But weak sales may simply be the result of the group’s incompetence.







Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the music critic’s argument?







(A)  If an underground rock group is successful as an underground group, its recordings will sell neither especially well nor especially poorly.



(B)  An underground rock group is unsuccessful as an underground group if it is incompetent or if any of its music is too trendy to be authentically underground, or both.



(C)  Whether an underground group’s recordings meet criteria that many underground musicians consider desirable is not a mark of that group’s success.



(D)  An underground rock group is successful as an underground group if the group is competent but its recordings nonetheless do not sell well.



(E)  For an underground rock group, competence and the creation of authentically underground music are not in themselves marks of success.






Very tough question. This isn’t one to waste much time on if you’re not already hovering around the 160 mark.

The conclusion is the first sentence: “How well an underground rock group’s recordings sell is no mark of that group’s success as an underground group.” The rest of the argument attempts to back that up: “If a recording sells well… it may be too trendy to be… underground.” And, “Weak sales may simply [indicate] incompetence.”

So it’s an ultradouchy argument about what’s properly considered “underground.” If you don’t sell enough, says the hipster, then you might just suck. But if you sell too much, then you might be “trendy” and therefore not properly called “underground.”

We’re asked to help “justify” the music critic’s argument. In other words, we’re trying to prove
 the music critic’s argument. First, I’m going to argue with the douchebag hipster and see what happens. Here’s my objection:

“Dude. You just said
 that weak sales might indicate incompetence, and good sales might indicate trendiness, and you seem to imply that either incompetence or trendiness would be a sign that the group is not
 successful as an ‘underground’ group. But your conclusion is, ‘Sales are no mark of success as an underground group.’ How can this be true, if you just said
 that both low sales and high sales might indicate whether a group is successful as an underground group?”

I’m actually not sure how to get from the critic’s evidence to the critic’s conclusion, since the critic’s evidence seems to go directly opposite the desired conclusion. I’m in trouble here; we’re going to have to go into the answer choices without a prediction.









A)  If this is true, it supports the idea that sales can
 indicate a group’s success. (You’re more likely to be successful if you sell middling numbers of records.) So this answer goes directly against the desired conclusion.

B)  This at least supports the direction the critic was trying to go. Above, I noted that the critic had assumed
 that incompetence means you’re not successful as an underground group, and also assumed
 that trendiness means you’re not successful as an underground group. Since answer B at least covers up those two assumptions, it helps the argument that the music critic is trying to make. It’s still a shitty argument, don’t get me wrong. But B is an assumption of the argument, so making B explicit does strengthen the argument. I don’t love this answer, but I could see picking it if the rest of the answers suck.

C)  This does strengthen the argument, but not as much as B.  So it's out.

D)  Like A, this answer supports the idea that sales can
 indicate a group’s success. (You’re more likely to be successful if your records do not sell well.) So I don’t see how this can help the critic. B is still the best, by far.

E)  This answer takes all the words from the argument, puts them in a blender, and barfs out a bunch of nonsense. I can’t make a case for this answer choice helping the music critic. We did make a case for B, even if it was a weak case. So let’s choose B and get the hell out of here without wasting any more time.





Our answer is B.
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Question 24



The supernova event of 1987 is interesting in that there is still no evidence of the neutron star that current theory says should have remained after a supernova of that size. This is in spite of the fact that many of the most sensitive instruments ever developed have searched for the tell-tale pulse of radiation that neutron stars emit. Thus, current theory is wrong in claiming that supernovas of a certain size always produce neutron stars.







Which one of the following, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  Most supernova remnants that astronomers have detected have a neutron star nearby.



(B)  Sensitive astronomical instruments have detected neutron stars much farther away than the location of the 1987 supernova.



(C)  The supernova of 1987 was the first that scientists were able to observe in progress.



(D)  Several important features of the 1987 supernova are correctly predicted by the current theory.



(E)  Some neutron stars are known to have come into existence by a cause other than a supernova explosion.






The problem with the logic here is that it assumes that if the neutron star were there, “The most sensitive instruments ever developed,” would have found it. But what if our instruments just aren’t good enough? To strengthen this argument, I’d love to see an answer choice that says something about the bad-assedness of our current instruments, something like, “Current instruments are plenty powerful enough to have detected the neutron star if it actually existed.”





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  This is close, because it suggests that the instruments we have are powerful enough to detect neutrons “much farther away” than the one we’re looking for from 1987. So this is our answer unless something else jumps out at us.

C)  Not relevant.

D)  So what.

E)  Not relevant.





Our answer is B. This was an example of a question that really requires you to attack
 it before you try to strengthen it. The correct answer strengthens the argument by plugging up a potential point of weakness in the argument. If you can find a hole in your argument, then you know what kind of evidence you need to strengthen it. All the other answers are simply irrelevant.
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Question 24



Over 40,000 lead seals from the early Byzantine Empire remain today. Apart from the rare cases where the seal authenticated a document of special importance, most seals had served their purpose when the document was opened. Lead was not expensive, but it was not free: most lead seals would have been recast once they had served their purpose. Thus the number of early Byzantine documents sealed in such a fashion must have been many times the number of remaining lead seals.







Which one of the following statements, if true, most strengthens the argument?







(A)  Most of the lead seals produced during the early Byzantine Empire were affixed to documents that were then opened during that period.



(B)  Most of the lead seals produced during the early Byzantine Empire were affixed to documents that have since been destroyed.



(C)  The amount of lead available for seals in the early Byzantine Empire was much greater than the amount of lead that remains in the seals today.



(D)  During the time of the early Byzantine Empire there were at most 40,000 documents of enough importance to prevent the removing and recycling of the seal.



(E)  During the time of the early Byzantine Empire there were fewer than 40,000 seals affixed to documents at any given time.






Superhard question.

This argument makes a lot of sense to me, which is usually a very bad sign. If there are 40,000 of these things remaining, and if the seals were recast (possibly as seals for other documents) then it seems almost impossible to avoid that there were more documents than seals. It makes me uncomfortable that we’re being asked to “strengthen” this argument, because I thought the logic was pretty tight already. Sounds like trouble.





A)  I suppose this strengthens the argument somewhat, because once the documents were opened the seals would have “served their purpose” and “been recast,” possibly for other documents. I suppose the argument could be weakened by an attack that said, “None of the documents sealed with lead were ever opened.” If that were true, then there would be exactly the same number of remaining seals as documents… I think? And this answer, A, would defend against that attack. So there’s an argument for A. Let’s see what else is here.

B)  I don’t see what this has to do with anything, because we aren’t told whether the seals from the destroyed documents remain or not. A was better, so we can cross this one off.

C)  Nah, the amount of lead that was available is totally irrelevant.

D)  I don’t see how this is relevant. Suppose there were exactly 25,000 documents “important enough to prevent the removing and recycling of the seal.” This says nothing about the total number of documents that were ever sealed in this fashion. It could be more or less than the 40,000 remaining seals.

E)  This isn’t relevant either. Suppose there was a maximum of 25,000 documents with seals affixed at any given time. The total number of documents that were ever sealed in this fashion could still be more, or less, than the remaining 40,000 seals.





I really don’t like this question, but at least we could make an argument for A. So that’s got to be our answer. There will be other questions we can answer with more certainty; let’s not dwell too long on this one.
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Question 25



Sarah: Our regulations for staff review are vague and thus difficult to interpret. For instance, the regulations state that a staff member who is performing unsatisfactorily will face dismissal, but they fail to define unsatisfactory performance. Thus, some staff may be dismissed merely because their personal views conflict with those of their supervisors.







Which one of the following generalizations, if applicable to Sarah’s company, most helps to justify her reasoning?







(A)  Performance that falls only somewhat below expectations results in disciplinary measures short of dismissal.



(B)  Interpreting regulations is a prerogative that belongs solely to supervisors.



(C)  A vague regulation can be used to make those subject to it answer for their performance.



(D)  A vague regulation can be used to keep those subject to it in subordinate positions.



(E)  Employees usually consider specific regulations to be fairer than vague regulations.






Uhhhh… what? I think Sarah should be dismissed for being a dumbass. It is literally impossible to define every single term in any rule or policy. If you attempt to closely define every term, your definitions are each going to include other terms that will need definitions. Eventually, every rule or policy will have to come with an accompanying dictionary and encyclopedia. This is just dumb.

Sarah has assumed, in her conclusion, that “personal views that conflict with the supervisor” could be deemed “unsatisfactory performance” by whoever is making the firing decision. I do suppose that could happen… but if it does, then it means you have horrible supervisors who shouldn’t be in supervisory roles. We’re asked to “justify” Sarah’s reasoning. This is like a Sufficient Assumption question. We’re looking for an additional fact or rule that, when added to Sarah’s statements, will help make her conclusion valid. I think the answer will be very close to, “Some supervisors will consider ‘unsatisfactory performance’ to include conflicting personal views.”





A)  Nothing here about personal views. The correct answer must
 mention personal views, since Sarah took such a big leap to that in her conclusion.

B)  Nothing here about personal views. The correct answer must
 mention personal views, since Sarah took such a big leap to that in her conclusion.

C)  Nothing here about personal views. The correct answer must
 mention personal views, since Sarah took such a big leap to that in her conclusion.

D)  Nothing here about personal views. The correct answer must
 mention personal views, since Sarah took such a big leap to that in her conclusion.

E)  Nothing here about personal views. The correct answer must
 mention personal views, since Sarah took such a big leap to that in her conclusion.





Oops. Okay, so I eliminated all five answers. This is fine. If you don’t do this sometimes, you’re not being critical enough of the answer choices. Rereading the question, I see that we’re being asked to find an answer that “most helps to justify” Sarah’s reasoning. This means that we’re actually not required to prove
 her conclusion; rather, we just need to find the answer that helps her logic the most.

On further review, B looks like the best strengthener. Because if it is true that supervisors are solely
 responsible for interpreting regulations (including the regulation about unsatisfactory performance), then it is possible that some supervisors will abuse that power, and fire people solely for disagreeing with them about politics or sports or Dancing with the Stars
 or whatever.





So our answer is B.






Strengthen Questions: HARDEST


December 2007




Section 3




Question 25



Principle: Meetings should be kept short, addressing only those issues relevant to a majority of those attending. A person should not be required to attend a meeting if none of the issues to be addressed at the meeting are relevant to that person.







Application: Terry should not be required to attend today’s two o’clock meeting.







Which one of the following, if true, most justifies the stated application of the principle?







(A)  The only issues on which Terry could make a presentation at the meeting are issues irrelevant to at least a majority of those who could attend.



(B)  If Terry makes a presentation at the meeting, the meeting will not be kept short.



(C)  No issue relevant to Terry could be relevant to a majority of those attending the meeting.



(D)  If Terry attends the meeting a different set of issues will be relevant to a majority of those attending than if Terry does not attend.



(E)  The majority of the issues to be addressed at the meeting are not relevant to Terry.






The principle is threefold: 1) Keep meetings short. 2) Meetings should address only issues that are relevant to a majority of people at the meeting. Not relevant to a majority of people at the meeting —> Do not address in meeting. 3) A person should not be required to attend a meeting if none of the issues to be addressed at the meeting are relevant to that person. No issues relevant to person X —> Person X can’t be required to attend.

The application of the principle is that Terry shouldn’t be required to attend. How do we prove this? Well, there’s really only one way. If there are no
 issues on the agenda that are relevant to Terry, then Terry can’t be forced to attend. Let’s see if we can find that in the answer choices.





A)  There are no premises that care about who does the presenting
 , so this is out.

B)  Again, it’s not about who does the presenting.

C)  If no issue relevant to Terry could be relevant to a majority of those attending the meeting, then based on the second part of the principle no issue relevant to Terry can be addressed at the meeting. If no issue relevant to Terry can be addressed at the meeting, then we can’t force Terry to attend the meeting. That’s what we were looking for, so this is a strong contender.

D)  Why would it matter if Terry changes the majorities at the meeting? I don’t see how this premise helps prove that Terry cannot be forced to attend the meeting.

E)  This is tricky. The majority of the issues could be irrelevant to Terry and we can still force him to attend, because all we need is one
 issue relevant to Terry in order to avoid the third part of the principle.





Our answer is C.
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Question 26



Students in a college ethics class were asked to judge whether two magazines had been morally delinquent in publishing a particular classified advertisement that was highly offensive in its demeaning portrayal of some people. They were told only that the first magazine had undertaken to screen all classified advertisements and reject for publication those it found offensive, whereas the second magazine’s policy was to publish any advertisement received from its subscribers. Most students judged the first magazine, but not the second, to have been morally delinquent in publishing the advertisement.







Which one of the following principles, if established, provides the strongest justification for the judgment that the first magazine and not the second was morally delinquent?







(A)  It is wrong to publish messages that could cause direct or indirect harm to innocent people.



(B)  Anyone regularly transmitting messages to the public has a moral responsibility to monitor the content of those messages.



(C)  If two similar agents commit two similar actions, those agents should be held to the same standard of accountability.



(D)  Failure to uphold a moral standard is not necessarily a moral failing except for those who have specifically committed themselves to upholding that standard.



(E)  A magazine should not be considered at fault for publishing a classified advertisement if that advertisement would not be offensive to any of the magazine’s subscribers.






First Magazine supposedly screened the content of its advertisements, and Second Magazine did not. An advertisement for Highly Offensive LLC appeared in both magazines. Students in an ethics class judged First Magazine to be morally delinquent, and did not judge Second Magazine to be morally delinquent. Is that really fair? We are asked to “justify” the students’ reasoning. That means we need to find an additional premise that, if true, would prove the students’ conclusion correct.

It seems as if the students think that if you screen your ads, then you are responsible for publishing offensive shit. But the students think that if you do not screen your ads, then you are not responsible for publishing offensive shit. If that is a valid principle to operate under, then they came to the correct judgment. So that’s what we should look for in the answer choices. Let’s see.





A)  Causing harm is mentioned nowhere in the argument. This can’t possibly be the principle that guided the students’ judgment.

B)  If this were the principle, then wouldn’t the students have judged both
 magazines morally delinquent?

C)  Again, if this were the principle, then wouldn’t the students have judged both magazines morally delinquent (or both morally innocent)?

D)  Okay, this sounds pretty good. First Magazine specifically committed themselves to upholding a certain standard, so they are morally delinquent when they fail to do so. Second Magazine made no such commitment, so they can’t be held morally delinquent. This seems like a good fit, and it’s similar to our prediction, so it’s probably our answer.

E)  We have no idea whether the subscribers would have found the ad offensive, therefore this premise wouldn't support the conclusion.





Our answer is D, because it’s the only one that makes the students’ judgment correct.








Sufficient Assumption




(Example: “Which one of the following, if assumed, would allow Inara’s conclusion to be properly drawn?”)


This question means, “Which one of the following, if true, would prove Inara’s conclusion
 ?” Pick the answer that, if true, would force Inara’s conclusion to be true. Here, unlike a Necessary Assumption question, there is no limit on the strength or absoluteness of the correct answer. In fact, the bigger the better. If Inara had concluded that Badger is a dick, the correct answer might be something extreme like, “Everyone on Persephone is a dick” (if Badger is on Persephone), or even simply “everyone is a dick.” If either of these statements was true, then Inara’s conclusion would be proven. It might be useful to think of Sufficient Assumption questions as “Super-Strengthen” questions. Conversely, Necessary Assumption questions might be considered more closely related to Weaken questions, because you’re picking the answer that, if false, would destroy the argument.
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Question 3



Unless the building permit is obtained by February 1 of this year or some of the other activities necessary for construction of the new library can be completed in less time than originally planned, the new library will not be completed on schedule. It is now clear that the building permit cannot be obtained by February 1, so the new library will not be completed on schedule.







The conclusion drawn follows logically from the premises if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  All of the other activities necessary for construction of the library will take at least as much time as originally planned.



(B)  The officials in charge of construction of the new library have admitted that it probably will not be completed on schedule.



(C)  The application for a building permit was submitted on January 2 of this year, and processing building permits always takes at least two months.



(D)  The application for a building permit was rejected the first time it was submitted, and it had to be resubmitted with a revised building plan.



(E)  It is not possible to convince authorities to allow construction of the library to begin before the building permit is obtained.






Nonsensical logic here. It’s like saying, “Unless I get into Harvard or Yale, I won’t be able to make a lot of money. But I know I’m not going to get into Harvard, so I know I’m not going to make a lot of money.” The obvious objection is, “What happened to Yale?”

The same objection applies to this argument. “What happened to completing some of the other activities necessary for construction in less time than originally planned? Why the hell would you bring that up, only to ignore it?”

We’re asked to make the conclusion “follow logically,” which in this case means we have to eliminate the alternative routes. The correct answer will be in the form of “you’re not getting into Yale.” I think “we know we can’t complete any of the other activities necessary for construction ahead of the original schedule” is what we’re looking for.





A)  Well, this nicely matches our prediction. So it’s probably the answer.

B)  The opinion of the officials isn’t relevant here. The only things that are relevant are the facts and logic that have been presented. If it’s a fact that the only ways to complete the building on schedule are to get the permit before February 1 or finish some of the other activities early, then we can prove
 that we can’t finish construction on schedule if we know we are not going to get the permit before February 1 and
 we also know, as answer A says, that we’re not going to finish the other activities early. A would prove
 our case. I suppose B would strengthen our case somewhat, but A would strengthen our case beyond a shadow of a doubt.

C)  This does nothing, because we already know we’re not going to get the permit on time.

D)  Again, we already know we are not going to get the permit on time. So this is irrelevant.

E)  Fuuuuucking shut up about the permit already!





A is the only answer that closes off our alternate route to on-time completion. If A is true, then we are not
 going to finish on time. That’s the conclusion we were trying to justify, so A is our answer.
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Question 7



After being subjected to clinical tests like those used to evaluate the effectiveness of prescription drugs, a popular nonprescription herbal remedy was found to be as effective in treating painful joints as is a certain prescription drug that has been used successfully to treat this condition. The manufacturer of the herbal remedy cited the test results as proof that chemical agents are unnecessary for the successful treatment of painful joints.







The test results would provide the proof that the manufacturer claims they do if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  People are likely to switch from using prescription drugs to using herbal remedies if the herbal remedies are found to be as effective as the prescription drugs.



(B)  The herbal remedy contains no chemical agents that are effective in treating painful joints.



(C)  None of the people who participated in the test of the prescription drug had ever tried using an herbal remedy to treat painful joints.



(D)  The researchers who analyzed the results of the clinical testing of the herbal remedy had also analyzed the results of the clinical testing of the prescription drug.



(E)  The prescription drug treats the discomfort associated with painful joints without eliminating the cause of that condition.






This is a pretty common pattern on the LSAT: the logic of an argument starts off sound, but then goes off the rails at the very last minute in the conclusion. It was working for a while there: the herbal remedy was subjected to the same clinical trials as prescription drugs, and was found to work just as well as a certain prescription drug that has been used successfully to treat the condition. At this point, if the conclusion had said, “Therefore prescription drugs are unnecessary for the successful treatment of painful joints,” we would have been forced to agree. But that’s not
 what the conclusion said. Instead, the conclusion said, “Chemical agents
 are unnecessary for the successful treatment of painful joints.” Good thing we noticed that little bit of sleight of hand, because if we had missed it, we would have been in trouble.

We’re asked to “provide proof” for the manufacturer’s claims, which is a Sufficient Assumption question. We need to provide an additional premise that connects the facts to the conclusion. Since there’s a huge hole between “herbal remedy” and “no chemical agents,” I’m sure that the correct answer has to bridge that gap. If it’s true that the herbal remedy contains no chemical agents, then we would be forced to agree with the conclusion. So that’s a good prediction.





A)  No, whether or not people would actually switch is irrelevant. The conclusion was, “Chemical agents are unnecessary.” What people would or would not choose doesn’t affect that conclusion.

B)  Pretty damn good. This answer bridges the gap that we needed to bridge. Let’s just give the rest of the answers a courtesy scan.

C)  This doesn’t bridge the gap to “chemical agents,” therefore it can’t be the answer.

D)  This doesn’t bridge the gap to “chemical agents,” therefore it can’t be the answer.

E)  This doesn’t bridge the gap to “chemical agents,” therefore it can’t be the answer.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only one that would address the hole in the logic and force us to agree with the conclusion.
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Question 8



This stamp is probably highly valuable, since it exhibits a printing error. The most important factors in determining a stamp’s value, assuming it is in good condition, are its rarity and age. This is clearly a fine specimen, and it is quite old as well.







The conclusion is properly inferred if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  The older a stamp is, the more valuable it is.



(B)  Printing errors are always confined to a few individual stamps.



(C)  Most stamps with printing errors are already in the hands of collectors.



(D)  Rarity and age are of equal importance to a stamp’s value.



(E)  Even old and rare stamps are usually not valuable if they are in poor condition.






Remember in Brewster’s Millions
 , when Richard Pryor bought that super-rare stamp for a zillion dollars, the one with the accidentally-upside-down airplane on it, and mailed a fucking letter with it?
 That ruled.

Anyway, the facts here are 1) this stamp has a printing error, 2) a stamp’s value is largely determined by condition, rarity, and age, 3) this stamp is in fine condition, and 4) this stamp is quite old. Conclusion: This stamp is probably highly valuable.

I cultivate a super-skeptical voice inside my head, and I let it come out when I’m arguing with the LSAT. You should too. Here’s what mine sounds like:

“Ehhhhh… what about rarity, dude? You mentioned that rarity is important, but then you totally skimmed over the part where you were supposed to tell me whether this stamp was rare or not. Yes I know
 that it has a printing error, which might suggest
 rarity, but couldn’t they have accidentally printed a zillion of these things? Rarity is important (you said it yourself) so until you tell me whether or not there are a zillion of these things, then I am going to assume you are trying to bullshit me.”

We’re asked to make it so that the conclusion is “properly inferred,” which means “prove the conclusion.” To plug up the hole in the argument, the answer simply must
 deal with the rarity of this stamp. Nothing less will do.





A)  This is nice, but irrelevant. We need to know about the rarity
 .

B)  Okay, this proves that our stamp is rare. It does have a printing error, so if it’s true that stamps with printing errors are always
 confined to a few individual stamps, then this bad boy must be rare. I like it.

C)  No, who cares who owns what stamps. Irrelevant.

D)  This might be true, but we needed to prove that this stamp is rare
 in order to complete the argument. This ain’t it.

E)  No, fuck off. We’re trying to prove that this stamp is valuable. This premise could only be used to prove that a stamp in poor condition is not
 valuable. This is miles away from the correct answer.





We’re going with B, because it answers the skeptical voice inside my head.
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Question 8



Some students attending a small university with a well-known choir live off campus. From the fact that all music majors are members of the choir, a professor in the music department concluded that none of the students who live off campus is a music major.







The professor’s conclusion is properly drawn if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  None of the students who live off campus is a member of the choir.



(B)  None of the students who are music majors has failed to join the choir.



(C)  Some of the students who do not live off campus are not music majors.



(D)  All students who live on campus are music majors.



(E)  All students who are members of the choir are music majors.






You could diagram this question if you needed to, but as much as possible I try to answer the question without a diagram. Diagrams add a level of abstraction that make it more likely that I’ll make silly mistakes. Before doing a diagram, I always see if I can poke a hole in the argument.

Here, the argument has a giant hole in it. Fact: Some students live off campus. Fact: All music majors are members of the choir. Totally bogus, unwarranted, nonsensical conclusion: None of the students who live off campus are music majors.

The question asks to identify an assumption that, if true, “allows the conclusion to be properly drawn.” This is a Sufficient Assumption question.

On a Sufficient Assumption question, you should pretend that you’re the attorney for the speaker, and you’re hiring an expert witness who will help you win. This expert is going to cost you thousands of dollars per day: you’re going to fly him first class, put him up at the Four Seasons, and pay his $5,000-per-day consulting fee. If you’re paying that kind of money, you’re going to require him to say exactly what you want him to Goddamn say
 . Okay then, Counselor. What do you want him to say?

In order to win your case, you need the expert to plug the giant hole in your client’s shitty argument. I can plug it for you:  “No members of the choir live off campus.” If that’s true, then it connects the evidence, “All music majors are members of the choir,” to the desired conclusion, “No music majors live off campus.” If I can find an expert who will say, “All members of the choir live on campus,” then I think our client wins.

Each answer choice is a potential expert for hire; let’s see if one of them is the guy for the job.

Note that our prediction does prove a lot more
 than what we really need to prove. We don’t necessarily
 need to prove that every member of the choir (whether or not they are music majors) lives on campus. Those folks aren’t part of our case, and are therefore irrelevant to me. But we shouldn’t care if our prediction proves too much here. Since all music majors are
 members of the choir, if the entire choir lives on campus, then all the music majors live on campus. The answer we have predicted is more than the minimum that’s necessary, but it’s sufficient
 to prove our case, and that’s all we care about here: winning.





A)  Well, this is just another way of saying, “All choir members live on campus,” and that’s exactly what we were looking for. If we put this guy on the stand, I don’t see how we could lose. I’m pretty sure this guy is hired, but let’s interview the rest of the candidates briefly, just to be sure.

B)  This answer choice restates something that’s already in the evidence. Saying something twice doesn’t make our case any stronger. Next please.

C)  What? I hate the double negative here, and I also hate the use of the word “some.” Our desired conclusion was absolute (it uses the word “none”), and in order to make a bold conclusion we need some bold evidence. This expert isn’t saying what we want him to say. Fired.

D)  Just because all students who live on campus are music majors doesn’t prove that all music majors live on campus. The arrow only goes one way. Example: All Giants are baseball players, but that doesn’t prove that all baseball players are Giants. This guy is an idiot. Next.

E)  This doesn’t connect the choir to on or off campus; I don’t see how this can possibly prove our case. But we don’t care, because we’ve already fallen in love with A.





Our answer is A, because Expert A, on the witness stand, will guarantee we win our case.
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Question 10



Critic: The idealized world portrayed in romance literature is diametrically opposed to the debased world portrayed in satirical literature. Nevertheless, the major characters in both types of works have moral qualities that reflect the worlds in which they are presented. Comedy and tragedy, meanwhile, require that the moral qualities of major characters change during the course of the action. Therefore, neither tragedy nor comedy can be classified as satirical literature or romance literature.







The critic’s conclusion follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Some characters in comedies and tragedies are neither debased nor idealized.



(B)  The visions of the world portrayed in works of tragedy and works of comedy change during the course of the action.



(C)  If a character in a tragedy is idealized at the beginning of the action depicted in the tragedy, he or she must be debased at the end.



(D)  In romance literature and satirical literature, characters’ moral qualities do not change during the course of the action.



(E)  Both comedy and tragedy require that the moral qualities of minor characters change during the course of the action.






This is a super-annoying argument because it makes no sense. The conclusion is the last line: “Neither tragedy nor comedy can be classified as satirical literature or romance literature.” Oh yeah, why would you say that? Well, the worlds portrayed in romance and satirical literature are diametrically opposed, and the characters reflect the worlds in which they are presented, and comedy and tragedy each require that the qualities of the characters change during the action.

This makes zero
 sense. There is a giant hole in the logic here. What does “changing” have to do with anything? The argument did not
 present any evidence, whatsoever, that characters in satire or romance don’t change. Nor did the argument present any evidence that characters that reflect the world in which they are presented don’t change. This whole concept of not changing is just dangling there, naked in the breeze.

We’re asked to make the “conclusion follow logically.” In other words, we are asked to prove the argument’s conclusion. To do so, we have to put some pants on the “unchanging” concept. This concept is mentioned in the conclusion, and nowhere else, so in order for the conclusion to be proven, we will have to connect the “unchanging” concept to the other premises.

I have two predictions that would tie the evidence to the desired conclusion. First, “Characters that reflect their worlds never change,” would do it. Second, just as good, “Characters in satire and romance never change,” would also do it. If either of these facts is true, then it would be proven that comedy and tragedy, which do
 have changing characters, can’t be classified as satire or romance. One of those is almost certain to be our answer.





A)  No. The word “some” is way too weak if we are trying to prove
 an argument. Furthermore this answer doesn’t connect to the “unchanging” concept.

B)  This one feels like a trap, since it contains the “changing” concept but it is about tragedy and comedy when it should be about satire and romance. We already know that the characters in tragedies and comedies change, regardless of whether their “worlds” change. What we need to know, in order to prove the argument, is that the characters in satire and romance
 do not change. This answer choice is superficially close, but actually worthless.

C)  Nah, not what we’re looking for. Where is the “changing” concept?

D)  Did we, or did we not, exactly predict that this would be the answer? I believe we did. Sufficient Assumption questions are goddamned easy once you get the hang of them. They’re a bit like math, or maybe engineering. All we have to do is connect the conclusion to the evidence. There are only a couple ways this can be done, and we should be able to predict them in advance more often than not.

E)  This answer is wrong for two reasons: First, “minor” characters are irrelevant, the argument was about “major” characters. And second, we needed to connect the characters of satire and romance to the “unchanging” concept, not the characters of comedy and tragedy.





Our answer can only be D, because it’s the only one that bridges the gap.
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Question 12



Criminologist: The main purpose of most criminal organizations is to generate profits. The ongoing revolutions in biotechnology and information technology promise to generate enormous profits. Therefore, criminal organizations will undoubtedly try to become increasingly involved in these areas.







The conclusion of the criminologist’s argument is properly inferred if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  If an organization tries to become increasingly involved in areas that promise to generate enormous profits, then the main purpose of that organization is to generate profits.



(B)  At least some criminal organizations are or will at some point become aware that the ongoing revolutions in biotechnology and information technology promise to generate enormous profits.



(C)  Criminal organizations are already heavily involved in every activity that promises to generate enormous profits.



(D)  Any organization whose main purpose is to generate profits will try to become increasingly involved in any technological revolution that promises to generate enormous profits.



(E)  Most criminal organizations are willing to become involved in legal activities if those activities are sufficiently profitable.






This argument confuses a possible source of profits with the only
 source of profits.






	Premise 1: Tony Soprano wants money.

	Premise 2: Biotech and IT are good ways to get money.

	Conclusion: Tony Soprano will go into biotech and IT.







That’s just ridiculous. Tony Soprano is good at stealing, drug dealing, loan sharking, illegal gambling, and busting kneecaps. He doesn’t know anything about curing cancer or computers. Yes, he is going to pursue money. But that doesn’t mean he has to pursue every
 possible source of money.

The question asks us to identify a sufficient condition, and our task is to make this horrible argument make sense. The best way to do that is to reverse my last statement in the previous paragraph. If anyone
 who pursues money will pursue all
 sources of money, then Tony Soprano, who pursues money, will have to pursue all sources of money, including IT and biotech. So I’m looking for, “Anyone who pursues money will pursue all sources of money,” or even something broader than that, like, “Anyone who pursues anything will pursue everything.” When we’re looking for a sufficient condition, it’s impossible for the answer to be too strong or too broad.





A)  If this it were true, it wouldn’t force Tony into biotech or IT. So this isn’t the answer.

B)  “Awareness” wouldn’t force Tony into biotech either. Nope.

C)  If they’re already involved in every area that promises “enormous” profits, then why would they expand? This isn’t it.

D)  There we go. This basically says, “If you want money at all, you’ll pursue every
 source of money.” If this were true, then Tony would have to put on his lab coat. This is the answer.

E)  Meh, we already have D, so we shouldn’t spend much time discarding this one. Would it force Tony into the sciences? No.





So D is our answer.
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Question 13



Journalists sometimes use historical photographs to illustrate articles about current events. But this recycling of old photographs overstates the similarities between past and present, and thereby denies the individual significance of those current events. Hence, the use of historical photographs in this manner by journalists distorts public understanding of the present by presenting current events as mere repetitions of historical incidents.







Which one of the following, if assumed, enables the conclusion of the argument to be properly inferred?







(A)  Any practice by which journalists present current events as mere repetitions of historical incidents overstates the similarities between past and present.



(B)  If the work of a journalist overstates the similarities between past and present, then it distorts public understanding of the present by presenting current events as mere repetitions of historical incidents.



(C)  If a journalistic practice distorts public understanding of the present by overstating the similarities between past and present, then it denies the individual significance of any articles about current events.



(D)  No article about a current event treats that event as merely a repetition of historical incidents unless it uses historical photographs to illustrate that article.



(E)  If journalists believe current events to be mere repetitions of historical incidents, then public understanding of the present will be distorted.






You would have to be one lazy-ass journalist to actually do this. Let’s see: It’s Election Day, so you want to put some pictures in the newspaper, but instead of going outside and taking new pictures of voters you just pull out the stock photo of some dude wearing a “Kerry-Edwards ’04” t-shirt and slap that on the front page? You’ve gotta be kidding me.

Anyway, the conclusion of the argument says, “The use of historical photographs in this manner… distorts public understanding.” We are asked to find an answer choice that “enables the conclusion of the argument to be properly inferred.” In other words, we are asked to prove
 the conclusion of the argument. To do so, we are allowed to choose one answer choice, A through E, to use as an additional premise.

Usually, we can predict the answer on this type of question very closely. Since the premises all have to be accepted as fact, all we have to do is connect, directly, any one of the premises with the conclusion. We can do this with a smallish bridge: “Overstating the similarities between past and present distorts public understanding,” or, “Denying the individual significance of current events distorts public understanding”.

I could also do it with a much bigger bridge, something like, “Any use of photographs distorts public understanding,” or even, “Everything anyone ever does distorts public understanding.” The correct answer probably isn’t going to be that absurdly big, but it could be and still be the correct answer. We’re not being asked to identify an assumption that the speaker actually made; we’re being asked to act as attorney for the speaker, and identify an additional fact that, if true, would prove the speaker’s conclusion true.

Whether the bridge is big or small, it will get us to the desired conclusion. Let’s see.





A)  There’s nothing about “distortion” here, so this can’t be the answer. At least one end of my bridge has to be the conclusion of the argument.

B)  Okay, this one matches our first prediction, above. This will turn out to be our answer.

C)  How can we prove distortion with a premise that starts out “If
 a practice distorts”? That would be assuming our conclusion (circular reasoning). This is out.

D)  Nothing here about distortion. No way.

E)  This one is irrelevant because there is no premise that talks about journalist’s beliefs. One end of the bridge here is properly grounded in the conclusion, but the other end of the bridge is floating in the ocean.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only bridge from the premises to the desired conclusion.






Sufficient Assumption Questions: HARDER


June 2008




Section 2




Question 13



Consumers seek to purchase the highest quality at the lowest prices. Companies that do not offer products that attract consumers eventually go bankrupt. Therefore, companies that offer neither the best quality nor the lowest price will eventually go bankrupt.







The conclusion above follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  No company succeeds in producing a product that is both highest in quality and lowest in price.



(B)  Products that are neither highest in quality nor lowest in price do not attract consumers.



(C)  Any company that offers either the highest quality or the lowest price will avoid bankruptcy.



(D)  Some consumers will not continue to patronize a company purely out of brand loyalty.



(E)  No company is driven from the market for reasons other than failing to meet consumer demands.






This argument ignores the middle ground. Basically it says customers want cheap, and they want quality. So if you’re not either Wal-Mart (cheap) or Apple (quality), you’re going bankrupt. My objection is: What about Costco? They offer very nice stuff (but not the best
 ), at very fair prices (but not the absolute cheapest
 ).

The question then asks us to prove
 the argument. So the answer choice needs to eliminate the middle ground. I’m looking for something that would mean Costco, in my example above, doesn’t exist.





A)  This doesn’t do it. Costco, in my example, doesn’t claim to offer both the best
 and the cheapest
 . I’m looking for an answer choice that eliminates the middle ground.

B)  This would do it, because if it’s true then nobody would shop at Costco. Everyone would go to either Wal-Mart (cheapest) or Apple (the best).

C)  This wouldn’t eliminate Costco, so it’s not the answer.

D)  This is weak because it uses the word “some.” This type of question (Sufficient Assumption) prefers a stronger answer choice. So I’m skeptical. Plus, brand loyalty isn’t mentioned. I don’t see how this would eliminate Costco if it were true.

E)  This, if true, could only weaken the argument. We’re looking to strengthen.





Our answer is B.
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Question 15



Economist: A country’s rapid emergence from an economic recession requires substantial new investment in that country’s economy. Since people’s confidence in the economic policies of their country is a precondition for any new investment, countries that put collective goals before individuals’ goals cannot emerge quickly from an economic recession.







Which one of the following, if assumed, enables the economist’s conclusion to be properly drawn?







(A)  No new investment occurs in any country that does not emerge quickly from an economic recession.



(B)  Recessions in countries that put collective goals before individuals’ goals tend not to affect the country’s people’s support for their government’s policies.



(C)  If the people in a country that puts individuals’ goals first are willing to make new investments in their country’s economy, their country will emerge quickly from an economic recession.



(D)  People in countries that put collective goals before individuals’ goals lack confidence in the economic policies of their countries.



(E)  A country’s economic policies are the most significant factor determining whether that country’s economy will experience a recession.






Both “requires” and “precondition” indicate a necessary condition. So the given facts are 1) rapid emergence from recession —> substantial new investment, and 2) new investment —> people have confidence in economic policies of their country. These two statements could properly be linked together as 1+2) rapid emergence from recession —> substantial new investment —> people have confidence in economic policies of their country.

In other words, in order to emerge rapidly from a recession, people must have confidence in the economic policies of their country. Why? Well, because if they don’t have confidence then there won’t be new investment, and without new investment there won’t be rapid emergence from the recession.

The conclusion says, “Countries that put collective goals before individuals’ goals cannot emerge quickly from a recession.” We’re asked to find an answer that “enables the economist’s conclusion to be properly drawn.” This means, “Find a sufficient assumption,” or, “Prove the argument’s conclusion to be correct.” There are really only a couple ways to do this. The problem with the argument is that “countries that put collective goals before individuals’ goals” is a totally new concept that wasn’t mentioned anywhere in the argument. So the only
 way this argument can possibly be logically sound is if we add a new premise that links that concept to the other concepts in the argument. I see two ways to prove the argument:

1) “People lack confidence in the economic policies of their country in countries that put collective goals before individuals’ goals.” Or the contrapositive of that statement: “If the people have confidence in the economic policies of their country, then the country does not put collective goals before individuals’ goals.” One of those is probably going to be the right answer.

But we could also just ignore the “confidence” premise entirely and use only the first premise to prove the conclusion. 2) “Countries that put collective goals before individual goals never have new investment,” or the contrapositive of that statement, “Any country which has new investment does not put collective goals before individual goals.”

One of those four statements (well, two statements, really, with two contrapositives) will be the correct answer. There is simply no other way to prove the argument correct from the given facts.





A)  Nah. This doesn’t link in the thing about collective goals vs. individual goals, so there’s no way this bridges the gap.

B)  This has lots of the right words, but they’re jumbled together in a way that just doesn’t do what we need them to do. The best way to avoid this answer is to know exactly what you’re looking for before you look at the answer choices. Trying to figure out what’s wrong
 with this answer choice really isn’t the right way to go about it. It’s wrong because it’s not exactly what we need, and that’s good enough to eliminate it on a Sufficient Assumption question.

C)  This provides a sufficient condition for emerging from a recession, and since it’s a sufficient condition for success, it could only ever be used to prove that a country will
 emerge quickly. Our desired conclusion is “won’t emerge quickly” and this premise could never get us there.

D)  Yes, this exactly matches one of our predictions. If this answer is true, then the conclusion of the argument must also be true. That’s what we needed.

E)  Nothing here about collective vs. individual goals, so we don’t have to even think about it.





Our answer is D, because it’s exactly what we predicted. On Sufficient Assumption questions, we can frequently predict the correct answer with certainty.
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Question 15



People who have doctorates in the liberal arts are interested in improving their intellects. Companies, however, rarely hire people who are not concerned with the financial gain that can be obtained by hard work in the business world. As a result, companies rarely hire people who have doctorates in the liberal arts.







The conclusion of the argument follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Companies would hire people with doctorates in the liberal arts if such people were interested in the money available in the business world.



(B)  Some people who are interested in the liberal arts do not care about money.



(C)  The only people not interested in making money in the business world are people who are interested in improving their intellects.



(D)  People with doctorates in the liberal arts are interested in employment in the business world.



(E)  Only people not concerned with making money in the business world are interested in improving their intellects.










There’s a big-ass gap in the logic here, and the best way to answer this question is to notice the gap before you look at the answer choices. The argument simply doesn’t make sense unless companies think people who are interested in improving their intellects are not concerned with financial gain. Otherwise, why the hell would companies discriminate against people with doctorates in the liberal arts?





A)  In order to strengthen the argument, I’m looking for something that connects the concepts of “interested in improving intellect” and “not interested in money.” This doesn’t do that. In fact, if this were true, I think this would hurt the argument rather than help it. It’s out.

B)  This isn’t quite strong enough. If “some people” interested in liberal arts don’t care about money, businesses could still hire the liberal arts students who do.

C)  This answer says that if Joe is not interested in making money, then we know Joe has to be interested in improving his intellect (because the “only” people not interested in making money in the business world are those who are interested in improving their intellect). But this leaves open the possibility that there are other people out there who are interested in improving their intellect who are also
 interested in making money. And if that’s true, then the companies should still consider hiring them. This links the correct elements together, but in the wrong order. Still looking.

D)  This doesn’t explain anything about why companies are doing what they’re doing. No way.

E)  This answer says if Joe is interested in improving his intellect, then we know he is not
 concerned with making money. This answer has the correct elements (like C) in the correct order (unlike C).





E is our answer.





Note: For most students (those not yet scoring above 170, which means almost all of you), what you really want to do here is be able to narrow down the correct answer to either C or E, then guess. It’s very difficult to understand, or even explain, the difference between C and E, and some students simply won’t read well enough to ever reach this understanding. But you can still get a great score on the LSAT by narrowing a question like this down to only two answer choices! Take your half a point (expected value) and get out of here without killing yourself. There are lower hanging fruit to be found. Get all those points before you worry about something like this.
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Question 16



Everything that is commonplace and ordinary fails to catch our attention, so there are things that fail to catch our attention but that are miracles of nature.







The conclusion of the argument follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Only miracles of nature fail to be ordinary and commonplace.



(B)  Some things that are ordinary and commonplace are miracles of nature.



(C)  Some things that are commonplace and ordinary fail to catch our attention.



(D)  Everything that fails to catch our attention is commonplace and ordinary.



(E)  Only extraordinary or unusual things catch our attention.






This argument makes no sense the first time you read it. The best way to answer this question is to try to make
 it make sense. The conclusion is, “There are miracles that fail to catch our attention.” Why? “Everything commonplace and ordinary fails to catch our attention.” Uh, excuse me? WTF are you talking about? Well, the only way to make this horrible argument make sense is to add in an additional premise: “Some miracles are commonplace and ordinary.” Wouldn’t the argument have made much more sense that way? Let’s try it out. 1) Some miracles are commonplace and ordinary. 2) But everything commonplace and ordinary fails to catch our attention. 3) Therefore, there are some miracles that fail to catch our attention. Ohhhhhhhhhhh, okay, I get it now!

The question asks us to do exactly what I just did, above. Find a premise that makes “the conclusion of the argument follow logically.” This just means “make it make sense,” or “prove it.” I think we already did.





A)  What does this even mean? Let’s keep looking for something more like our prediction.

B)  Yep. This is almost exactly what we predicted. It connects “commonplace and ordinary” to “miracles” in a way that would make the argument make sense. This is probably the answer.

C)  Nothing here about miracles. Answer B was so good that we don’t even need to waste more time with C.

D)  Same explanation as C.

E)  Same explanation as C and D.





Our answer is B. This is an example of a question that is very difficult when you first start studying for the LSAT, but can get surprisingly easy with enough practice. Keep up the hard work!
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Question 16



Chiu: The belief that a person is always morally blameworthy for feeling certain emotions, such as unjustifiable anger, jealousy, or resentment, is misguided. Individuals are responsible for only what is under their control,




and whether one feels such an emotion is not always under one’s control.







Chiu’s conclusion follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Individuals do not have control over their actions when they feel certain emotions.



(B)  If a person is morally blameworthy for something, then that person is responsible for it.



(C)  Although a person may sometimes be unjustifiably angry, jealous, or resentful, there are occasions when these emotions are appropriate.



(D)  If an emotion is under a person’s control, then that person cannot hold others responsible for it.



(E)  The emotions for which a person is most commonly blamed are those that are under that person’s control.






Any time you call someone “wrong” or “mistaken” or “misguided,” you are going to need to back that up with some facts. So the first sentence of Chiu’s argument is her conclusion. If we rearrange Chiu’s argument, we get, “Individuals are responsible for only what is under their control. Certain emotions are not always under one’s control. Therefore, people are not always morally blameworthy for feeling certain emotions.”

The logic here seems pretty tight, but apparently it isn’t, because we’re asked to find a condition that would make the conclusion “follow logically.” In other words, we need to identify a Sufficient Assumption. Here we are looking for something that, if true
 , would force the conclusion to be true.

I think the gap that needs to be filled here is a connection between “responsible” and “morally blameworthy.” Are those two the same thing? I am not entirely sure, so I think the argument would be stronger if we made that relationship explicit. My prediction is, “You can only be morally blameworthy for things you are responsible for,” or, “If you aren’t responsible for something, then you can’t be morally blameworthy for it.” Let’s see.





A)  Not what we’re looking for. Also “actions” are completely irrelevant to this argument.

B)  Yep. This makes the connection we were looking for. I’m damn near positive this will be the answer.

C)  It’s not about the “appropriateness” of certain emotions at certain times. It’s about whether you can be “morally blameworthy.”

D)  Holding “others” responsible is not relevant to the argument.

E)  What? Who cares? The argument was about emotions that are not under someone’s control. So even if the “most commonly blamed” emotions happen to be emotions that are under one’s control, they’re simply not at issue here.





The best answer was B.

Sufficient Assumption questions are like math. I should be careful saying that to people who want to be lawyers, but I mean it in a good way! Eventually, you should be able to predict the answers with startling accuracy.
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Question 18



Editorial: It is clear that what is called “health education” is usually propaganda rather than education. Propaganda and education are never the same thing. The former is nothing but an attempt to influence behavior through the repetition of simplistic slogans, whereas the latter never involves such a method. Though education does attempt to influence behavior, it does so by offering information in all its complexity, leaving it up to the individual to decide how to act on that information. Sadly, however, propaganda is much more successful than education.







The conclusion drawn by the editorial follows logically if it is assumed that what is called “health education” usually







(A)  does not leave it up to the individual to decide how to act on information



(B)  does not offer information in all its complexity



(C)  does not involve the repetition of simplistic slogans



(D)  attempts to influence behavior solely by repeating simplistic slogans



(E)  is very successful in influencing people’s behavior






Here, we are asked to prove the argument’s conclusion. That conclusion is, “It is clear that what is called ‘health education’ is usually propaganda rather than education.” The word “usually” means “more often than not,” or “most of the time.” The important evidence offered in support of this conclusion is 1) propaganda and education are never the same thing, 2) propaganda is nothing but an attempt to influence behavior through the repetition of simplistic slogans, 3) education never involves such a method, and 4) education offers information in all its complexity, leaving it up to the individual to decide. This evidence doesn’t prove the author’s conclusion, because it offers no information about health education at all.

The question asks us to make the conclusion “follow logically” from the given evidence, plus one more piece of evidence of our choosing. This is a Sufficient Assumption question. It is very
 important to answer this type of question before looking at the answer choices. We’re hiring an expert witness; let’s figure out what we want that expert to say before we start interviewing candidates.

We need our expert to connect the evidence that we already have to the conclusion that we want.  My prediction here is, “Health education usually (or always) attempts to influence behavior through the repetition of simplistic slogans.” If this were true, it would directly connect health education to the evidence we already have about propaganda.





A)  If this is true, then health education is not “education.” But that doesn’t prove it’s propaganda. This is close, but I want to go all the way to propaganda.

B)  Exact same deal as A. If this is true, then health education is not “education,” but that doesn’t prove it’s propaganda
 . Note here: If both A and B seem to do exactly the same thing, then neither of them can be the correct answer, because there can be only one
 correct answer.

C)  This would weaken
 the idea that health education is propaganda. I wanted to strengthen that idea.

D)  This is almost exactly what we predicted. I like it.

E)  Nah. It’s possible that both education and propaganda are very successful at influencing behavior. Otherwise what would be the point of either one? This doesn’t prove that health education is propaganda. But D did.





So D is our answer.
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Question 18



A physician has a duty to see to the health and best medical interests of the patient. On the other hand, the patient has a right to be fully informed about any negative findings concerning the patient’s health. When this duty conflicts with this right, the right should prevail since it is a basic right. Anything else carries the risk of treating the patient as a mere object, not as a person.







The conclusion drawn above follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  All persons have a right to accept or reject any medical procedures proposed by a physician.



(B)  Some actions are right independently of the consequences that might ensue.



(C)  Because only persons have rights, objects do not have rights.



(D)  A person’s basic rights should never be violated.



(E)  In medicine, the patient’s basic right to information is stronger than most other rights.






Okay, we have two conflicting rules here. First, the physician has a duty to see to the patient’s best medical interests. Second, the patient has a right to be fully informed about negative findings. Apparently, sometimes, these two conflict. Like, for example, maybe a physician thinks it would be better for the health of a patient not
 to tell the patient that there is an alien life form growing inside his belly, because that would drive the patient completely insane to the point of suicide. But
 the patient has a right to be fully informed. So the two rules are in conflict. Got it!

The argument continues by concluding that when the two rules conflict (as with the freakish alien growing inside the patient’s belly) the right to be informed should prevail. Why this conclusion? Well, because the right to be informed is a “basic right,” whatever the hell that means, and anything else would carry the risk of “treating the patient as an object.”

We’re asked to make the conclusion “follow logically,” which means “prove it
 .” It’s a Sufficient Assumption question. We can almost always predict the correct answer here, because all we need to do is take the evidence and connect it tightly to the desired conclusion. Here, there are a couple ways to do it. First, we could simply say, “Basic rights should always win in any conflict with a competing rule.” Or, we could say, “The risk of treating a patient as an object must be avoided at all costs.” If either of those is true, then the physician must
 disclose the alien growing in the belly.





A)  No, it’s not about whether or not you have a right to reject a procedure
 . We need to force the physician to disclose the alien. That’s all we care about.

B)  Huh? I suppose this might be necessary to the argument, but it’s not sufficient.
 We need sufficient information
 to force the physician to disclose the alien. This isn’t it.

C)  Like B, this one just doesn't build the bridge we are looking for.

D)  Yep. We predicted “Basic rights should win every conflict.” That’s pretty damn close to this answer. Since we know the right to know is a “basic right,” the physician would be forced
 to disclose the hideous creature growing in his patient’s belly, even if the patient would then immediately throw himself off the hospital roof. This is going to be our answer.

E)  Nah. The conflict wasn’t between two rights; it was between a right and a duty. And anyway, “most other rights” wouldn’t be strong enough to prove
 that the basic right should beat another right.





Our answer is D, because it was perfect.
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Question 19



Professor: It has been argued that freedom of thought is a precondition for intellectual progress, because freedom of thought allows thinkers to pursue their ideas, regardless of whom these ideas offend, in whatever direction they lead. However, it is clear that one must mine the full implications of interrelated ideas to make intellectual progress, and for this, thinkers need intellectual discipline. Therefore, this argument for freedom of thought fails.







The conclusion drawn by the professor follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Thinkers who limit their line of thought to a particular orthodoxy are hindered in their intellectual progress.



(B)  Thinkers can mine the full implications of interrelated ideas only in the context of a society that values intellectual progress.



(C)  In societies that protect freedom of thought, thinkers invariably lack intellectual discipline.



(D)  Freedom of thought engenders creativity, which aids the discovery of truth.



(E)  Without intellectual discipline, thinkers can have no freedom of thought.






Tough one. The first trick here is to avoid falling asleep during the Professor’s argument. The second trick is to render out some of the fat like “regardless whom these ideas offend,” and “implications of interrelated ideas,” and focus on the if-then statements underneath all the blowhard bullshit. Basically, we’re given two if-then statements:

Premise One, which the Professor does not
 believe: If you have intellectual progress —> then you must have freedom of thought. (Contrapositive: If you don’t have freedom of thought —> then you can’t have intellectual progress.)

Premise Two, which the Professor does
 believe: If you have intellectual progress —> then you must have intellectual discipline. (Contrapositive: If you don’t have intellectual discipline —> then you can’t have intellectual progress.)

The Professor’s conclusion is that Premise One is false. The question asks us to find an answer that, when added to the given facts, will cause the Professor’s conclusion to “follow logically.”

“Follows logically” simply means “proven.” So we’re on the Professor’s side here, and we have to try to help him win his case. To win his case, we need to prove that Premise One is false. How do we get there, given the Professor’s existing evidence?

Well, the only real evidence the Professor has provided is, “If you have intellectual progress —> then you must have intellectual discipline.” So we need to bridge the gap between that and, “Therefore it is not true that if you have intellectual progress —> then you must have freedom of thought (which would be the opposite of Premise One).”

The answer here is going to be something very formulaic. Since the Professor only has one premise, and one conclusion, there’s really only one way to build the bridge. I can almost always predict the correct answer in a situation like this. My prediction is, “If you have intellectual discipline then you cannot have freedom of thought.”

The reason this would prove the argument is…





1)  If it’s true that intellectual progress requires intellectual discipline, and

2)  if it’s true that intellectual discipline requires the lack of freedom of thought, then

3)  it cannot be true that intellectual progress requires freedom of thought, because that is impossible without 1) or 2) being false.





Time to look at the answers. I want either, “If you have intellectual discipline then you cannot have freedom of thought,” or the contrapositive of that statement, “If you have freedom of thought, then you cannot have intellectual discipline.”





A)  Not what we’re looking for. We have a very specific prediction here, and this doesn’t match it. So let’s continue through the answer choices. If we don’t find what we’re looking for, then we’ll have to come back and reconsider.

B)  Not what we're looking for.

C)  Boom. Exactly what we were looking for.

D)  Truth? WTF? This is irrelevant.

E)  This would actually dis
 prove the Professor’s argument, because it means that freedom of thought requires
 intellectual discipline. The Professor believes the two are incompatible.





Our answer is C.

Tough question here, which is exactly what we should expect from Question #19. Remember that the earlier questions in each section tend to be much easier than the ones that come later. If you’re currently scoring below 150, this isn’t the question for you to worry about too much yet. Start with the earlier questions and work your way up.
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Question 19



Vanwilligan: Some have argued that professional athletes receive unfairly high salaries. But in an unrestricted free market, such as the market these athletes compete in, salaries are determined by what someone else is willing to pay for their services. These athletes make enormous profits for their teams’ owners, and that is why owners are willing to pay them extraordinary salaries. Thus the salaries they receive are fair.







Vanwilligan’s conclusion follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  The fairest economic system for a society is one in which the values of most goods and services are determined by the unrestricted free market.



(B)  If professional athletes were paid less for their services, then the teams for which they play would not make as much money.



(C)  The high level of competition in the marketplace forces the teams’ owners to pay professional athletes high salaries.



(D)  Any salary that a team owner is willing to pay for the services of a professional athlete is a fair salary.



(E)  If a professional athlete’s salary is fair, then that salary is determined by what an individual is willing to pay for the athlete’s services in an unrestricted free market.






Wait, just because someone is willing to pay a certain amount, that amount is “fair”? No way. The term “fair” is a normative one. People are allowed to make independent judgments about what they think is “fair” and what is not. Some people (free market extremists, Republicans, Libertarians) would certainly agree that any price that anybody will ever pay is “fair.” On the other hand, a populist might say that just because a starving person might pay his last $100 for a single loaf of bread doesn’t mean that it’s a “fair” or just price. Vanwilligan has assumed that anything anyone is willing to pay is automatically “fair.” If we were willing to assume that this is actually true, then his reasoning would be tight. So “anything anyone is willing to pay is fair” is probably the answer here.





A)  It’s not about what systems are fair and what are not. It’s about whether these particular athletes are receiving a fair salary. This isn’t it. I want something closer to our prediction.

B)  What? Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Again, not what we’re looking for.

D)  There we go. If D is true, then we really can’t argue with Vanwilligan. Thus, we can say that Vanwilligan’s conclusion “follows logically” (i.e.
 , “is proven.”) This must be it.

E)  We’re looking to prove
 that something is fair, so an answer choice that starts with “if X is fair” can’t possibly get us there. We’d have to assume our conclusion, which is not allowed.





Our answer is D.






Sufficient Assumption Questions: HARDEST


June 2003




Section 1




Question 19



Anger in response to insults is unreasonable, for insults are merely assertions that someone has undesirable characteristics. If such an assertion is false, the insulted party ought to pity the ignorance prompting the insult. If it is true, the insulted party should be grateful for such useful information.







Which one of the following, if assumed, enables the argument’s conclusion to be properly drawn?







(A)  Actions prompted by ignorance do not warrant hostile reactions.



(B)  Anger is an unreasonable response to useful information.



(C)  Anger is an unreasonable response to any action that should prompt pity or gratitude.



(D)  Gratitude and pity are reasonable responses to some forms of hostile or insensitive behavior.



(E)  Pity is the only reasonable reaction to people with undesirable characteristics.






The conclusion here is, “Anger in response to insults is unreasonable.” I know this is the conclusion because the rest of the argument seems designed to support that assertion. Why
 is anger in response to insults unreasonable? Well, because “insults are merely assertions that someone has undesirable characteristics.” Uh, so what? If someone says to me, “You drop way too many effbombs while teaching your LSAT class,” can’t that still make me mad? The author continues: “If such an assertion is false, the insulted party ought to pity the ignorance prompting the insult.” Hmm. So if I really don’t swear that much while teaching, then I should just ignore the insult? Why shouldn’t someone’s ignorance make me angry? I don’t buy this point. The author then says, on the other hand, “If [the assertion] is true, the insulted party should be grateful for such useful information.” Hmm. So if I really do
 swear too much in class, I should be grateful when someone points this out to me? Well, what if I already know I swear too fucking much, and I just can’t fucking help myself? And what if it’s nobody’s fucking business what I do in my own fucking classroom?

Obviously, I disagree with the logic here. Whether the insult is true or false, I can make the argument that I should still have license to be angry.

The question now asks me to find an additional premise that, if true, would enable the argument’s conclusion to be properly drawn. This means “prove the conclusion
 .” So I have to switch sides now. Even though I think the argument is bullshit, I have to join the other team and try to make the conclusion follow from the given facts. I’m looking for a sufficient
 condition here. What additional fact, if true, would force the conclusion of this stupid argument to be true?

I think a good answer would be something like, “Anger is never an appropriate response to anyone’s assertion.” If this is true, and if insults are always assertions, then I am never justified in being angry when someone insults me.





A)  This can’t be the answer, because it doesn’t address the possibility that the insult might be true.

B)  This can’t be the answer, because it doesn’t address the possibility that the insult might be false. Note that A and B together might make a complete answer. That’s a very good sign that they are both wrong.

C)  Okay, this seems like a combination of both B and C. If the insult is true, then I can’t be mad because I should be grateful. And if the insult is false, then I can’t be mad because I should feel pity. This is the best answer so far.

D)  Just because gratitude and pity are
 reasonable responses doesn’t mean anger is not
 a reasonable response. This answer could only be used to prove that gratitude and pity are appropriate responses; it could never be used to prove that anger is wrong.

E)  This is completely off the mark because it has nothing to do with how someone should respond to an insult. This answer choice could possibly be used to prove that one should never insult anyone, but that’s an entirely different argument.





Our answer is C.
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Question 19



Geneticist: Genes, like viruses, have a strong tendency to self-replicate; this has led some biologists to call genes “selfish.” This term is, in this instance, intended to be defined behaviorally: it describes what genes do without ascribing intentions to them. But even given that genes are ascribed no intentions, the label “selfish” as applied to genes is a misnomer. Selfishness only concerns bringing about the best conditions for oneself; creating replicas of oneself is not selfish.







Which one of the following, if assumed, allows the geneticist’s conclusion to be properly drawn?







(A)  Bringing about the best conditions for oneself is less important than doing this for others.



(B)  Creating replicas of oneself does not help bring about the best conditions for oneself.



(C)  The behavioral definition of “selfish” is incompatible with its everyday definition.



(D)  To ignore the fact that self-replication is not limited to genes is to misunderstand genetic behavior.



(E)  Biologists have insufficient evidence about genetic behavior to determine whether it is best described as selfish.






The most important thing I can teach you about Sufficient Assumption questions is this: They are easy.
 I literally breathed a sigh of relief on this question when I saw that it was asking for a Sufficient Assumption. There’s a lot going on here, but the Sufficient Assumption question type makes things easy. All we have to do is 1) figure out what the argument’s conclusion is, and 2) choose an answer that would take the given evidence and make the argument’s conclusion inevitable.

It’s like Legos, or a jigsaw puzzle, or beginner Sudoku, or pre-algebra. It’s extremely learnable.

The geneticist’s conclusion is, “The label ‘selfish’ as applied to genes is a misnomer.” Why
 does the geneticist believe that this is a misnomer? Well, says the geneticist, “selfishness only concerns bringing about the best conditions for oneself,” and therefore, “creating replicas of oneself is not selfish.”

And that last step is where the problem lies. The geneticist has only assumed
 that creating replicas of oneself is not selfish, because the geneticist hasn’t shown that creating replicas of oneself doesn’t bring about the best conditions for oneself.

Other than that, it’s a solid argument. So to make the argument watertight, we need to add a single premise: “Creating replicas of oneself does not bring about the best conditions for oneself.” If that’s true, then the geneticist’s argument is solid.





A)  It’s easy to analyze the answer choices on a Sufficient Assumption question. Either they are exactly what you’re looking for, or they are not. This one is not, because it doesn’t involve the concept of creating replicas of oneself.

B)  This is almost identical to our prediction. That happens on the Sufficient Assumption questions, which is why they’re easy.

C)  We’ve already precisely predicted the correct answer. This doesn’t seem anything like the perfect answer we’ve already found, so it’s easy to eliminate.

D)  This answer doesn’t involve the concept of bringing about the best conditions for oneself, so it’s out.

E)  Nope, not even close to our prediction or to B, which was frighteningly close to our prediction. So it’s out.





Our answer is B, because it almost exactly matches our prediction.
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Question 20



Biologist: Lions and tigers are so similar to each other anatomically that their skeletons are virtually indistinguishable. But their behaviors are known to be quite different: tigers hunt only as solitary individuals, whereas lions hunt in packs. Thus, paleontologists cannot reasonably infer solely on the basis of skeletal anatomy that extinct predatory animals, such as certain dinosaurs, hunted in packs.







The conclusion is properly drawn if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  The skeletons of lions and tigers are at least somewhat similar in structure in certain key respects to the skeletons of at least some extinct predatory animals.



(B)  There have existed at least two species of extinct predatory dinosaurs that were so similar to each other that their skeletal anatomy is virtually indistinguishable.



(C)  If skeletal anatomy alone is ever an inadequate basis for inferring a particular species’ hunting behavior, then it is never reasonable to infer, based on skeletal anatomy alone, that a species of animals hunted in packs.



(D)  If any two animal species with virtually indistinguishable skeletal anatomy exhibit quite different hunting behaviors, then it is never reasonable to infer, based solely on the hunting behavior of those species, that the two species have the same skeletal anatomy.



(E)  If it is unreasonable to infer, solely on the basis of differences in skeletal anatomy, that extinct animals of two distinct species differed in their hunting behavior, then the skeletal remains of those two species are virtually indistinguishable.






This is a tricky question because the logic, at first, seems pretty tight. Lions and tigers have “virtually indistinguishable” skeletons. Yet tigers hunt only as solitary individuals, and lions hunt in packs. From this evidence, the biologist concludes that paleontologists cannot reasonably infer solely on the basis of skeletal anatomy whether dinosaurs hunted in packs. Seems fair to me.

But maybe lions and tigers aren’t really analogous to dinosaurs. Maybe paleontologists have learned that every solo hunting dinosaur has certain skeletal features, and that every pack hunting dinosaur has certain different skeletal features. Then the paleontologist could say, “So what, dinosaurs are different,” to the biologist.

If, on the other hand, whatever is true for lions and tigers is also true for dinosaurs, then the biologist’s argument is sound. That’s my prediction: “Whatever is true for lions and tigers is also true for dinosaurs.”





A)  This would be a good answer for a Necessary
 Assumption question, because it is weakly worded. (“At least somewhat”… “at least some”…) I do think that A must be true for the biologist’s argument to make any sense. That’s the definition of a Necessary Assumption. But this question is asking for a Sufficient
 Assumption. Answer A can be true without proving the author’s conclusion. We want something that proves the author’s conclusion, so we want something strong. We need words like “all” and “always.”

B)  I’m not sure this is relevant. There’s nothing tying lions/tigers to dinosaurs here, nothing about solo hunters vs. pack hunters. Let’s keep looking.

C)  This does it. If skeletal anatomy alone is ever
 an inadequate basis for inferring a particular species’ hunting behavior, as it most certainly is with lions and tigers, then it is never
 reasonable to infer, based on skeletal anatomy alone, that a species of animals hunted in packs. It would follow, then, that skeletal anatomy alone is not a reasonable basis for analyzing the hunting behavior of dinosaurs. This connects the dots, so this is a very good answer. See how much stronger the wording is here than in the incorrect answer? Note: Sufficient Assumption questions tend to like strongly-worded correct answers, and Necessary Assumption questions tend to like weakly-worded correct answers. That shouldn’t be your sole decision criteria, but it might help if you’ve narrowed it down to a 50-50.

D)  This gets it all backward and twisted. The author needs to prove that it is unreasonable for paleontologists to infer hunting behavior from skeletons. This answer doesn’t do that. This answer makes it unreasonable for anybody to infer skeletal anatomy from hunting behavior, which nobody in the argument is trying to do. No way.

E)  This answer does nothing to the argument because the author is trying to prove
 it is unreasonable to infer something about extinct animals. This answer choice only matters if that has already been proven, which it has not. So this is out.





Our answer is C, because it’s the only one that proves the biologist’s conclusion.
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Question 20



Whoever murdered Jansen was undoubtedly in Jansen’s office on the day of the murder, and both Samantha and Herbert were in Jansen’s office on that day. If Herbert had committed the murder, the police would have found either his fingerprints or his footprints at the scene of the crime. But if Samantha was the murderer, she would have avoided leaving behind footprints or fingerprints. The police found fingerprints but no footprints at the scene of the crime. Since the fingerprints were not Herbert’s, he is not the murderer. Thus Samantha must be the killer.







Which one of the following, if assumed, allows the conclusion that Samantha was the killer to be properly inferred?







(A)  If there had been footprints at the scene of the crime, the police would have found them.



(B)  Jansen’s office was the scene of the crime.



(C)  No one but Herbert and Samantha was in Jansen’s office on the day of the murder.



(D)  The fingerprints found at the scene of the crime were not Jansen’s.



(E)  The fingerprints found at the scene of the crime were not Samantha’s.






The conclusion is, “Samantha must be the killer.” The question asks us to make that conclusion “properly inferred.” In other words, we’re the prosecution. We’re going to try to give Samantha the electric chair. What piece of evidence will prove
 that Samantha is the killer? The evidence we already have is as follows: Samantha was in Jansen’s office. So was Herbert, but he is purely a distraction. If Herbert had committed the murder, the police would have found his fingerprints or his footprints. But the police found no
 footprints at all, and the fingerprints they found weren’t Herbert’s. So we know, already, that Herbert isn’t the killer. But does that prove it’s Samantha?

If Samantha was the killer, she would have avoided leaving any fingerprints. The police did find fingerprints. But they might not be Samantha’s, so she could still be the killer. Our evidence is very
 weak here. Other than Samantha being in the office, we have no evidence that ties her to the murder. If the fingerprints are hers, then she is not
 the killer. And if the fingerprints are not hers, that hardly proves she did it.

What would prove she did it? Well, it’s going to have to be something like, “Nobody else could have done it besides Samantha and Herbert.” If that’s true, and we know Herbert didn’t do it, then it must
 be Samantha.





A)  Samantha wouldn’t have left footprints if she was the killer. But the fact that she did not
 leave footprints hardly implicates her. So the fact that the police would have found them if they were there does absolutely nothing to point to Samantha as the killer.

B)  It really doesn’t help us that the office was the scene of the crime, because we already know that whoever did it was in the office at some time that day, and Herbert and Samantha are among those people. Millions of other people could have been there as well. This ain’t the answer.

C)  Ahh. If this is true, then Samantha is the only remaining candidate because Herbert is not
 the killer, only Herbert and Samantha were in the office that day, and whoever murdered Jansen was
 in his office that day. If this is true, I don’t see how it’s possible that Samantha is not the killer. That’s the kind of certainty we want, if we want to fry her.

D)  Who cares? The fingerprints could belong to anyone. If they’re Samantha’s, then she is not
 the murderer. If they are someone else’s, then maybe they
 are the murderer.

E)  Samantha wouldn’t have left fingerprints if she was the killer. But the fact that she did not
 leave fingerprints doesn’t point to her guilt.





Our answer is C.
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Question 20



Principle: One should criticize the works or actions of another person only if the criticism will not seriously harm the person criticized and one does so in the hope or expectation of benefiting someone other than oneself.







Application: Jarrett should not have criticized Ostertag’s essay in front of the class, since the defects in it were so obvious that pointing them out benefited no one.







Which one of the following, if true, justifies the above application of the principle?







(A)  Jarrett knew that the defects in the essay were so obvious that pointing them out would benefit no one.



(B)  Jarrett’s criticism of the essay would have been to Ostertag’s benefit only if Ostertag had been unaware of the defects in the essay at the time.



(C)  Jarrett knew that the criticism might antagonize Ostertag.



(D)  Jarrett hoped to gain prestige by criticizing Ostertag.



(E)  Jarrett did not expect the criticism to be to Ostertag’s benefit.






“Only if” introduces a necessary condition. So the principle given says






	Criticize —> seriously harm other person








and


	Criticize —> done in hope or expectation of benefiting another.







So there are two necessary conditions introduced by the “only.” And even if those two conditions are met, you still might not be justified in criticizing someone, because the arrows only go one way.

The application of the principle is incorrect, because it confuses “benefited” with “hope or expectation of benefiting.” In other words, how do we know that Jarrett is not just a dumbass? Maybe Jarrett is so stupid that he was capable of offering an earnest (yet obvious and worthless) criticism of Ostertag’s essay? Maybe Jarrett really did intend to help!

We’re asked to “justify,” or “make correct,” the application of the principle. If I were going to put some evidence into the record, I would want to show that Jarrett could not possibly have thought he was being helpful. Like, what if we had a witness who talked to Jarrett right before class, to whom Jarrett had said, “I know this isn’t going to benefit anyone, but I’m gonna say it anyway,” or, “I’m going to kiss ass to the teacher by criticizing Ostertag… that’s the only
 reason I would say anything.” If either of these is true, then Jarrett was not making his comment in order to benefit anyone other than himself, which would mean that his criticism was unjustified.





A)  Yep, this is what we were looking for. If Jarrett knew
 he wasn’t helping anyone, then he should not have criticized Ostertag. Perfect answer.

B)  Nah. Actual benefit doesn’t matter
 here. All that matters is the intention to benefit
 . This is irrelevant as to intent.

C)  “Antagonism” isn’t the same thing as “serious harm,” so this is also irrelevant according to the principle.

D)  This can be true without Jarrett being wrong. Maybe Jarrett did intend to gain prestige, but also intended to help someone.

E)  This can be true without Jarrett being wrong, because maybe Jarrett intended to benefit someone else besides himself and Ostertag.





The best answer is A, because if it’s true it proves
 that Jarrett is wrong.
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Question 20



Neural connections carrying signals from the cortex (the brain region responsible for thought) down to the amygdala (a brain region crucial for emotions) are less well developed than connections carrying signals from the amygdala up to the cortex. Thus, the amygdala exerts a greater influence on the cortex than vice versa.







The argument’s conclusion follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  The influence that the amygdala exerts on the rest of the brain is dependent on the influence that the cortex exerts on the rest of the brain.



(B)  No other brain region exerts more influence on the cortex than does the amygdala.



(C)  The region of the brain that has the most influence on the cortex is the one that has the most highly developed neural connections to the cortex.



(D)  The amygdala is not itself controlled by one or more other regions of the brain.



(E)  The degree of development of a set of neural connections is directly proportional to the influence transmitted across those connections.






The hole in the logic here is a leap from “well developed neural connections” to “exerts a greater influence.” This doesn’t seem like a huge leap; it seems reasonable to assume that if the brain is really good at sending signals from A to B, but not from B to A, then A will probably exert a greater influence on B than B would exert on A. I’d buy that proposition, wouldn’t you?

But whether or not we’d
 buy it really isn’t the point. The point is that the argument didn’t explicitly say
 that “if A is better at sending signals to B than B is at sending signals to A, then A will exert greater influence on B than B will exert on A.” That’s an assumption
 of the argument, and without it, the argument is vulnerable.

We’re asked to prove the argument’s conclusion. The correct answer must
 match our prediction. Otherwise there’s no way the argument can be justified when it says “the amygdala exerts a greater influence on the cortex than vice versa.”





A)  No, this simply isn’t what we’re looking for. We have to have a bridge from “sends better signals” to “exerts more control.” This isn’t it.

B)  Same explanation as A.

C)  This is close, but it is only about signals and influence to
 the cortex, when the conclusion was about the signals and influence to and from
 the cortex. Tricky wrong answer.

D)  Same explanation as A and B.

E)  Yep. “Directly proportional” means if you have a bit more developed neural connection, then you’d have a bit more influence. And if you have a bit less developed neural connection, then you’d have a bit less influence. If this is true, then the amygdala will exert a greater influence on the cortex than vice versa, since the neural connection is more developed from the amygdala to the cortex than the connection from the cortex to the amygdala. This answer is exactly what we were looking for, and it’s our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 21



Sociologist: Traditional norms in our society prevent sincerity by requiring one to ignore unpleasant realities and tell small lies. But a community whose members do not trust one another cannot succeed. So, if a community is to succeed, its members must be willing to face unpleasant realities and speak about them honestly.







The sociologist’s conclusion follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Sincerity is required if community members are to trust each other.



(B)  The more sincere and open community members are, the more likely that community is to succeed.



(C)  A community sometimes can succeed even if its members subscribe to traditional norms.



(D)  Unless a community’s members are willing to face unpleasant realities, they cannot be sincere.



(E)  A community’s failure is often caused by its members’ unwillingness to face unpleasant realities and to discuss them honestly.






Sentence one, which is useless: “White lies happen.” Premise one, which is actually useful: “Without trust, a community cannot succeed.” Conclusion, which isn’t justified solely on the basis of premise one: “Without facing and speaking honestly about unpleasant realities, a community cannot succeed.” This argument needs help.

And we’re asked to do exactly that. We need to make the conclusion “follow logically.” That means prove
 the conclusion. It’s a Sufficient Assumption question. The only way to do this is to directly connect the argument’s premises to its conclusion. Since both the premise and the conclusion mention success of a society, we need to link the other
 parts of those two statements. We need to link “trust” to “facing and speaking honestly about unpleasant realities.” My prediction is, “Without facing and speaking honestly about unpleasant realities, a community cannot have trust.” If that’s true, then without speaking honestly, etc., a community will lack trust, and will therefore fail. This would be the correct answer because it would force
 the conclusion to be true.

The correct answer could also be the contrapositive of what we’ve predicted. It could say, “If a community has trust, it faces and speaks honestly about unpleasant realities.”





A)  This is awful damn close. Does “sincerity” mean the same thing as “facing and speaking honestly about unpleasant realities”? Sure, I could buy that. I’m hoping the other answers will be wildly wrong so we can pick A.

B)  No, we need an answer that links “speaking honestly” to “trust.” This doesn’t do it.

C)  No, doesn’t do what we need it to do.

D)  No, doesn’t do what we need it to do.

E)  No, doesn’t do what we need it to do.





Our answer is A, because it’s the only one that proves the argument’s conclusion.
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Question 21



Pizzerias are the only restaurants that routinely record the names, addresses, and menu selections of their customers. Simply by organizing these data, they can easily identify regular, average, and infrequent customers. Therefore, pizzerias utilize direct-mail marketing more effectively than do other restaurants.







Which one of the following, if assumed, enables the argument’s conclusion to be properly inferred?







(A)  Restaurants other than pizzerias cannot easily identify regular, average, and infrequent customers.



(B)  For restaurants, utilizing direct-mail marketing requires the names, addresses, and menu selections of at least some customers.



(C)  For restaurants, the identification of regular, average, and infrequent customers generally involves recording the names, addresses, and menu selections of at least some customers.



(D)  Utilizing direct-mail marketing is rarely beneficial for restaurants that cannot identify regular, average, and infrequent customers.



(E)  Restaurants that routinely record names, addresses, and menu selections of their customers always utilize direct-mail marketing more effectively than do any other restaurants.






Wait, what? I suspect this is going to be a fairly manageable question for me, because I think the argument is obviously bullshit. Now, when I say “obviously bullshit,” I don’t mean it’s fundamentally unreasonable, or that the conclusion can’t conceivably be true. But I do
 mean that the argument has a giant hole in it. Specifically, my objection is, “Where the fuck did ‘direct-mail marketing’ come from?”

The evidence here is basically, “Pizzerias kick ass in gathering and organizing customer data.” Okay, that’s nice. But the conclusion is, “Therefore pizzerias kick ass at direct-mail marketing.” And that conclusion is FAR from proven.

Just because you’re good at collecting and organizing data does not
 mean you’re actually going to do anything with it. The folks at Woodstock’s Pizza might collect the data, but be too high to bother creating a direct-mail campaign. They have a magic dragon mascot, for Chrissakes.
 Furthermore, even if you did
 do something with the data, it doesn’t mean you’re going to do anything useful with it. Woodstock’s Pizza might do a direct-mail campaign about NORML instead of trying to sell pizza. And even if you did
 do something useful with it, that doesn’t mean you’re going to be better at doing it than anybody else. The folks at Woodstock’s Pizza might get super
 high one day, bust out the magic markers, and brainstorm a kick-ass pizza marketing campaign. Hell, they might even manage to directly target it to exactly the right customers. But that wouldn’t preclude some other restaurant from creating an even better
 direct-mail campaign.

You get the picture; the argument sucks. Since we know why
 the argument sucks, we should be able to easily answer the question.

We’re asked to pick an answer that “enables the argument’s conclusion to be properly inferred.” This is a Sufficient Assumption question. Our task here is to be an attorney for the person making the argument, and help this shitty argument make sense. I can usually predict the answer on a question like this. I think, “If you can collect or organize the data, then you will also be the best at using direct-mail marketing,” would be perfect. If that statement is true, then doesn’t it force
 the conclusion of the argument to be true?





A)  This strengthens the argument, but I’m looking to prove
 the argument. Specifically, I really want an answer that connects in the concept of “direct-mail marketing” to the given facts. This doesn’t do it.

B)  Close, but no cigar. Just because having the data is necessary
 in order to be able to do direct-mail marketing doesn’t mean it’s sufficient
 to prove that you’ll be the best at direct-mail marketing if you do
 have the data. If this answer is true, it proves that no restaurant without the data will be able to do direct-mail marketing. But that doesn’t prove that the stoners at Woodstock’s will
 be able to do direct-mail marketing. This answer could only ever be used to prove that someone can’t do direct-mail marketing if they lack the data. It could never be used to prove that someone can
 do direct-mail marketing, because you could still fail even if you did have the data.

C)  Nah, nothing here about direct-mail marketing.

D)  Like B, this one is close but no cigar. It strengthens, but does not prove
 , the argument.

E)  Yep. This matches our prediction. I love how strongly-stated this answer choice is. On a Sufficient Assumption question, we usually want the biggest, boldest, baddest answer choice we can find. If we’re putting a witness on the stand, we want that witness to be compelling. We want an answer choice that makes it impossible to fail to reach our desired conclusion. If E is true, then the Woodstock’s stoners will
 be the best in the world at direct-mail marketing, no matter how high they are. Our answer is E. I love this question, because I think it’s a very learnable one—especially for something that appears so late in the section.





The answer is E.
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Question 22



Economist: Some people argue that when large countries split into several small countries, the world economy is harmed by increased barriers to free trade in the form of an increased number of national tariffs. But small countries do not think of themselves as economically self-sufficient. Therefore, such division of large countries does not increase barriers to free trade.







Which one of the following, if assumed, enables the economist’s conclusion to be properly drawn?







(A)  A country has the right to split into smaller countries even if some of the economic consequences of division would harm the world economy.



(B)  Increasing the number of countries in the world would strengthen rather than weaken the world economy.



(C)  All countries that impose national tariffs or other barriers to free trade think of themselves as economically self-sufficient.



(D)  There is strong evidence that national tariffs and other barriers to free trade harm the world economy.



(E)  Large countries tend to be more economically self-sufficient than small countries.






There’s a gap in this argument between “do not think of themselves as economically self-sufficient” and “no barriers to trade.” The gap is going to be related to the answer in some way: identifying the gap is the first, most important, task.

We’re asked to “enable the conclusion to be properly drawn,” i.e.
 prove or justify, the conclusion. So we are tasked with filling the gap, which should be fairly easy. How about, “Countries that do not think of themselves as economically self-sufficient never enact barriers to trade”? That would definitely do it. Even better would be, “Countries that do not think of themselves as economically self-sufficient always remove all barriers to trade and never enact new ones.” Alternatively, the answer could be stated in the contrapositive. Something like, “Only countries that do not think of themselves as economically self-sufficient ever enact economic barriers,” would also work.





A)  Nah, it’s not about whether these countries have the right
 to split or not. Nobody is questioning that.

B)  No, it’s not about the strength of the world economy. The only issue here is, “Will splitting these countries increase economic barriers or not?”

C)  Yep, this matches our prediction. If this is true, then no small country would ever enact an economic barrier, which would prove that splitting a large country into several small countries would not increase barriers to trade. This will be our answer.

D)  It’s not about the world economy as a whole, for one. And for another, this would only weaken the argument, not strengthen it. This is a truly terrible answer.

E)  Irrelevant.





Our answer is C, because it proves the desired conclusion.
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Question 22



The short-term and long-term interests of a business often conflict; when they do, the morally preferable act is usually the one that serves the long-term interest. Because of this, businesses often have compelling reasons to execute the morally preferable act.







Which one of the following, if assumed, enables the conclusion of the argument to be properly drawn?







(A)  A business’s moral interests do not always provide compelling reasons for executing an act.



(B)  A business’s long-term interests often provide compelling reasons for executing an act.



(C)  The morally preferable act for a business to execute and the long-term interests of the business seldom conflict.



(D)  The morally preferable act for a business to execute and the short-term interests of the business usually conflict.



(E)  When a business’s short-term and long-term interests conflict, morality alone is rarely the overriding consideration.






The missing link here seems to be, “Businesses have compelling reasons to serve their long-term interests.” If this is true, and if (as given) morally preferable acts usually serve the long-term interests, then I would have to agree that businesses often have compelling reasons to execute the morally preferable act. We have a strong prediction, so let’s scan the answer choices and see if it’s there.





A)  Huh? Not what we’re looking for.

B)  This is close, because it ties together “compelling reasons” and “long-term interests.” It’s almost what we predicted.

C)  This isn’t as good as B, because it doesn’t tie together compelling reasons and long-term interests. Just because two things “don’t conflict” doesn’t mean you should do them both.

D)  Just because a morally preferable act and a short-term interest conflict doesn’t mean that the morally preferable act doesn’t also conflict with the long-term interest, or that there isn’t some alternative path that can be taken besides pursuing the long- or short-term interests. I still like B better.

E)  This could only weaken the argument.





So B is our answer.
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Question 22



One of the most useful social conventions is money, whose universality across societies is matched only by language. Unlike language, which is rooted in an innate ability, money is an artificial, human invention. Hence, it seems probable that the invention of money occurred independently in more than one society.







The argument’s conclusion is properly drawn if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Some societies have been geographically isolated enough not to have been influenced by any other society.



(B)  Language emerged independently in different societies at different times in human history.



(C)  Universal features of human society that are not inventions are rooted in innate abilities.



(D)  If money were not useful, it would not be so widespread.



(E)  No human society that adopted the convention of money has since abandoned it.






If you can make this argument make sense, then you’ve already answered the question. The key facts are “money is universal across societies” and “money is not rooted in an innate ability, but is instead an artificial, human invention.” The desired conclusion is, “The invention of money probably occurred independently in more than one society.” We’re asked to find a sufficient assumption of the argument, which means “bridge the gap,” or “prove the conclusion to be true.”

One way to bridge the gap from facts to conclusion is, “Anything that is universal across societies but is not innate was probably invented independently in more than one society.” Another, equally good, answer would be, “Anything that is universal across societies but is an artificial human invention was probably invented independently in more than one society.”





A)  Yep. All societies have money. If there are some (one or more) societies that have never been influenced by any other society then they must have invented money independently. If they are so geographically isolated, it “seems probable” that they didn't influence other societies either. In that case, it “seems probable that  the invention of money occured independently in more than one society."

B)  Nah, this answer definitely wouldn’t prove anything about mone oney. Language is innate, which is unlike
 money.

C)  I don’t think this would do it. Just because money is an invention doesn’t prove that it was independently invented more than once. Couldn’t money have been invented once, by the Babylonians let’s say, and then all other human cultures stole the idea? I don’t think this answer proves our conclusion.

D)  Whether or not money is useful is simply not the issue here. Terrible answer.

E)  This is also a terrible answer, because it doesn’t even attempt to address whether or not money was independently invented.





Our answer is A.
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Question 22



The only preexisting recordings that are transferred onto compact disc are those that record companies believe will sell well enough on compact disc to be profitable. So, most classic jazz recordings will not be transferred onto compact disc, because few classic jazz recordings are played on the radio.







The conclusion above follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Few of the preexisting recordings that record companies believe can be profitably transferred to compact disc are classic jazz recordings.



(B)  Few compact discs featuring classic jazz recordings are played on the radio.



(C)  The only recordings that are played on the radio are ones that record companies believe can be profitably sold as compact discs.



(D)  Most record companies are less interested in preserving classic jazz recordings than in making a profit.



(E)  No recording that is not played on the radio is one that record companies believe would be profitable if transferred to compact disc.






There’s a big hole in this argument. Shocker. We know that record companies will only put stuff on CD that they think will sell. And we know that few classic jazz recordings are played on the radio. The big hole is the difference between “not played on the radio” and “companies don’t believe they will sell.”

The conclusion is, “Therefore most classic jazz recordings will not be transferred to CD.” We’re asked to make the argument’s conclusion “follow logically,” which means “prove
 the argument’s conclusion.” The only way to prove the conclusion is to bridge the gap between “few classic recordings are played on the radio” and “companies don’t believe they will sell.” My prediction is, “Record companies never believe anything that doesn’t play on the radio will sell.” If that’s true, then the argument seems pretty sound.





A)  I guess this strengthens the argument, but it doesn’t prove
 the argument. If this were true, it’s still possible that record execs actually love all
 classic jazz recordings, and believe all
 of them will sell! Maybe there are simply “few” preexisting classic jazz recordings. Or maybe there are many of them, but there are so many other
 recordings the execs think they can profit off of, that the jazz recordings are still relatively
 few. Anyway, this doesn’t bridge the gap to radio play that we were looking for, so I don’t think this can be it.

B)  This is just nonsense. It’s not relevant whether CDs are getting played on the radio. What’s relevant is whether what’s on the radio can get transferred to CD or not.

C)  Close, but no. This is logically backward from what we’re looking for. We wanted played on radio
 —> execs believe it can sell
 . Or the contrapositive of that statement, which would be Execs believe it can sell —> it’s definitely played on the radio. This answer goes exactly the wrong way. It says “played on radio —> execs believe it can sell.” That can only be used to prove that execs do
 believe something can sell. Even if it’s true, it can’t be used against classic jazz. Just because everything on the radio is something that execs believe will
 sell doesn’t mean that everything not
 on the radio is something they believe won’t
 sell.

D)  What? It’s not relevant what anyone is “interested in.” Motivations are not the issue here.

E)  Yep. This is exactly what we wanted: played on radio
 —> execs believe it can sell
 . If this is true, then classic jazz is fucked, because it’s currently not played on the radio, therefore the execs don’t think it will sell, therefore they surely aren’t going to put it on CD. This is our answer. Note that it’s extremely close to C, but the elements are reversed.





Our answer is E.
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Question 23



Physics professor: Some scientists claim that superheated plasma in which electrical resistance fails is a factor in causing so-called “ball lightning.” If this were so, then such lightning would emit intense light and, since plasma has gaslike properties, would rise in the air. However, the instances of ball lightning that I observed were of low intensity and floated horizontally before vanishing. Thus, superheated plasma with failed electrical resistance is never a factor in causing ball lightning.







The physics professor’s conclusion follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A) Superheated plasma in which electrical resistance fails does not cause types of lightning other than ball lightning.



(B) The phenomena observed by the physics professor were each observed by at least one other person.



(C) Ball lightning can occur as the result of several different factors.



(D) Superheating of gaslike substances causes bright light to be emitted.



(E) All types of ball lightning have the same cause.






The physics professor’s argument seems reasonable, except for the small fact that he has probably not seen every single instance of ball lightning in the history of the world. If he has
 seen every single instance of ball lightning in the history of the world, then his argument is perfectly valid. Otherwise, his argument sucks ass.

We are asked to make the professor’s conclusion “follow logically” from his facts. On a question like this, we have to find the answer that proves
 the conclusion to be true, using the evidence provided. I think the answer has to be something like, “The professor has seen every single instance of ball lightning in the history of the world.” Seriously. Without that, how can he possibly conclude, based on his own personal observations of ball lightning, that superheated plasma with failed electrical resistance is never
 a factor in creating ball lightning?





A)  Not what we’re looking for. We can almost always predict the correct answer on Sufficient Assumption questions. So we shouldn’t waste time thinking about answers that don’t immediately seem to match our prediction. Let’s check all five answers first, and see if something like our prediction pops out.

B)  Again, not what we’re looking for.

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  Not what we’re looking for.

E)  This is phrased somewhat differently, but it has the exact same effect as our prediction. If it is true that all types of ball lightning have the same cause, and if the professor has observed even one instance of ball lighting that was not
 caused by superheated plasma (which he has), then it must also be true that ball lightning is never
 caused by superheated plasma. This answer, if true, would do the same thing as our prediction. It would bridge the gap between the professor’s evidence and his conclusion. So this is our answer, and it’s simply not worth wasting time thinking about what the other answer choices might mean. This one clearly proves the conclusion of the argument to be true. The other ones don’t.





The answer is E.
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Question 23



For each action we perform, we can know only some of its consequences. Thus the view that in no situation can we know what action is morally right would be true if an action’s being morally right were the same as the action’s having the best consequences.







The conclusion follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  On some occasions we can come to learn that it is morally wrong to perform a certain action.



(B)  On some occasions we can know what action is morally right.



(C)  Knowing that an action has the best consequences requires knowing all the consequences of that action.



(D)  Only the immediate consequences of our actions are relevant in determining whether they are morally right.



(E)  An action may be morally right for one particular person without being morally right for all people.






This definitely seems like a doozy… I wouldn’t worry about this one if you’re not already scoring at least 160. That’s not to say I wouldn’t attempt it on the test. I would. But I wouldn’t waste time reading the following explanation if I were scoring less than 160, since there are many
 other questions you need to figure out first before you crack your head on this one.

Anyway, this is a weird question because it contains a conditional (if —> then) conclusion. The conclusion here (rearranged) is if
 an action’s being morally right is the same as the action having the best consequences, then
 it is true that we can never know what action is morally right. The only evidence provided for this assertion is, “We can only know some of the consequences of each action.”

The question asks us to make the conclusion “follow logically” from the facts. On this type of question, I am looking for the answer that will force the conclusion of the argument to be true. I can usually predict the correct answer on a question like this, often with startling accuracy, because it’s kinda like doing math: All we have to do here is connect the evidence to whatever part of the conclusion needs connecting to. The hard part is doing it in the right order. Here, the answer is probably very close to, “We can’t know whether an action will have the best consequences unless we know all
 of an action’s consequences.” Or, put another way, “If we don’t know all of an action’s consequences, we can’t know whether it will have the best consequences.”

The reason this must
 be the answer is that it connects the only premise we were given, “we can’t know all the consequences,” with the new information given in the conclusion, “morally right = best consequences.”

This is a 10 out of 10 difficulty question. There are much lower-hanging fruit on the test that deserve more attention from most students.





A)  “Come to learn”? Hmm… not what we were looking for.

B)  Again, simply not what we were looking for.

C)  Boom. Exactly what we predicted.

D)  Nope, not what we were looking for.

E)  Not what we were looking for.





Our answer is C. These questions are all or nothing. An answer either proves the conclusion, like C does, or it does not. You must
 predict the correct answer in advance here. If you don’t, you’re probably in trouble.
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Question 23



Whoever is kind is loved by somebody or other, and whoever loves anyone is happy. It follows that whoever is kind is happy.







The conclusion follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Whoever loves someone loves everyone.



(B)  Whoever loves everyone loves someone.



(C)  Whoever is happy loves everyone.



(D)  Whoever loves no one is loved by no one.



(E)  Whoever loves everyone is kind.






This is one that I would diagram. Sentence one has two premises. Kind —> Loved, and Loves —> Happy. The conclusion is Kind —> Happy.

We are asked to supply an additional premise that, if true, would make the conclusion of the argument “follow logically.” What this means is “prove the conclusion.”

The answer could be EITHER Loved —> Loves or the contrapositive of that statement, Loves
 —> Loved
 . (Those are equivalent statements.) If either one of those is true, then you can get to Kind —> Loved —> Loves —> Happy, which would prove that Kind —> Happy.

This question is hard until you 1) master conditional reasoning and 2) understand what it means to “prove” a conclusion. Once you get those two things, this question is actually super-easy. Keep working at it!





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  This is exactly what we predicted, and it would prove the conclusion of the argument, therefore it is our answer.

E)  Not what we’re looking for.





D is the answer.





There’s no point in analyzing the incorrect answer choices here, sorry. To understand this question, you need to be able to see how Answer D bridges the gap between the premises and the conclusion. Once you see that, then D is the only conceivable answer and everything else is just irrelevant.
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Question 24



Editorialist: Despite the importance it seems to have in our lives, money does not really exist. This is evident from the fact that all that would be needed to make money disappear would be a universal loss of belief in it. We witness this phenomenon on a small scale daily in the rises and falls of financial markets, whose fluctuations are often entirely independent of concrete causes and are the results of mere beliefs of investors.







The conclusion of the editorialist’s argument can be properly drawn if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Anything that exists would continue to exist even if everyone were to stop believing in it.



(B)  Only if one can have mistaken beliefs about a thing does that thing exist, strictly speaking.



(C)  In order to exist, an entity must have practical consequences for those who believe in it.



(D)  If everyone believes in something, then that thing exists.



(E)  Whatever is true of money is true of financial markets generally.






A very hard question.






	Conclusion: Money —> NOT really exist

	Premise 1: Loss of belief in money —> money disappears



The last sentence is just a distraction—nothing useful here.





The question is a Sufficient Assumption question. Thus, we’re looking for something that will bridge the gap between the premise and the conclusion. The premise says money disappears if people stop believing in it. So my prediction is, “Anything that disappears does not really exist.” The contrapositive of that would be, “If you really exist, you do not disappear.” Note that this is very big and strong and broad. The actual answer doesn’t need
 to be this strong, but it could be and still be correct. (This is exactly opposite of a Necessary Assumption question, where we would have to throw out any answer that was even slightly overbroad.)





A)  This seems close to our prediction. “Really exist —> continue to exist” is pretty similar in meaning to “really exist —> not disappear.” The contrapositive of A would be continue to exist
 —> really exist
 . When added to the premise, we get:






	Premise 1: loss of belief in money —> money disappears (very similar to not continue to exist)

	Answer A: continue to exist
 —> really exist






	Conclusion: Money —> really exist








  That’s a rough fit, but almost works for me. I could pick this answer.





B)  This is not a good answer because “mistaken beliefs” is not used anywhere in the argument.

C)  This is not a good answer because “practical consequences” is not used in the argument.

D)  This is not a good answer because it could only be used to prove that something does
 exist, not used to prove something does not exist.

E)  This is not a good answer because it is irrelevant.





The answer is A.





Tough question because:

1)  It includes a lot of extraneous information in the argument.

2)  The correct answer isn’t very satisfactory; it’s only a rough match rather than a perfect fit.
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Question 24



It is widely believed that lancelets—small, primitive sea animals—do not have hearts. Each lancelet has a contracting vessel, but this vessel is considered an artery rather than a heart. However, this vessel is indeed a heart. After all, it strongly resembles the structure of the heart of certain other sea animals. Moreover, the muscular contractions in the lancelet’s vessel closely resemble the muscular contractions of other animals’ hearts.







The argument’s conclusion follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Only animals that have contracting vessels have hearts.



(B)  Some primitive animals other than lancelets have what is widely held to be a heart.



(C)  A vessel whose structure and actions closely resemble those of other animal hearts is a heart.



(D)  For a vessel in an animal to be properly considered a heart, that vessel must undergo muscular contractions.



(E)  No animal that has a heart lacks an artery.






The conclusion here is, “The vessel is indeed a heart.” The evidence for this conclusion is in the last two sentences: “It strongly resembles the structure of the heart of certain other sea mammals,” and, “The contractions closely resemble the muscular contractions of other animals’ hearts.”

The question asks us to find an answer choice that would make the conclusion of the argument “follow logically” from the premises of the argument. This means we need to prove
 the conclusion of the argument using the facts we were given, plus one other fact (the correct answer).

After some preparation for the LSAT, I think it is possible for this type of question to become extremely easy. All we have to do here is bridge the gap between the facts and the conclusion. I think the best answer would be, “Anything that resembles another creature’s heart is itself a heart.” Let’s see if that’s somewhere in the answer choices.





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Exactly what we were looking for. This must be it.

D)  This one has the right words, but it says that contractions are necessary
 in order for something to be a heart, rather than sufficient
 to prove that something is a heart. This answer choice could therefore only ever be used to prove that something is not
 a heart (because if you lack a necessary condition for hearthood, then you are not a heart). C was better.

E)  Not what we were looking for, and C was exactly what we were looking for.





So C has to be our answer.
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Question 26



Political theorist: For all of its members to be strong in foreign policy, an alliance of countries must respond aggressively to problems. An alliance will do so only if every member of the alliance perceives the problems as grave. But the European Union countries will not all perceive a problem as grave unless they all agree that it threatens their alliance's economy. Thus, not all of the member countries of the European Union will be strong in foreign policy.







The conclusion drawn above follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  Countries that refuse to join alliances generally respond more aggressively to problems than do countries that do join alliances.



(B)  Countries become less aggressive in foreign policy if greater wealth leads them to think that they have more to lose by responding to problems aggressively.



(C)  Problems that appear to some member countries of the European Union to threaten the alliance's economy will not appear so to others.



(D)  European Union member countries that fail to perceive the economic relevance of problems are generally weak in foreign policy.



(E)  Alliances that are economically beneficial for a given country are not necessarily beneficial with regard to foreign policy.






The conclusion here is, “Not all of the member countries of the European Union will be strong in foreign policy.” The question asks us to prove
 this conclusion using the facts given plus the correct answer choice. Here, we are asked to be attorneys for the political theorist. If all of the theorist’s evidence is true, what additional fact would force his conclusion to be true? To answer this question, we have to figure out where the hole is in the argument. A diagram might help:






	Premise 1: All members strong in foreign policy —> alliance must respond aggressively

	Premise 2: Alliance responds aggressively —> every member perceives problems as grave

	Premise 3: EU countries perceive problem as grave —> all agree problem threatens economy

	Conclusion: Not all EU countries will be strong in foreign policy







The three premises link together like this: All members strong in foreign policy —> alliance must respond aggressively —> every member perceives problems as grave —> all agree problem threatens economy.





The contrapositive of all this would be:






All agree problem threatens economy
 —> every member perceives problems as grave
 —>



alliance must respond aggressively
 —> all members strong in foreign policy
 .





The conclusion then leaps to, “Not all EU countries will be strong in foreign policy.” I can think of a few facts that would prove this conclusion, given that all the premises are true:





My first prediction is, “Not all EU countries will agree that the problem threatens the economy.” If that’s true, then not every member perceives the problem is grave. Which means they won’t respond aggressively, which means that not all members will be strong.

My second prediction is, “Not every member perceives the problem is grave.” If that’s true, then they won’t respond aggressively, which means that not all members will be strong.

My third prediction is, “The alliance will not respond aggressively.” If that’s true, then not all members will be strong.

Any of these three predictions would prove the conclusion of the argument. They are all equally perfect.





A)  What countries “generally” do isn’t helpful here. We need to prove
 that they will act in a certain way in this case. This answer isn’t strong enough to prove our point.

B)  I don’t know what this means, and we shouldn’t care until we’ve read all five answer choices. Hopefully we’ll find an exact match, and won’t have to waste time deciphering this answer.

C)  Ahh. If this is true, then it can’t possibly be true that all countries will perceive the problem is grave simultaneously. This matches our second prediction. This is perfect.

D)  Nope, C was better.

E)  Nope, C was better.





C is our answer. Sufficient Assumption questions almost always allow us to precisely predict the answer before going on to the answer choices. Work on it, and you’ll be rewarded.
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Question 26



Commentator: For a free market to function properly, each prospective buyer of an item must be able to contact a large number of independent prospective sellers and compare the prices charged for the item to what the item is worth. Thus, despite advertised prices and written estimates available from many of its individual businesses, the auto repair industry does not constitute a properly functioning free market.







The conclusion of the commentator’s argument follows logically if which one of the following is assumed?







(A)  People do not usually shop for auto repairs but instead take their autos to their regular repair shop out of habit.



(B)  Some persons who are shopping for auto repairs cannot determine what these repairs are worth.



(C)  Not all auto repair shops give customers written estimates.



(D)  Many auto repair shops charge more for auto repairs than these repairs are worth.



(E)  Because it is not regulated, the auto repair industry does not have standardized prices.






The evidence is the first sentence: For a free market to exist, it’s necessary for a prospective buyer to be able to contact a large number of independent prospective sellers and compare prices. The conclusion is the last part of the last sentence: “The auto repair industry does not constitute a properly functioning free market.”

We are asked to find an assumption that allows the conclusion to “follow logically.” In other words, we are asked to be the attorney for the Commentator, and come up with a dream premise that will prove
 the Commentator’s conclusion. This is a Sufficient Assumption question. Pretend you’re going to hire an expert witness on behalf of the Commentator. An expert witness, if you have enough money, will say whatever you want her to say
 . If you need to prove that the auto repair industry is not a properly functioning free market, what do you want your expensive expert to say? Think about it for a minute. It’s very simple. You must connect the evidence you already have to the conclusion the Commentator is trying to make. You should be able to predict the correct answer here with frightening certainty.

My prediction is, “The auto repair industry does not allow each prospective buyer to contact a large number of independent prospective sellers and compare prices.” As we go through the answer choices, let’s pretend each one is a different prospective expert witness. Which one are we going to hire?





A)  The Commentator didn’t mention what people “usually do out of habit.” The Commentator was solely concerned with whether or not buyers are able
 to contact multiple sellers if they choose to do so. This feels like a trap. Next please.

B)  Hmm. This isn’t what we were looking for. However, the argument did say that people have to be able to “compare the prices charged for the item to what the item is worth
 .” That only makes sense if everyone can figure out, independently, what the item is worth. So there’s a case for B.

C)  “Written estimates”?! Who gives a shit? The point is: Can people get lots of quotes or not? You’re fired.

D)  Obviously this is true. Who cares? The point is: Can people get lots of quotes or not? You’re fired.

E)  No way. It’s definitely not about whether the market is “regulated” or has “standardized prices.”





A is a trap, and C through E are all irrelevant. Even though B isn’t exactly what we predicted, I do think that if it is true then the auto repair market can’t possibly be a “properly functioning free market” as defined by the Commentator.





So our answer is B.








Necessary Assumption




(Example: “Which one of the following is an assumption on which Inara’s argument depends?”)


Note the subtle, but very important, distinction between this question type (Necessary Assumption) and the one in the previous chapter (Sufficient Assumption). The Necessary Assumption question means, “Which one of the following must be true in order for Inara’s argument to make sense
 ?” Pick the answer that, if untrue, would make Inara’s argument ridiculous. Another way of thinking about this is, “Which one of the following is an assumption that Inara actually made?” Avoid answers that are stronger, or more absolute, than the minimum required for Inara’s conclusion to make sense. If Badger is on the planet Persephone, and Inara concludes that Badger is a dick, then she has necessarily assumed that at least one person on Persephone is a dick. She has not
 assumed that everyone on Persephone is a dick.
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Question 1



The development of new inventions is promoted by the granting of patent rights, which restrict the right of anyone but the patent holders to profit from these inventions for a specified period. Without patent rights, anyone could simply copy another’s invention; consequently, inventors would have no financial incentive for investing the time and energy required to develop new products. Thus, it is important to continue to grant patent rights, or else no one will engage in original development and consequently no new inventions will be forthcoming.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  Financial reward is the only incentive that will be effective in motivating people to develop new inventions.



(B)  When an inventor sells patent rights to a manufacturer, the manufacturer makes less total profit on the invention than the inventor does.



(C)  Any costs incurred by a typical inventor in applying for patent rights are insignificant in comparison to the financial benefit of holding the patent rights.



(D)  Patent rights should be granted only if an inventor’s product is not similar to another invention already covered by patent rights.



(E)  The length of a patent right is usually proportional to the costs involved in inventing the product.






The logic here isn’t horrible
 , but I do think there’s a gap in the reasoning. The argument is basically, “There will be no financial incentive, therefore there will be no new inventions.” But there’s no premise that says “people only invent for financial gain,” or “people only do things for financial gain.” Without that, the argument is incomplete. So those are both assumptions
 of the argument.

We’re asked to identify an assumption, so this one should be pretty easy.





A)  Yeah, this is a pretty good match for our prediction. I’d be happy with this.

B)  Definitely not what I’m looking for. I don’t see how this is a missing piece of the argument.

C)  No, this isn’t an assumption of the argument. This could be untrue and the argument could still make sense. Patents might be the most expensive investment in Research and Development. Maybe Apple pays its lawyers 75 percent of its revenues.  Even if that's true, Apple still benefits from patent law.

D)  Irrelevant. The details of who should get patents, and for what, are not at issue here.

E)  Again, the mechanics of patent rights are not at issue.





A is our answer, because it’s a missing piece of the argument. If it’s untrue, the logic of the argument is ruined. So it’s a necessary
 assumption of the argument.
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Question 3



A reason Larson cannot do the assignment is that she has an unavoidable scheduling conflict. On the other hand, a reason Franks cannot do the assignment is that he does not quite have the assertiveness the task requires. So, the task must be assigned to Parker, the only supervisor in the shipping department other than Larson and Franks.







The argument depends on assuming which one of the following?







(A)  Larson has the assertiveness the task requires.



(B)  The task cannot be assigned to anyone other than a supervisor in the shipping department.



(C)  Franks would be assigned the task if Franks had the assertiveness the task requires.



(D)  The task cannot be assigned to anyone who has any kind of scheduling conflict.



(E)  No one who is not a supervisor in the shipping department has the assertiveness this task requires.






This is an obviously bad argument with a surprisingly difficult set of answer choices. The key here, as always, is to predict the answer before even getting to the answer choices, so that you don’t get trapped by a nearly-right answer.

The argument is bullshit because it leaps from “Larson cannot do it” and “Franks cannot do it” to “Therefore Parker, the only other supervisor in the shipping department, must do it.” The proper objection to this line of reasoning is, “Wait… who said a supervisor in the shipping department has to do it?!” Ideally, you’ll have said this before you even read the part that asks you to identify an assumption. Once you see that you’re looking for an assumption, you’ll convert your objection into an accusation: “You’ve assumed
 that the job can only be done by a supervisor in the shipping department!” And then you’ll go find that in the answer choices, and be done with it.

Unfortunately, if you weren’t able to do that, then there are a couple of tricky answer choices that might be difficult to avoid. Let’s see:





A)  The argument concludes that Larson should not do the assignment due to scheduling. But that's just "a reason"... lack of assertiveness may or may not be another reason.

B)  Yep, this matches our prediction. If this statement is untrue, then it is
 possible to assign the task to someone other than a supervisor in the shipping department. And if that’s true, then why would Parker be the only man for the job? This answer, if untrue, totally destroys the argument. That’s the hallmark of an assumption that the argument depends on.


C)  The author suggested this, but it’s not necessarily
 true. Lack of assertiveness might be the least of the author’s worries about Franks… he could also be a perv and a psychopath. If Franks were a perv and a psychopath, that wouldn’t in any way harm the author’s suggestion that Parker is the man for the job. So this statement isn’t required by the argument.

D)  This is suggested
 but not required. It’s possible that Parker does have some scheduling conflicts, but he’s going to get the job anyway because Franks and Larson have even worse conflicts and/or are perverts and psychopaths and arsonists. Parker can have some scheduling conflicts and still be the best man for the job. This statement isn’t required.

E)  Nah. I’m sure plenty of people outside the department, or outside the company, or outside the USA, have plenty of assertiveness. Who cares? That wouldn’t change the argument in favor of Parker. All those other folks are simply irrelevant.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only necessary assumption listed.
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Question 4



The song of the yellow warbler signals to other yellow warblers that a particular area has been appropriated by the singer as its own feeding territory. Although the singing deters other yellow warblers from taking over the feeding territory of the singer, other yellow warblers may range for food within a portion of the singer’s territory. However, a warbler sings a special song when it molts (sheds its feathers). Other yellow warblers will not enter the smaller core territory of a yellow warbler singing its molting song. Therefore yellow warblers, which can only fly short distances during molting, have no competition for the food supply within the range of their restricted flying.







The argument makes which one of the following assumptions?







(A)  The core areas contain just enough food to sustain one yellow warbler while it molts.



(B)  Warblers are the only molting birds that lay claim to core areas of feeding territories by singing.



(C)  There are no birds other than yellow warblers that compete with yellow warblers for food.



(D)  Warblers often share their feeding areas with other kinds of birds, which often do not eat the same insects or seeds as warblers do.



(E)  The core areas of each feeding territory are the same size for each molting warbler.






This argument’s conclusion is much stronger than it should be. The facts were only about yellow warblers, but the conclusion says there will be “no competition for food” during the molting period. The problem with this is that there could be tons
 of competition besides other yellow warblers. What about other birds? What about rabbits? What about… I don’t know… the Cookie Monster?

We’re asked to identify an assumption of the argument. I think the argument has necessarily assumed that the only competition for yellow warbler food is other yellow warblers. Because if that’s not true, then the argument makes no sense at all.





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Exactly what we’re looking for. This is a necessary assumption of the argument because if it is not true, then there are
 other birds that compete with yellow warblers for food, and therefore the argument would be complete garbage.

D)  This would strengthen the argument, because it says other birds don’t eat the same thing as yellow warblers. But the argument did not assume that there are other birds in the area. So this answer could be untrue without ruining the argument’s logic, which means it is not necessary.

E)  This definitely doesn’t have to be true for the argument to make sense.





Our answer is C.
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Question 6



Although we could replace the beautiful—but dilapidated—old bridge across Black River with a concrete skyway, we should instead replace it with a cable bridge even though this would be more expensive than building a concrete skyway. The extra cost is clearly justified by the importance of maintaining the beauty of our river crossing.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  It is no more costly to maintain a cable bridge than a concrete skyway.



(B)  A concrete skyway would not have any practical advantages over a cable bridge.



(C)  The beauty of the river crossing must be preserved.



(D)  If the new cable bridge is built, most people who see it will think the extra money well spent.



(E)  Building a cable bridge across Black River would produce a more aesthetically pleasing result than building a concrete skyway.






It’s a fairly straightforward argument.






	Premise: Our old bridge is beautiful but dilapidated.

	Premise: Cable bridges are more expensive than concrete skyways.

	Premise: It’s important to maintain the beauty of our river crossing.

	Conclusion: We should build a cable bridge, not a concrete skyway.







The argument has assumed, at a minimum, that a cable bridge is more beautiful than a concrete skyway. If that’s not true, then why would the extra expense of the cable bridge possibly be justified?





A)  Maintenance costs weren’t even contemplated. I don’t see how this could be a necessary component of the argument.

B)  The argument was only about building costs and beauty. I don’t know why other “practical advantages,” whatever they may be, are relevant.

C)  I don’t think this is a missing piece of the argument, because the argument already presents, as a premise, “the importance of maintaining the beauty of our river crossing.” On an assumption question, we need to find a missing
 piece. Tricky, but this isn’t it.

D)  Even if this isn’t true, the speaker might still believe that we should build the cable bridge. The speaker might say, “Who cares what people think, most people are stupid. Let’s build the cable bridge." We need an answer that, if untrue, would ruin the argument.

E)  Yep, exactly. If this answer is untrue, then a concrete skyway would be just as beautiful, and we already know it’s cheaper. So why wouldn’t we build the concrete skyway? The speaker wouldn’t have any rational retort. This answer must be true or the argument fails: that’s the definition of a necessary assumption.





The answer is E.
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Question 7



In an experiment, biologists repeatedly shone a bright light into a tank containing a sea snail and simultaneously shook the tank. The snail invariably responded by tensing its muscular “foot,” a typical reaction in sea snails to ocean turbulence. After several repetitions of this procedure, the snail tensed its “foot” whenever the biologists shone the light into its tank, even when the tank was not simultaneously shaken. Therefore, the snail must have learned to associate the shining of the bright light with the shaking of the tank.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  All sea snails react to ocean turbulence in the same way as the sea snail in the experiment did.



(B)  Sea snails are not ordinarily exposed to bright lights such as the one used in the biologists’ experiment.



(C)  The sea snail used in the experiment did not differ significantly from other members of its species in its reaction to external stimuli.



(D)  The appearance of a bright light alone would ordinarily not result in the sea snail’s tensing its “foot.”



(E)  Tensing of the muscular “foot” in sea snails is an instinctual rather than a learned response to ocean turbulence.






These scientists are dicks for messing with the poor sea snail like that. But anyway, let’s think about the experiment and the conclusion they draw from the experiment. If I have the facts correct, they start by shining the light and
 shaking the tank. The snail tenses its foot, which is the same reaction it has to ocean turbulence. After several repetitions, the scientists only shine the light, without shaking the tank. The snail tenses its foot. From this, the scientists conclude that the snail associates the light with shaking.

OK, so the scientists are idiots in addition to being dicks. Where’s the control group? How do the scientists know that the sea snail wouldn’t have tensed its foot in response to the light only, without shaking, at the very beginning of the experiment? What if snails only have one response to stimuli? Maybe they can tense their foot and that’s about it. These scientists needed to make sure, at the beginning of their experiment, that the snails would not
 have tensed their feet in response to the light only. And also that they would not have randomly tensed their feet in response to the scientists just looking at them, for that matter. Without a control group, the scientists can properly conclude fuck all
 . But they made a conclusion anyway. Therefore, I can say with certainty that the scientists have assumed their control groups. They have assumed 1) that the snails wouldn’t tense their feet in response to light at the beginning of the experiment, and 2) that the snails don’t randomly tense their feet in response to no stimulus at all.

We can answer this one without sorting through the answer choices. Answer D is exactly what we predicted.





The answer is D.






Necessary Assumption Questions: EASIER


October 2004




Section 4




Question 7



Since empathy is essential for people to be willing to follow moral codes that sometimes require them to ignore their own welfare to help others, civilized society could not exist without empathy.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  Civilized society can exist only if there are people who are willing to at least sometimes ignore their own welfare to help others.



(B)  Failure to empathize with other people usually leads to actions detrimental to civilized society.



(C)  If everyone in a society is sometimes willing to ignore his or her own welfare to help others, that society will be civilized.



(D)  Moral codes that include the requirement that people disregard their own welfare in order to help others have arisen within some civilized societies.



(E)  People who feel empathy tend to ignore their own welfare for the sake of others.






This is the rare question where I’d do a diagram, because it’s relatively short, and I have a hard time arguing with it.






	Premise: Willing to Help Others —> Empathy

	Conclusion: Civilized Society —> Empathy







The correct answer must
 link the premise to the conclusion. How do we get from here to there? The correct answer can only really be Civilized Society —> Willing to Help Others. (Or the contrapositive, Willing to Help Others
 —> Civilized Society
 ) Those are simply the only ways to get from the premise to the conclusion.





A)  This seems good, and it’s what we predicted.

B)  This isn’t stated strongly enough for the argument’s conclusion. Just because something is “detrimental” doesn’t mean it makes something impossible. We’re looking for a clear If —> Then statement because that’s what the argument has. This isn’t it.

C)  This is Willing to Help Others —> Civilized. So it’s close, but backwards.

D)  “Some” civilized societies? We wanted a clear If —> Then statement. This isn’t it.

E)  There’s nothing here about civilized society, so this can’t possibly be a necessary link between the evidence and the conclusion.





Our answer is A.
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Question 7



Gotera: Infants lack the motor ability required to voluntarily produce particular sounds, but produce various babbling sounds randomly. Most children are several years old before they can voluntarily produce most of the vowel and consonant sounds of their language. We can conclude that speech acquisition is entirely a motor control process rather than a process that is abstract or mental.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by Gotera’s argument?







(A)  Speech acquisition is a function only of one’s ability to produce the sounds of spoken language.



(B)  During the entire initial babbling stage, infants cannot intentionally move their tongues while they are babbling.



(C)  The initial babbling stage is completed during infancy.



(D)  The initial babbling stage is the first stage of the speech acquisition process.



(E)  Control of tongue and mouth movements requires a sophisticated level of mental development.






Wait, what? Why would Gotera conclude that speech acquisition is “entirely motor control,” “rather than abstract or mental,” on the evidence she has provided? The evidence is: infants lack motor ability to voluntarily produce particular sounds, but can randomly babble. Most children are several years old before they can voluntarily produce most sounds. So what? Can’t they still be trying
 to ask for cookies? I say yes, Gotera seems to say no. Gotera has assumed that if you aren’t fully capable of producing the exact sound you want, then you can’t be using your brain at all when you attempt to produce a sound. This seems ridiculous.





A)  I don’t really like this answer, but it could be the best of a bad lot. If A isn’t true, it becomes “speech acquisition is a function not only of one’s ability to produce the sounds of spoken language.” This would tend to undermine the conclusion that speech acquisition must be purely a motor control issue. I don’t love it, but if there’s nothing else decent we’ll have to choose A.

B)  This seems way too specific. Did Gotera really assume this? I don’t think so.

C)  No, the initial babbling stage might extend into early childhood without hurting Gotera’s logic at all. This can’t be it.

D)  Can’t there be a prior stage? Gotera wouldn’t seem to care. So I doubt she assumed this.

E)  Gotera doesn’t say that infants and children can’t control their tongues or mouths, and furthermore doesn’t say that they don’t have sophisticated mental development. This can’t be it.





The answer must be A, because it’s the only one we could really make a case for. Best of a bad lot.
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Question 7



Global ecological problems reduce to the problem of balancing supply and demand. Supply is strictly confined by the earth’s limitations. Demand, however, is essentially unlimited, as there are no limits on the potential demands made by humans. The natural tendency for there to be an imbalance between demand and sustainable supply is the source of these global problems. Therefore, any solutions require reducing current human demand.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  Supply and demand tend to balance themselves in the long run.



(B)  It is possible to determine the limitations of the earth’s sustainable supply.



(C)  Actual human demand exceeds the earth’s sustainable supply.



(D)  It is never possible to achieve a balance between the environmental supply and human demand.



(E)  Human consumption does not decrease the environmental supply.






The question asks for “an assumption on which the argument depends,” i.e., a Necessary Assumption. The trick to answering Necessary Assumption questions is to pick the answer that must be true in order for the argument to make any sense. In other words, pick the answer that, if untrue
 , would cause the argument to fail.

Here, the argument says that the Earth’s supply is fixed, but the demand of greedy humans is essentially unlimited. Makes sense so far. The conclusion then says that “any solutions require reducing current human demand.” This seems fairly reasonable… I can’t see a huge hole here. We’ll have to just go through the answer choices and pick the one that seems like it is necessary support for the argument.





A)  Um, no. If this were true, actually, then the argument probably wouldn’t make any sense because the argument wants us to reduce demand rather than wait for things to “balance themselves.” I don’t see how this answer choice provides any support, let alone necessary
 support, for the argument.

B)  I don’t see why we need to be able to “determine,” i.e. calculate, the limitations of the Earth’s supply. Why is that relevant? I think B could be untrue and the argument would still make sense. If B is untrue then it is impossible to calculate the limitations of supply. So what? That doesn’t ruin the argument. The conclusion that “any solutions require reducing demand” would still make sense. So B isn’t necessary.

C)  Oh, this could be it. If this is untrue, it becomes “actual human demand does not exceed Earth’s sustainable supply.” And if that
 is the case, then why would we need to “reduce current demand”? Couldn’t we just level it off at the current rate and be OK? I like this answer.

D)  What? If this is true then we might as well just give up. This doesn’t support the argument at all.

E)  This is just plain weird. “Demand doesn’t reduce supply”? That makes no sense to me. I think this is just a bunch of words from the argument mixed up into a batch of nonsense.





Answer C, if untrue, would destroy the argument. Therefore C is necessary support for the argument, and is our answer.
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Question 8



Department store manager: There is absolutely no reason to offer our customers free gift wrapping again this holiday season. If most customers take the offer, it will be expensive and time-consuming for us. On the other hand, if only a few customers want it, there is no advantage in offering it.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the department store manager’s argument?







(A)  Gift wrapping would cost the store more during this holiday season than in previous holiday seasons.



(B)  Anything that slows down shoppers during the holiday season costs the store money.



(C)  It would be to the store’s advantage to charge customers for gift wrapping services.



(D)  It would be expensive to inform customers about the free gift wrapping service.



(E)  Either few customers would want free gift wrapping or most customers would want it.






I’m immediately pissed off when the department store manager says there is “absolutely no reason” to offer free gift wrapping. Seriously dude? Absolutely no reason?!
 Do you know how hard it is to prove that? Okay dumbass, let’s hear your evidence: “If
 most customers take the offer, it will be expensive/time-consuming,” and “If
 a few customers want the offer, there is no advantage in offering it.”

Yeah, that’s about as shitty as I was expecting it to be. The store manager is trying to support a very bold conclusion with two super-shaky premises. The first premise is just worthless. Just because something is “expensive and time-consuming” doesn’t mean there is no reason to do it. Curing cancer, anyone? Expensive, time-consuming, and worth it
 . Furthermore, we don’t know that “most customers” are going to take the offer, so this premise might not even apply.

The second premise is slightly more reasonable, because it at least says there is no advantage to the program under certain circumstances. The same flaw is present here, however, because we don’t know that “only a few” customers will take the offer, so it might not apply either.

So the manager has two premises, neither of which might even apply. We’re asked to find a necessary assumption of the manager’s argument. This means “pick the answer that must be true in order for the argument to survive.” Another way of thinking about this is “pick the answer that, if untrue, causes the argument to fail.”





A)  No, this doesn’t have to be true in order for the argument to make sense. Maybe gift wrapping is really expensive every year. It could even be a little cheaper this year than last year, but still be really expensive. If this answer is untrue, the store manager’s argument could still possibly make sense. So this isn’t necessary.

B)  What? No, I don't think this is a missing component of the department store manager's argument. Cash registers slow down shoppers, but cash registers definitely don’t cost the store money. This is absurd. It’s way too broad to be a “necessary” component of the argument. It proves too much.

C)  This might strengthen the manager’s argument, but it isn’t necessary. Maybe the store manager would prefer not to offer any gift-wrapping at all, regardless of who is paying.

D)  What? How is “informing the customers” even relevant? I suppose this answer might strengthen the store manager’s argument, but it certainly isn’t required.

E)  Yep. The store manager’s first premise only even applied if “most customers” took the deal. And the store manager’s second premise only applied if “few customers” took the deal. Those were the store manager’s only two premises! So if more than a few, but less than most, customers take the deal, (say… 30 percent?) then the store manager has no argument whatsoever
 .
 Therefore it is necessary, in order for the argument to make any sense at all, that either “most” or “only a few” customers will take the deal.





E is our answer.
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Question 9



There are far fewer independent bookstores than there were 20 years ago, largely because chain bookstores prospered and multiplied during that time. Thus, chain bookstores’ success has been to the detriment of book consumers, for the shortage of independent bookstores has prevented the variety of readily available books from growing as much as it otherwise would have.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument relies?







(A)  Book consumers would be better off if there were a greater variety of readily available books than there currently is.



(B)  Independent bookstores typically do not sell the kinds of books that are available in chain bookstores.



(C)  The average bookstore today is larger than the average bookstore of 20 years ago.



(D)  The average bookstore today is smaller than the average bookstore of 20 years ago.



(E)  Some book consumers value low prices more highly than wide selection.






Always focus on the conclusion of the argument. The conclusion here is, “Book consumers have been hurt by chain bookstores.” We know this because the rest of the argument serves to support that ultimate conclusion. 1) Chain bookstores have caused a decline in independent bookstores. 2) This, in turn, has prevented the variety of readily available books from growing as much as it otherwise would have 3) THEREFORE book consumers have been hurt. It wouldn’t make sense to say, “Book consumers have been hurt, THEREFORE there is less variety of available books.” Would it? Didn’t think so.

The assumption is the missing link between “decreased variety” and “consumers have been hurt.” The author has assumed, necessarily, that somebody gives a shit about variety. If I was the attorney for Barnes and Noble, I would argue, “The reason we don’t stock a wide variety of books is that nobody ever buys that shit anyway; people only buy Harry Potter
 and Twilight
 books, and the reason we defeated the independents is that we are realistic and don’t bother stocking cases full of other books that nobody will ever buy.”

We can prove that “somebody gives a shit about variety” is a necessary
 assumption of the argument. If “somebody gives a shit about variety” is not true, then the argument is ruined. Like this: “Nobody gives a shit about variety.” If that’s true—if nobody
 cares about variety—then how can book consumers possibly have been hurt?





A)  We predicted “somebody gives a shit about variety.” This is awful close… “book consumers would be better off with more variety.” That’s good enough, if we can eliminate B through E.

B)  Irrelevant. And not what we’re looking for.

C)  Possibly true, but beside the point. Variety
 was the issue, not size. We don’t know whether independents are bigger or smaller than chains.

D)  Same explanation as C.

E)  This would possibly weaken the argument, if chains sell books cheaper than the independents did. If we’re looking for an assumption of the argument, the answer should make the argument stronger, not weaker.





The answer is A, because if it’s not true that consumers would be better off with more variety, then the argument hasn’t provided any proof that consumers have been hurt by the independents going out of business.
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Question 9



Reducing stress lessens a person’s sensitivity to pain. This is the conclusion reached by researchers who played extended audiotapes to patients before they underwent surgery and afterward while they were recovering. One tape consisted of conversation; the other consisted of music. Those who listened only to the latter tape required less anesthesia during surgery and fewer painkillers afterward than those who listened only to the former tape.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the researchers’ reasoning depends?







(A)  All of the patients in the study listened to the same tape before surgery as they listened to after surgery.



(B)  Anticipating surgery is no less stressful than recovering from surgery.



(C)  Listening to music reduces stress.



(D)  The psychological effects of music are not changed by anesthesia or painkillers.



(E)  Both anesthesia and painkillers tend to reduce stress.






The evidence is about music vs. conversation, but the conclusion is about stress
 . So the researchers have assumed that the music was less stressful than the conversation.





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Bingo. If music does not reduce stress, then why would the study indicate that reducing stress lessens sensitivity to pain? This answer choice must be true or else the argument fails. That’s the hallmark of a necessary assumption.

D)  This is tough to pass up, but we don’t have to worry about it because C is so much cleaner, and obviously must be true in order for the argument to make sense. If we wanted to get picky with D, we could say, “No, the argument doesn’t assume anesthesia/painkillers have no impact on the psychological effects of music; they could make music more or less helpful and the conclusion that listening to music/stress reduction lessened pain would still stand.” Anyway, C is better.

E)  No, anesthesia and painkillers probably reduce pain
 primarily, and they don’t have to do so via stress reduction in order for the argument to make sense.





Our answer is C.
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Question 9



Global surveys estimate the earth’s population of nesting female leatherback turtles has fallen by more than two-thirds in the past 15 years. Any species whose population declines by more than two-thirds in 15 years is in grave danger of extinction, so the leatherback turtle is clearly in danger of extinction.







Which one of the following is an assumption that the argument requires?







(A)  The decline in the population of nesting female leatherback turtles is proportional to the decline in the leatherback turtle population as a whole.



(B)  If the global population of leatherback turtles falls by more than two-thirds over the next 15 years, the species will eventually become extinct.



(C)  The global population of leatherback turtles consists in roughly equal numbers of females and males.



(D)  Very few leatherback turtles exist in captivity.



(E)  The only way to ensure the continued survival of leatherback turtles in the wild is to breed them in captivity.






Silly little trick here. The first premise is about nesting female
 leatherback turtles, but the second premise, and the conclusion, are about leatherback turtles overall
 . So the argument has assumed that the observed decline in nesting female leatherback turtles is also true in leatherback turtles overall. If that’s not true, then the argument just doesn’t make sense.

Put another way, what if it’s possible to lose two-thirds of the females, but not have a decline in the total population? That is somewhat hard to believe, but if it’s true then the argument fails.





A)  This feels like a trap to me because the word “proportional” is too strong. This would certainly strengthen the argument, but it feels like a sufficient assumption rather than a necessary assumption. If this answer is true, it would prove
 the argument’s conclusion. That’s a sufficient assumption. If this answer is false, it becomes, “The decline in the population of nesting female leatherback turtles is not proportional to the decline in the leatherback turtle population as a whole.” But so what? That doesn’t ruin the argument. The decline doesn’t have to be “proportional” in order to still be devastating to the population. For example, what if the female population declined by 70%, and the total population declined by 95%? That’s not “proportional,” but it would strengthen the argument rather than weaken it. On a Necessary Assumption question, we need to pick an answer that, if untrue,
 would cause the argument to fail. This isn’t it.

B)  No, this answer goes further than the argument actually went. The argument only concludes that the leatherback is “in danger of extinction.” That doesn’t mean that the leatherback will surely go extinct.

C)  Again, like A, this is too specific. Males and females don’t have to be roughly equal in numbers for the argument to make sense. What if there are far more females than males? If there are far more females than males, and females have declined drastically, then surely the overall population has also declined drastically.

D)  Huh? Totally irrelevant.

E)  No, not even close. Like D, captivity can’t possibly be relevant.





Yikes. We’ve eliminated all five answers, and I really hate all five. As it turns out the answer is A, but I think this is a truly terrible question. There is no way that A is “required” by the argument. Answer choice A would be decent if this were a Sufficient Assumption question, but the question asked us for a necessary assumption. Chalk this one up to an error on the test makers’ part.





The answer is A.
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Question 9



Museum visitor: The national government has mandated a 5 percent increase in the minimum wage paid to all workers. This mandate will adversely affect the museum-going public. The museum’s revenue does not currently exceed its expenses, and since the mandate will significantly increase the museum’s operating expenses, the museum will be forced either to raise admission fees or to decrease services.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the museum visitor’s argument?







(A)  Some of the museum’s employees are not paid significantly more than the minimum wage.



(B)  The museum’s revenue from admission fees has remained constant over the past five years.



(C)  Some of the museum’s employees are paid more than the current minimum wage.



(D)  The annual number of visitors to the museum has increased steadily.



(E)  Not all visitors to the museum are required to pay an admission fee.






The problem with this argument is that if the minimum wage goes up, businesses are only affected if they actually pay their employees something at or near the minimum wage
 . “Everyone at the museum makes five times the minimum wage” would be a devastating attack on the argument. So the museum visitor has necessarily assumed, at a minimum, that at least one museum employee is making at, or less than 5 percent more than, the minimum wage. (Otherwise the increase wouldn’t affect the museum at all.)





A)  This is it. “Some” means one or more. If A isn’t true, then all
 of the museum’s employees are paid “significantly” more than the minimum wage. It’s not a stretch for us to assume that “significantly” means five percent or more, so if A isn’t true then the museum is not hit by the minimum wage increase. That means A is a Necessary Assumption of the argument.

B)  Admission revenue could have gone up, down, or sideways over the past five years without affecting the visitor’s argument in the slightest.

C)  This could only hurt
 the museum visitor’s argument. If we’re looking for something that is “required” for the museum visitor’s argument to stand, then we are looking for a missing piece of the argument—not something that would weaken that argument.

D)  Like revenue in answer B, annual visitors could have gone up, down, or sideways over time without affecting the visitor’s argument in the slightest.

E)  Like answer C, this could only hurt
 the museum visitor’s argument.





The best answer is A.






Necessary Assumption Questions: HARDER


December 2005




Section 4




Question 10



The proposed coal-burning electric plant should be approved, since no good arguments have been offered against it. After all, all the arguments against it have been presented by competing electricity producers.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the reasoning above depends?







(A)  The competing electricity producers would stand to lose large amounts of revenue from the building of the coal-burning electric plant.



(B)  If a person’s arguments against a proposal are defective, then that person has a vested interest in seeing that the proposal is not implemented.



(C)  Approval of the coal-burning electric plant would please coal suppliers more than disapproval would please suppliers of fuel to the competing electricity producers.



(D)  If good arguments are presented for a proposal, then that proposal should be approved.



(E)  Arguments made by those who have a vested interest in the outcome of a proposal are not good arguments.






This is a commonly-tested flaw. “Because it’s self-serving for you to say X, the exact opposite of X must be true.” That’s bullshit. Just because someone might
 be biased in favor of a certain plan doesn’t mean that the plan can’t still be sound. This argument attacks the proponents of a plan rather than the plan itself.

Specifically, this argument says, “The only arguments that have been presented in opposition to the coal plant are from competing electricity producers, therefore there are no good arguments that have been presented.” We’re asked to find an assumption on which the argument depends: a necessary assumption. My prediction is something like, “Competing electric producers can’t possibly have good arguments against a coal-burning power plant.” This must be true
 in order for the logic of the argument to be valid. If it’s false, the argument fails.





A)  Not what we’re looking for. Also “revenue” is too specific. Did the author really assume, necessarily, anything about revenue?

B)  This is close, but backward. If it said, “If a person has a vested interest, then their arguments are defective,” then I would love this answer. But that’s not what it says.

C)  Huh? Where did the concept of “pleasing” come from?

D)  Uh, no. The argument says “only bad arguments against this proposal have been  offered, so we should approve it," not “there are good reasons to do it, so let's do it."

E)  Yep. This matches our prediction. If this is untrue, the argument fails.





So our answer is E.
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Question 10



In an experiment, scientists changed a single gene in cloned flies of a certain species. These cloned flies lacked the eye cells that give flies ultraviolet vision, even though cloned siblings with unaltered, otherwise identical genes had normal vision. Thus, scientists have shown that flies of this species lacking ultraviolet vision must have some damage to this gene.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  The relationship between genes and vision in flies is well understood.



(B)  No other gene in the flies in the experiment is required for the formation of the ultraviolet vision cells.



(C)  Ultraviolet vision is a trait found in all species of flies.



(D)  The gene change had no effect on the flies other than the lack of ultraviolet vision cells.



(E)  Ultraviolet vision is an environmentally influenced trait in the species of flies in the experiment.






This argument assumes that any one
 cause of blindness must be the only
 cause of blindness, which is stupid and wrong. I can make this more obvious by offering a parallel argument to the argument made here. Ready?

“I jammed an icepick into both eyes of a human research subject, and the subject was thereafter blind. All other study subjects, who did not have an icepick jammed into both eyes, could still see perfectly. Therefore anyone who is blind must have had an icepick jammed into their eyes.”

That’s the exact same logic behind the given argument, and it’s patently ridiculous. The assumption required
 by this argument is that if anything causes blindness, it must be present in every single person who is blind.

Another example of this same flaw would be this:

“Exposure to radiation from a nuclear meltdown causes cancer. Therefore anybody with cancer must have been exposed to radiation from a nuclear meltdown.”

Here, the assumption is, “If something causes cancer, then that thing is present in every cancer sufferer.”

Since we’re asked for a necessary assumption, we’re going to pick the answer choice that, if untrue
 , would cause the argument to fail. That’s the definition of an assumption “required” by the argument.





A)  What? No. This is meaningless. There’s no way this can be a necessary part of the argument. Even if it’s not
 well understood, well, that’s the reason why the scientists are studying it! No way.

B)  This is closer, but I don’t think it’s necessary. If you negate B you get, “Some other gene is required for the formation of ultraviolet vision cells.” If you tried to use that as an attack against the speaker, the speaker might say, “Well obviously there are many genes required to create any trait, but my point is that damage to this one
 gene is a contributing factor to every case of ultraviolet blindness.”

C)  No way. “All species of flies” are not at all relevant. The only thing that’s relevant is the species actually being discussed.

D)  No, the gene change could have also made the flies paralyzed, in addition to making them blind. If that were true, it would do nothing to ruin the idea that this gene defect must be present in all cases of ultraviolet blindness. No way.

E)  This answer starts off as a weakener, so it can’t be something required by the argument. If you negate this answer, it actually strengthens the argument (by eliminating environmental factors as a potential cause of ultraviolet blindness.) So this is out.





I dislike all five answer choices, but I seriously hate A, C, D, and E and only mildly dislike B. I can see how “no other gene is involved” is a strengthener. I can see how if you negate B, you get “some other gene is involved,” and that’s a threat to the idea that every
 fly with ultraviolet blindness must have a defect in one specific
 gene. I still don’t think this is “necessary
 ” in the strictest sense of the word, but it’s the only conceivable answer choice. So our answer has to be B. Tough question, because it doesn’t fit neatly into the “necessary assumption” mold.





The answer is B.
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Question 12



Some argue that because attaining governmental power in democracies requires building majority coalitions, it is a necessary evil that policymakers do not adhere rigorously to principle when dealing with important issues, but rather shift policies as they try to please different constituents at different times. But it is precisely this behavior that allows a democracy to adapt more easily to serve public interests, and thus it is more a benefit than an evil.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  Government policymakers cannot retain power if they ignore any of the various factions of their original winning coalition.



(B)  Democracies are more likely than nondemocratic forms of government to have policymakers who understand the complexity of governmental issues.



(C)  In the formulation of government policy, the advantage conferred by adaptability to diverse or fluctuating public interests outweighs the detriment associated with a lack of strict fidelity to principle.



(D)  In dealing with an important issue, policymakers in a democracy appeal to a principle in dealing with an issue only when that principle has majority support.



(E)  Democracies appear to be more flexible than nondemocratic forms of government, but are not actually so.






Hmm. I don’t react strongly to this one. That’s usually a problem. If we can get indignant, we have a better chance of answering. Let’s see if rearranging it helps.

The logic seems to be, “Policymakers need to shift policies to build majorities, and this behavior of shifting policies allows a democracy to adapt more easily to serve public interests. Therefore people who say policymakers shifting policies is evil are wrong.”

Okay, I think I get it now. After rearranging the argument, my objection is this: “Dude, you are assuming that adapting to serve public interests is a good
 thing. But maybe public interests are themselves evil, or maybe public interests are OK, but rigorous adherence to principle is the most important thing in the entire world
 , in which case we wouldn’t care how good public interests are, because it would be evil to do anything that subverts adherence to principle.”

Something like that, anyway. We’re asked to identify “an assumption required by the argument,” which means “necessary assumption.” I think we are probably on the right track with our objection immediately above. The answer is probably something like “public interest is more important than adherence to principle.” Let’s see:





A)  Nah. The conclusion isn’t about what policymakers have to do to retain power. It’s about whether what they have to do is good
 or bad
 . This isn’t a missing piece of the argument.

B)  Nah, it’s not about whether democracies promote, or don’t promote, understanding.

C)  Yup. Lots of big words here, folks. I’m very sorry, but there’s nothing I can do to help with that. Start reading, a lot, and every single day. I don’t care what you read, but you must read
 . It’s the only way to improve your vocabulary and reading comprehension. This answer choice translates into “public interest is more important than adherence to principle,” which matches my prediction above. If this isn’t true, then the argument is in really big trouble. That’s how we know that this is a necessary assumption of the argument. I am 99.99 percent certain that this will turn out to be the correct answer.

D)  No. This just takes the terms from an argument and blends them up and pours them out into a bucket of nonsense.

E)  It’s not about democracies vs. non-democracies.





Our answer is C, because it must be true in order for the argument to make sense. That’s the definition of a Necessary Assumption.
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Question 12



To cut costs, a high school modified its air-conditioning system to increase its efficiency. The modified system, however, caused the humidity in the school air to decrease by 18 percent. Twenty-four hours after the decrease in air humidity, a 25 percent increase in the number of visits to the school nurse was reported. This shows that a decrease in humidity can make people ill.







The argument depends on assuming which one of the following?







(A)  At least some of the visits to the school nurse after the system was modified were due to illness.



(B)  Most of the students at the high school suffered from the decrease in air humidity.



(C)  It takes 24 hours after a person is infected with a virus for that person to exhibit symptoms.



(D)  A decrease of 18 percent in air humidity causes an increase of 25 percent in one’s probability of becoming ill.



(E)  Modifying the air-conditioning system proved to be an ineffective way to cut costs.






How do we know there wasn’t a rampant gonorrhea outbreak among the students at Skank Unified High that same day? Or how do we know that the AC didn’t happen to get installed right before final exams, when everyone invents bogus illnesses and goes to the nurse? Or how do we know the school bus didn’t get in a 50-car pileup, causing massive injuries among the students and requiring nurse visits?

Yes, the humidity dropped.  Yes, nurse visits increased. But we have no proof that one thing caused the other. Correlation does not prove causation.






We’re asked to identify an assumption. I think it will be something that points out that correlation doesn’t necessarily prove causation.





A)  Well yeah. If this isn’t true, it becomes, “None of the visits to the school nurse after the AC system was modified were due to illness.” If that’s true, then how can it be true that the AC change caused
 illness? This must be true in order for the argument to make sense. Therefore it is a Necessary Assumption of the argument.

B)  No, it’s not necessary that “most” students suffered in order for the argument to make sense. Even if “less than half” of the students got sick, the illness could still have been caused by the AC. So this isn’t necessary.

C)  Who said anything at all about viruses? There is no way this was assumed by the speaker. Nobody is even talking about it. (There are all sorts of illnesses that have nothing to do with viruses.)

D)  This strengthens the argument. But it’s so specific that there’s no way it’s a necessary
 support for the argument. What if a decrease of 18 percent in air humidity causes an increase of 2500 percent in one’s probability of getting ill? If that’s true, then D is false. But the argument would still make sense. On a Necessary Assumption question, the opposite of the correct answer choice should kill the argument.
 That’s how you know something is necessary! Example: Oxygen is necessary, because without it you die. Food is also necessary. But pizza is not necessary, because without pizza you can still survive.

E)  Costs are irrelevant.





Our answer is A.
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Question 12



Editorial: To qualify as an effective law, as opposed to merely an impressive declaration, a command must be backed up by an effective enforcement mechanism. That is why societies have police. The power of the police to enforce a society’s laws makes those laws effective. But there is currently no international police force. Hence, what is called “international law” is not effective law.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the editorial’s argument?







(A)  No one obeys a command unless mechanisms exist to compel obedience.



(B)  If an international police force were established, then so-called international law would become effective law.



(C)  The only difference between international law and the law of an individual society is the former’s lack of an effective enforcement mechanism.



(D)  The primary purpose of a police force is to enforce the laws of the society.



(E)  Only an international police force could effectively enforce international law.






Hmm. Maybe a diagram?






	Premise 1: Effective Law —> Effective Enforcement Mechanism

	Premise 2: Police are one Effective Enforcement Mechanism

	Conclusion: International Police Force
 —> International Law Effective












The problem here is that police are sufficient
 for enforcement, but that doesn’t mean they’re necessary
 for effective enforcement (i.e., they are not the only
 effective enforcement mechanism).

So the argument seems to have assumed that one effective enforcement mechanism is the only
 effective enforcement mechanism. It has assumed that a sufficient condition has to be a necessary condition.





A)  This is way too big and broad to be the answer for a necessary assumption question. The argument was entirely about international law. It never said anything about people not cheating at Scrabble against your granny, even though you could get away with it, just because it’s more fun not to cheat. This ain’t it.

B)  The conclusion implied that an international police force was necessary
 , but didn’t say that laws couldn’t still fail to be effective, even if there was
 a police force. (Remember, there can be many necessary conditions, lack of any one of which could cause something to fail. For example, maybe in order for a law to work, it also can’t be stupid (the prohibition of marijuana is stupid, that’s why nobody follows the law, regardless of whether or not there’s an effective enforcement mechanism), or for another example, suppose there was an international police force but it wasn’t willing to go to war with the U.S. or China, so the U.S. and China could just ignore whatever international laws they didn’t want to follow, international police force be damned. Anyway, this is not the answer.

C)  The argument doesn’t assume that there aren’t other differences between international law and domestic law. Not even close.

D)  The “primary purpose” of a police force could be simply to show off; the argument doesn’t tell us whether there are other purposes or not.

E)  Yep. This must
 be true for the argument to make sense, which means it’s necessary. If this answer is not true, then there are other ways to effectively enforce international law, which would destroy the conclusion of the argument. This is what we predicted, and it’s our answer.






The answer is E.
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Question 13



Some doctors believe that a certain drug reduces the duration of episodes of vertigo, claiming that the average duration of vertigo for people who suffer from it has decreased since the drug was introduced. However, during a recent three-month shortage of the drug, there was no significant change in the average duration of vertigo. Thus, we can conclude that the drug has no effect on the duration of vertigo.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  If a drug made a difference in the duration of vertigo, a three-month shortage of that drug would have caused a significant change in the average duration of vertigo.



(B)  If there were any change in the average duration of vertigo since the introduction of the drug, it would have demonstrated that the drug has an effect on the duration of vertigo.



(C)  A period of time greater than three months would not have been better to use in judging whether the drug has an effect on the duration of vertigo.



(D)  Changes in diet and smoking habits are not responsible for any change in the average duration of vertigo since the introduction of the drug.



(E)  There are various significant factors other than drugs that decrease the duration of vertigo for many people who suffer from it.






The key here, like always, is that you must argue
 with the speaker. If you can’t come up with a couple reasons why this argument might be bogus, then you’re always going to struggle on the LSAT. It’s as simple as that.

Here’s my definition of “argue” as it applies to the LSAT: Show that the given evidence, even if it is true, doesn’t prove the conclusion.






Like this: The argument concludes, on the basis of a three-month shortage of a vertigo drug and the fact that the average duration of vertigo didn’t change during those three months, that the drug has no effect on the duration of vertigo. But I object to that conclusion, in a couple of different ways. First, just because there was “a shortage” doesn’t necessarily mean that vertigo sufferers didn’t have the drug. Maybe Walgreens was out, and new patients were unable to get it, but existing patients had three-month supplies at home, so they were never short of the drug. If that little story is true, then there was “a shortage” of the drug, but the drug could still have been taken, effectively, by existing patients.

Or, alternatively, what if the drug has effects that last more than three months? If that’s true, then patients might have run out of the drug for a few months, but the previous pills they had taken were still controlling their vertigo.

If you didn’t come up with one of these objections, or a similar objection, before looking at the answer choices, then I just don’t think you’re doing it right. You need to have a chip on your shoulder, and you need to fight back against the speaker. Being a pacifist isn’t going to get the job done on this test.

We’re asked to find an assumption “required by” the argument, which means we’re looking for a Necessary Assumption. I think something that defends against either of our two attacks would be a great answer. The argument has necessarily assumed that patients actually ran out of the drug, and the argument has necessarily assumed that the effects of the drug don’t last more than three months. If either of those things is untrue, then the argument fails.





A)  Yes, exactly. This answer covers up for both of our attacks. If this answer is true, then our objection about the patients not running out of the drug doesn’t hold water. If this answer is true, then our objection about the drug’s effects lasting more than three months doesn’t work either. If this answer is false
 , it becomes, “If a drug made a difference in the duration of vertigo, a three-month shortage of that drug might not have caused a significant change in the average duration of vertigo,” which is exactly what we were saying in our objections. So this is a terrific answer for a Necessary Assumption. If it’s untrue, it makes the argument fail. Perfect answer.

B)  No, this could only be used to prove that a drug is
 effective. The argument was trying to prove that a drug is not
 effective.

C)  It’s irrelevant whether a longer study would or would not have been better. The point is: Do the existing facts prove the argument’s conclusion? Saying “a longer period would have been better” wouldn’t destroy the argument, so this answer is not necessary.

D)  Huh? Way too strong. I don’t see how the argument assumed that diet and smoking didn’t have any effect on vertigo since the drug was introduced. This goes way further than the argument did.

E)  The argument did not assume that anything else will help vertigo sufferers... it is solely focused on proving that one certain drug doesn't work.





We have to like A because it defends against our attacks. And we can be sure
 the answer is A because if A is not true
 , it destroys the argument.
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Question 13



Humanitarian considerations aside, sheer economics dictates that country X should institute, as country Y has done, a nationwide system of air and ground transportation for conveying seriously injured persons to specialized trauma centers. Timely access to the kind of medical care that only specialized centers can provide could save the lives of many people. The earnings of these people would result in a substantial increase in country X’s gross national product, and the taxes paid on those earnings would substantially augment government revenues.







The argument depends on the assumption that







(A)  lifetime per-capita income is roughly the same in country X as it is in country Y



(B)  there are no specialized trauma centers in country X at present



(C)  the treatment of seriously injured persons in trauma centers is not more costly than treatment elsewhere



(D)  there would be a net increase in employment in country X if more persons survived serious injury



(E)  most people seriously injured in automobile accidents in country X do not now receive treatment in specialized trauma centers







	Premise: Timely access to the kind of care that only specialized trauma centers can provide could save many lives.

	Premise: The earnings of these people would result in a substantial increase in GNP.

	Premise: Taxes paid on those earnings would substantially augment government revenues.

	Conclusion: We should institute a nationwide system of air and ground transportation for conveying seriously injured persons to specialized trauma centers.







My question: How much would it cost to do such a thing? The argument only focuses on what is to be gained
 , rather than what it would cost
 to implement the plan. That’s the biggest problem here. The assumption will probably be something like, “The gains will outweigh the costs.” Because if that’s not true, then the plan is stupid.





A)  No, the argument is not about “lifetime per capita income” between X and Y.

B)  No, the argument is not about whether we have
 trauma centers. It’s about transportation to trauma centers.

C)  No, the argument isn’t about costs in trauma centers vs. costs elsewhere.

D)  This isn’t what we were looking for, but I think it’s the correct answer. If D isn’t true, then there would be no net increase
 in employment if we saved these people. In other words, if they die, others will take their jobs. If there is no employment gain, how can there be a GNP or tax gain? I think D must be assumed or the argument can’t make sense.

E)  This wasn’t necessarily assumed. Maybe most auto accident victims currently do
 get to specialized trauma centers, but the author wanted to build a transportation system to save people in skiing accidents or some other sort of traumatic accidents. This answer can be false without ruining the argument.





If D is false, it ruins the argument. So D is our answer.
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Question 13



It is due to a misunderstanding that most modern sculpture is monochromatic. When ancient sculptures were exhumed years ago, they were discovered to be uncolored. No one at the time had reason to believe, as we now do, that the sculptures had originally been colorfully painted, but that centuries of exposure to moisture washed away the paint.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  The natural beauty of the materials out of which modern sculptures are made plays a part in their effect.



(B)  Modern sculpture has been influenced by beliefs about ancient sculpture.



(C)  Ancient sculptures were more susceptible to moisture damage than are modern sculptures.



(D)  Some ancient paintings known to early archaeologists depicted sculptures.



(E)  As modern sculptors come to believe that ancient sculpture was painted, they will begin to create polychromatic works.






The first sentence indicates that this is a cause-and-effect argument. Why is most modern sculpture monochromatic? Well, because of “a misunderstanding.” This is the conclusion, I’m fairly certain, and I’m expecting the rest of the argument to explain what the “misunderstanding” was. Let’s see.

Yep! Today our fancypants artists think they are honoring classical traditions by making their sculptures in just one color, because that’s what they see when they look at Michelangelo’s David
 . But what they’re missing is that David
 was once painted in fabulous, vivid color and the paint washed off over the centuries. (I’ll let you decide which of David’s parts were painted in what color. Have fun.)

The question asks us to identify a necessary assumption of the argument. I think it’s got to be something like, “Today’s artists don’t know that old sculptures were once painted.” That’s my prediction, because if that’s not
 true, then the argument simply makes no sense. Remember: A necessary assumption is one that must be true, or else the argument will fail.





A)  Not what we’re looking for. This can definitely be untrue without ruining the argument.

B)  This could be it. If this isn’t true, then we get, “Modern sculpture has not
 been influenced by beliefs about ancient sculpture,” which would make the whole argument fall apart. (How would the “misunderstanding” affect today’s sculpture in that case?) This isn’t exactly what we predicted, but like our prediction it must
 be true in order for the argument to make any sense. This could be it.

C)  Nah, this could be false without the argument failing. Not what we’re looking for at all, and B is already pretty good, so this one is definitely out.

D)  This one is just a mess. “Paintings” are completely irrelevant to the argument. No way.

E)  What may or may not happen in the future is totally irrelevant to the argument’s proposed conclusion about why today’s sculpture is the way it is.





Our answer has to be B, because it’s the only one that must be true in order for the argument to make sense. (If it’s untrue, the argument fails.)
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Question 13



Companies wishing to boost sales of merchandise should use in-store displays to catch customers’ attention. According to a marketing study, today’s busy shoppers have less time for coupon-clipping and pay little attention to direct-mail advertising; instead, they make two-thirds of their buying decisions on the spot at the store.







Which one of the following is an assumption that the argument requires?







(A)  Companies are increasingly using in-store displays to catch customers’ attention.



(B)  Coupons and direct-mail advertising were at one time more effective means of boosting sales of merchandise than they are now.



(C)  In-store displays are more likely to influence buying decisions made on the spot at the store than to influence other buying decisions.



(D)  In-store displays that catch customers’ attention increase the likelihood that customers will decide on the spot to buy the company’s merchandise.



(E)  Many of today’s shoppers are too busy to pay careful attention to in-store displays.






Any time I see the word “should,” I strongly suspect that it indicates the conclusion of the argument. You’re telling me I should do something? Oh yeah, why should
 I? The rest of the argument will usually support the “should.”

This argument doesn’t let me down. The reason why I should
 use an in-store display is that 1) “today’s in-store shoppers have less time for coupon-clipping,” and 2) “pay little attention to direct-mail marketing,” and 3) “make two-thirds of their buying decisions on the spot.” Okay, so those are the reasons why I should
 use an in-store display.

Those are decent reasons. But do you think I am convinced? No, of course I am not fucking convinced. I am never
 convinced, if I can help it. The LSAT’s arguments are usually flawed, or silly, or incomplete. This one isn’t terrible, but it’s far from proven. So I object:






	
I object
 because no evidence has been provided that anybody pays one shred of attention to in-store displays. The fact that shoppers don’t look at coupons or direct-mail doesn’t prove that they will
 pay attention to in-store displays. In fact, it could be argued in exactly the opposite direction! As in, “Consumers are so saturated with coupons and direct mail that they ignore all advertising.”

	
I object
 because the fact that consumers make two-thirds of their buying decisions on the spot doesn’t prove that an in-store display will work, either. Maybe consumers make their decisions solely on price, or packaging, or through eenie-meenie-miney-mo. It is possible that the display might be totally irrelevant to on-the-spot purchases, until evidence is provided otherwise.

	
I object
 because even if in-store displays are effective, there might be reasons not
 to use in-store displays. For example, maybe you have to pay Safeway an exorbitant amount of money if you want to take up their precious shelf space with in-store displays. So maybe the displays work, but are not worth it in the long run. (I don’t like this objection as much as the first two, because the argument said “companies wishing to boost sales,” rather than “companies wishing to increase profits.” So this objection probably doesn’t apply to the specific argument being made—costs are probably irrelevant.)







We’re asked to find an assumption that the argument requires, which makes this a Necessary Assumption question. Necessary Assumption questions are closely linked to Weaken questions. I think the correct answer might be a defense
 against one of our objections above. Something like, “People do pay attention to in-store displays” would defend against our first and second objections, above. And I think that’s a Necessary Assumption of the argument, because if it is not
 true, then the argument would fail. Let’s see:





A)  Nah, it doesn’t matter what other companies are actually doing. All that matters is whether I should use the displays.

B)  Doesn’t matter whether coupons and mailers used to be more effective. Who cares?

C)  Sounds like a trap to me. In-store displays don’t have to be effective only
 for in-store purchases, or more
 effective for in-store purchases than other types of purchases. That’s not necessary. What’s necessary is that they have to work, at least a little, for on-the-spot purchases. This answer choice proves too much, and is therefore not necessary.

D)  Yes. This is what we predicted. This is necessary, because if it is untrue the argument would be totally destroyed.

E)  This would actually weaken the argument, so there is no way it is an assumption of the argument.





Our answer is D.
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Question 13



Writer: In the diplomat’s or lawyer’s world, a misinterpreted statement can result in an international incident or an undeserved prison term. Thus, legal and diplomatic language is stilted and utterly without literary merit, since by design it prevents misinterpretation, which in these areas can have severe consequences.







The writer’s argument requires assuming which one of the following?







(A)  Language that has literary value is more likely to be misunderstood than language without literary value.



(B)  Literary documents are generally less important than legal or diplomatic documents.



(C)  Lawyers and diplomats are much less likely to be misunderstood than are novelists.



(D)  The issues that are of interest to lawyers and diplomats are of little interest to others.



(E)  People express themselves more cautiously when something important is at stake.






You’ve got to notice the strange jerks and jumps used in these Logical Reasoning arguments. Don’t ever tell yourself, “I’m not smart enough to understand it.” If you don’t understand it, that’s because it doesn’t make sense to begin with
 . Here, the writer brings “utterly without literary merit” into the conclusion of the argument even though “literary merit” is mentioned nowhere else in the argument. How can we possibly make a conclusion about “literary merit” if we don’t have a definition of that term, or any premise that mentions that term whatsoever? Answer: We can’t.

We’re asked to find an assumption of the argument, and I’m very confident that “literary merit” is going to have to be mentioned in there somewhere. I think the argument is missing something like, “Language designed to prevent misinterpretation is utterly without literary merit.” If that’s true, then the writer’s argument makes more sense, right?






	Premise: Legal and diplomatic language is designed to avoid misinterpretation.

	Missing premise (i.e., assumption): Language designed to avoid misinterpretation is without literary merit.

	Conclusion: Legal language is without literary merit.







It makes sense if and only if we put that assumption in there. If the assumption is true, then the argument is valid. If the assumption is untrue, then the argument makes no sense at all. So “Language designed to avoid misinterpretation is without literary merit” is both a necessary and a sufficient assumption of the argument.





A)  Not what we’re looking for. Since we have such a strong prediction, let’s not waste my time with this until we go through all five answers and see if we can match our prediction.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  Not what we’re looking for.

E)  Not what we’re looking for.





Wow, what a bunch of shitty answers! Looking back, the only one that mentions literary merit is A, when it says “literary value.” Our prediction was, “Language designed to avoid misinterpretation is without literary merit.” Answer A says, “Language with literary value is more likely to be misinterpreted than language without literary merit.” I don’t love
 it, but it’s really pretty close to our prediction. It has much the same effect. I really can’t make a case for B through E, since none of them mention literary merit at all, and that was such a big hole in the argument.





I’m not thrilled about it, but our answer can only be A.
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Question 13



Consumer advocate: A recent study concluded that top-loading washing machines are superior overall to front-loaders. But front-loaders have the controls and access in front. This is more convenient for wheelchair users, some of whom find it highly inconvenient to remove laundry from top-loaders. So for some consumers front-loaders are superior.







Which one of the following is an assumption upon which the consumer advocate’s argument depends?







(A) For some consumers the convenience of front-loaders outweighs the advantages of top-loaders in assessing which is superior.



(B)  Washing machines of a given type should be compared only with washing machines of that type.



(C)  Convenience is the only important factor in determining which type of washing machine is superior.



(D)  Retrieving clothes from a top-loader is convenient for people who do not use wheelchairs.



(E)  Retrieving clothes from front-loaders is inconvenient for people who are not wheelchair users.






Wait, what? Yet again: the arguments on the LSAT usually don’t make any sense. This one is no exception. My default mode is always going to be, “The argument doesn’t make sense because _______________.” Here, the argument concludes that front-loading washing machines are superior for “some consumers” on the basis that wheelchair users find their access and controls more convenient. This argument doesn’t make sense because it ignores the possibility that top-loading machines might be superior in every other
 way: they might be cheaper, they might clean clothes much better, they might use far less water, they might use far less electricity, they might make far less noise, they might break down far less often, etcetera. So even though wheelchair users find front-loaders more convenient, they might still
 prefer a top-loader for all their other advantages.

The question asks us to find “an assumption upon which the consumer advocate’s argument depends.” This is asking for a Necessary Assumption. On Necessary Assumption questions, we’re looking for the answer that must be true in order for the argument to hold water. We’re looking for the answer that, if untrue, would cause the argument to fail. I think the answer would be something like, “At least one wheelchair user finds that the convenience of front-loading washing machines outweighs whatever other advantages top-loaders might have.” Because if that’s not
 true, if zero
 wheelchair users find that the convenience of front-loading washing machines outweighs whatever other advantages top-loaders might have, then the argument would fail. Let’s see what we can find.





A)  If you substitute “wheelchair users” for “some consumers” in this answer choice, then it almost exactly matches our prediction. I love this answer.

B)  Nope. The argument doesn’t take a position on this issue, neither explicitly nor implicitly. Plus I already loved A, which makes me even more skeptical than usual when I’m scanning the rest of the answer choices.

C)  No, this doesn’t have to be true for the argument to make sense. Even if there are other factors besides convenience, it’s possible that some wheelchair users think the convenience factor outweighs those other factors. I still like A best.

D)  No way. It’s possible that retrieving clothes from top-loaders sucks for everyone. Especially, you know, very short people or people with no arms or whatever. The argument does not rely on this answer choice in order to make sense. The argument does
 rely on A though, that’s why A is still the best answer by far.

E)  Nah. It’s possible that retrieving clothes from front-loaders is easy for everyone, not just those in wheelchairs.





Answer A was the only answer that provides necessary support for the argument. So A is our answer.
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Question 14



In 1963, a young macaque monkey was observed venturing into a hot spring to retrieve food which had fallen in. Soon, other macaques began to enter the spring, and over a few years this behavior was adopted by the entire troop. Prior to 1963, no macaques had ever been observed in the hot spring; by 1990, the troop was regularly spending time there during the winters. Thus, these macaques are able to adopt and pass on new patterns of social behavior, and are not complete captives of their genetic heritage.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument above?







(A)  Mutations in the genetic heritage of a certain variety of macaques can occur over a time span as short as a few years or decades.



(B)  New patterns of behavior that emerge in macaque populations over the course of a few years or decades are not necessarily genetically predetermined.



(C) Only when behaviors become typical among an animal population can we conclude that a genetic alteration has occurred in that variety or species.



(D)  The social behaviors of macaques are completely independent of their genetic heritage.



(E)  The macaques’ new pattern of behavior will persist over several generations.






This is a Necessary Assumption question. The conclusion of the argument asserts that the observed macaque behavior has been passed on socially, and that macaques are therefore “not complete captives” of their genetic heritage. There is no evidence in the argument about genetics. My question to the speaker is, “Are social behaviors and genetic instincts completely separate?” My idea is that maybe macaques pass on social behaviors because they are genetically “programmed” to do so. If this were true, then the second half of the author’s argument would fail. So it seems as if the author has assumed that this social behavior was not
 caused by genetic programming. Let’s see.





A)  If this were true, it would only weaken the author’s argument. So it can’t be the answer.

B)  This almost exactly matches our prediction. If this statement is not true, the author’s argument fails. That’s how we know for sure that it’s an assumption required by the author’s argument. (It’s a necessary assumption.)

C)  I don’t know what this means and I don’t much care, because B is such a good answer.

D)  This answer choice goes way too far. The author hasn’t assumed that social behaviors and genetic heritage are completely
 separate. Necessary Assumption questions tend to like answer choices that are more weakly stated. (Sufficient Assumption questions tend to like stronger answer choices, but this isn’t a Sufficient Assumption question.)

E)  The author doesn’t assume this. It’s irrelevant.





Our answer is B, because if is untrue then the argument fails.
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Question 14



Linguist: Regional dialects, many of which eventually become distinct languages, are responses by local populations to their own particular communicative needs. So even when the unification of the world economy forces the adoption of a universal language for use in international trade, this language itself will inevitably develop many regional dialects.







Which one of the following is an assumption that the linguist’s argument requires?







(A)  No two local populations have the same communicative needs as each other.



(B)  In some regions of the world, at least some people will not engage in international trade after the unification of the world economy.



(C)  A universal language for use in international trade will not arise unless the world economy is unified.



(D)  When the unification of the world economy forces the adoption of a universal language for use in international trade, many regional dialects of other languages will be eradicated.



(E)  After the unification of the world economy, there will be variation among many different local populations in their communicative needs in international trade.







	Premise: Regional dialects are responses by local populations to their own particular needs.

	Premise: The unification of the world economy will force the adoption of a universal language.

	Conclusion: The universally adopted language will also develop regional dialects.







Huh? That doesn’t really make sense. I don’t see how the given facts support the eventual conclusion. There’s something missing. I think what’s missing is, “Local populations will still have their own particular needs, even after the world economy forces the adoption of a universal language.” Since we’re asked to identify an assumption, I bet that’s the answer.





A)  This doesn’t have to be true for the argument to make sense. And it’s not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  Not what we’re looking for.

E)  Yep, that’s pretty much what we predicted. If this is not
 true, then the argument is completely destroyed. That’s the hallmark of the correct answer on a Necessary Assumption question.





The answer is E.
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Question 14



If legislators are to enact laws that benefit constituents, they must be sure to consider what the consequences of enacting a proposed law will actually be. Contemporary legislatures fail to enact laws that benefit constituents. Concerned primarily with advancing their own political careers, legislators present legislation in polemical terms; this arouses in their colleagues either repugnance or enthusiasm for the legislation.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  Legislation will not benefit constituents unless legislators become less concerned with their own careers.



(B)  Legislatures that enact laws that benefit constituents are successful legislatures.



(C)  The passage of laws cannot benefit constituents unless constituents generally adhere to those laws.



(D)  Legislators considering a proposed law for which they have repugnance or enthusiasm do not consider the consequences that it will actually have.



(E)  The inability of legislators to consider the actual consequences of enacting a proposed law is due to their strong feelings about that law.






Weird. What the hell is the conclusion here? I think it’s probably “contemporary legislatures fail to enact laws that benefit constituents.” Like this:

If legislators are to enact laws that benefit constituents, they must be sure to consider the consequences of the legislation. But legislators present legislation in polemical terms. And presenting legislation in polemical terms arouses either repugnance or enthusiasm. (Assumption: If you’re enthused or… repugnated? repugnified? repugnatized?… I vote for “repugned”… then you can’t consider the consequences of the legislation.) THEREFORE, contemporary legislatures fail to enact laws that benefit constituents.

That’s the only way to make the argument make sense. Note that I’ve already plugged in the assumption of the argument. There’s a disconnect between enthused/repugned and “can’t consider the consequences.” If we make the assumption explicit, and rearrange the terms, it looks like it makes sense.

The question stem here is formally a Necessary Assumption—it asks for an assumption “on which the argument depends.” But my prediction seems like it’s actually necessary and
 sufficient. If it’s not true, the argument sucks, and if it is
 true, the argument is pretty solid. Let’s see if it’s there.





A)  Definitely not what we’re looking for. I really think the correct answer is going to plug the hole in the argument. It just didn’t make sense without the assumption we predicted, and I think the LSAT will reward us for recognizing that. Anyway, even if this answer isn’t true, it doesn’t ruin the argument. (If legislators remained concerned only with their careers, they could still learn to create legislation that benefits their constituents.) Which means it’s not necessary. Which means it’s not the answer.

B)  Same explanation as B. Not what we’re looking for, and even if it’s not true it wouldn’t ruin the argument.

C)  Same explanation as A and B. Not what we’re looking for, and even if it’s not true it wouldn’t ruin the argument. No way.

D)  Yep, exactly. This matches our prediction. If this answer is not true, the argument can’t possibly make any sense. So it’s a necessary component of the argument.

E)  Tough one, but I think this answer proves too much. It’s more than is necessary
 . D did a better job of simply connecting enthusiasm/repugnance to inability to consider consequences, which was exactly what we needed. This one doesn’t specifically say enthusiasm/repugnance, and makes a broader claim that an inability to consider consequences is caused by strong feelings. That’s not necessary. Maybe there are other things besides strong feelings that would also cause an inability to consider consequences. So this answer can be untrue without ruining the argument.





It’s a tough question. Our answer is D.
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Question 15



Sociologist: A contention of many of my colleagues—that the large difference between the wages of the highest- and lowest-paid workers will inevitably become a source of social friction—is unfounded. Indeed, the high differential should have an opposite effect, for it means that companies will be able to hire freely in response to changing conditions. Social friction arises not from large wage differences, but from wage levels that are static or slow changing.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the sociologist’s argument?







(A)  When companies can hire freely in response to changing conditions, wage levels do not tend to be static or slow changing.



(B)  People who expect their wages to rise react differently than do others to obvious disparities in income.



(C)  A lack of financial caution causes companies to expand their operations.



(D)  A company’s ability to respond swiftly to changing conditions always benefits its workers.



(E)  Even relatively well-paid workers may become dissatisfied with their jobs if their wages never change.






This is a very difficult question because the argument has gigantic holes in it. The holes are so big that the argument seems to make no sense at all. I had to take my time with this one, and really try my hardest to connect the dots. This is a 9 out of 10 difficulty question.

The ultimate conclusion of the sociologist’s argument is that his colleagues who believe a large wage differential will inevitably cause social friction are wrong. The biggest hole in the argument is between the second and third sentence, so that’s probably where the necessary assumption is. In the second sentence, the sociologist offers, as a premise, that a large wage differential will enable companies to hire freely in response to changing conditions. I have no idea why this would be true, but if it’s a premise then I can’t argue with it. In the third sentence, the sociologist offers a premise that social friction arises from wage levels that are static or slow changing. What the hell does one thing have to do with the other? The sociologist seems to have assumed that if companies can hire freely in response to changing conditions, then wage levels will not be static or slow changing. The argument as a whole still makes no sense to me whatsoever, but if this statement is not
 true then the argument makes exactly zero sense. So that’s my prediction: “if companies can hire freely in response to changing conditions, then wage levels will not be static or slow changing.”





A)  Told you so. This is exactly like our prediction, so I’m 99 percent sure we’re right. If answer A is not true, the sociologist’s argument cannot possibly make sense. That’s the definition of something being “necessary” or “required.”

B)  There’s nothing about expectations in the argument, so this can’t be necessary.

C)  There’s nothing about financial caution in the argument either.

D)  The argument is not about benefiting workers.

E)  The argument is not about worker satisfaction.





B through E are all irrelevant. Our answer is A because it links together the elements of the sociologist’s nonsensical argument.
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Question 15



Critic: Works of literature often present protagonists who scorn allegiance to their society and who advocate detachment rather than civic-mindedness. However, modern literature is distinguished from the literature of earlier eras in part because it more frequently treats such protagonists sympathetically. Sympathetic treatment of such characters suggests to readers that one should be unconcerned about contributing to societal good. Thus, modern literature can damage individuals who appropriate this attitude, as well as damage society at large.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the critic’s argument relies?







(A)  Some individuals in earlier eras were more concerned about contributing to societal good than is any modern individual.



(B)  It is to the advantage of some individuals that they be concerned with contributing to societal good.



(C)  Some individuals must believe that their society is better than most before they can become concerned with benefiting it.



(D)  The aesthetic merit of some literary works cannot be judged in complete independence of their moral effects.



(E)  Modern literature is generally not as conducive to societal good as was the literature of earlier eras.






Meh. This is an argument that some cranky old fart would make. Basically it’s, “New stuff is different, therefore new stuff is dangerous.” I don’t buy it.

Specifically, the argument here is, “New literature suggests that one should be unconcerned about contributing to societal good, therefore modern literature can damage those who read it and
 society at large.” What a bunch of bullshit.

The argument is bullshit because it assumes, necessarily, that at least one person is going to actually be influenced
 by modern literature, and take actions that result in harm to him or herself, and society at large. If it is not
 true that at least one person will take such action, then the argument is destroyed. So, “At least one person would actually be influenced harmfully by modern literature,” is my prediction.





A)  Nah. We’re looking for, “At least one person will be influenced to take harmful action as a result of modern literature.” I won’t pay much attention to any other answer unless we check all five and that’s not here somewhere.

B)  Nah. Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Nah, not what we’re looking for.

D)  Nah, not what we’re looking for. Also “aesthetic merit”?! That’s completely irrelevant. This answer is conclusively out.

E)  Nah, this is a trap. Just because modern literature “can damage” doesn’t mean that older literature wasn’t even worse. This is conclusively out.





I didn’t find what we’re looking for, so I have to reconsider A-C. Reading it again, I find that A really is a piece of shit because it’s definitely possible that one current human (whomever you like—the Dalai Lama? Oprah? I don’t care) is the greatest human ever. Even if that’s true, the argument about modern literature is completely unaffected. A is simply irrelevant, so it can’t be the necessary assumption.

I think I like B on a second reading. Because if B is not
 true, the argument becomes, “It is to the advantage of nobody that they be concerned with contributing to societal good.” And that, by itself, would be a devastating weakener. (Because the conclusion said that people will harm themselves by not being interested in societal good.) Because B, if untrue, destroys the argument, we can say that B is necessary
 to the argument.

C is irrelevant. The argument was simply not about believing one society is better than another.





So B is our answer.
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Question 15



Journalist: Many people object to mandatory retirement at age 65 as being arbitrary, arguing that people over 65 make useful contributions. However, if those who reach 65 are permitted to continue working indefinitely, we will face unacceptable outcomes. First, young people entering the job market will not be able to obtain decent jobs in the professions for which they were trained, resulting in widespread dissatisfaction among the young. Second, it is not fair for those who have worked 40 or more years to deprive others of opportunities. Therefore, mandatory retirement should be retained.







The journalist’s argument depends on assuming which one of the following?







(A)  Anyone who has worked 40 years is at least 65 years old.



(B)  All young people entering the job market are highly trained professionals.



(C)  It is unfair for a person not to get a job in the profession for which that person was trained.



(D)  If people are forced to retire at age 65, there will be much dissatisfaction among at least some older people.



(E)  If retirement ceases to be mandatory at age 65, at least some people will choose to work past age 65.






The journalist wants to keep the current mandatory retirement policy. Why? Because of “unacceptable outcomes” if we don’t. Okay, but why
 ? Well, because 1) young people won’t get jobs and will therefore be dissatisfied, and 2) it is not “fair” to let old people deprive others of opportunities. You wanna guess what I think of this logic?

Yes, you are right, I think it sucks
 . If I was going to object to the journalist, here’s what I would say: First of all, I do not give a damn about young people. Young people shouldn’t get jobs anyway, because they don’t know anything. Furthermore, I don’t care whether they are “dissatisfied.” Young people don’t do anything but whine anyway. Show me a young person who is not
 dissatisfied! So, basically, fuck ‘em.

Second, nobody ever said that life has to be “fair.” What does this even mean? Is it “fair” to make someone who has worked for 40 years to create a great job for themselves leave that job? What if it’s the only thing in the world that makes them happy? What if their clients/customers/patients depend on them? How is it “fair” to make someone quit a job?

Note that I don’t believe any of what I just said. I’m being a lawyer. Which you should do too, if you want to do well on the LSAT.

We’re asked to find a Necessary Assumption in the journalist’s argument. My guess is that the journalist has assumed 1) we give a shit about kids’ dissatisfaction, and/or 2) there is even such a possible thing as “fairness” in any meaningful sense of the word, and/or 3) if there is
 such thing as “fairness,” it is something we give a shit about pursuing.





A)  This is not at all what we were looking for, and it doesn’t seem necessary. If A isn’t true, then it’s possible that there are some 60 year olds who have worked 40 years. Maybe the journalist would also like them
 to be forced into retirement, but that wouldn’t mean that the current policy of retirement at 65 should be abolished.

B)  Nah. This one is way too strong and absolute for a Necessary Assumption question. If B is false, it becomes, “Some young people are not highly trained professionals.” If that was true, the journalist would say, “So what? We should still make room for them to get jobs.”

C)  Uh, maybe. I don’t know. If this is untrue, then maybe the “fairness” argument falls apart. But the journalist would still have his “dissatisfaction” argument to rely on. So maybe C isn’t “necessary.”

D)  This would weaken the argument. If we’re looking for an assumption, then we’re looking for something that is on the side of the journalist. We want something that, if not
 true, would weaken the journalist’s argument. I don’t love C, but it’s still the only possible contender so far.

E)  Okay, this is better. It doesn’t match my rant, but if this answer isn’t true then it becomes “nobody would ever voluntarily work past 65.” If that’s the case, then why would we need a mandatory retirement age of 65? I think E is necessary support for the journalist’s argument, because if it’s not true then the argument fails.





Our answer is E.
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Question 16



In countries where government officials are neither selected by free elections nor open to criticism by a free press, the lives of citizens are controlled by policies they have had no role in creating. This is why such countries are prone to civil disorder, in spite of the veneer of calm such countries often present to a visitor. When people do not understand the purpose of the restrictions placed on their behavior they have a greater tendency to engage in civil disorder as an expression of their frustration.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  People who have had a role in making the laws that govern their own behavior act more rationally than those who have not.



(B)  A free press is better able to convey to citizens the purpose of government policy than is a press controlled by the government.



(C)  Civil disorder cannot be prevented by security forces alone, however great the powers granted them by the government.



(D)  People tend not to understand the purpose of restrictions unless they participate in their formulation.



(E)  Civil disorder does not generally occur in countries that have either free elections or a free press.






Hmm. This feels like a fairly tough one to me, because the argument is long and the elements are presented out of order. The first two sentences seem to be the conclusion, which is a cause-and-effect relationship. Rearranging the first two sentences, we get this: “Countries where government officials are neither selected by free elections nor open to criticism by a free press are prone to civil disorder because
 the lives of citizens in these countries are controlled by policies they have had no role in creating.” I think this is probably the conclusion for two reasons: First, I am highly sensitive to cause-and-effect on the LSAT. Any time you see a proposed cause-and-effect on an LSAT question, you need to ask yourself if it’s being presented as fact or opinion. It’s usually opinion, and opinion is usually bullshit. Second, the rest of the argument seems to support this idea. The third sentence offers a reason why
 people who didn’t have a role in creating their laws—or, more accurately, people who don’t understand the purpose of the restrictions placed on them, which is not necessarily the same thing—might be prone to civil disorder.

Okay. This question sucks, don’t get me wrong. I’m not happy at this point, but I do at least think I’ve understood the argument. Let’s see what the question is asking.

We’re asked to identify an “assumption on which the argument depends.” So we’re looking for a missing piece of the argument, or a necessary assumption. A necessary assumption is something that must be true, or else the argument will fail. I can’t necessarily predict the correct answer here. Let’s see if we can find an answer that would fill a gap in the argument, something that would more tightly connect the argument’s evidence to the argument’s conclusion.





A)  I don’t think “acting rationally” has anything to do with this argument. Isn’t it possible to carry out an act of civil disobedience while acting rationally? (Couldn’t Rosa Parks have possibly been rational?) Basically, since the argument didn’t mention rationality in any way, in either the evidence or the conclusion, it’s impossible for this answer to be something that the argument has “assumed.”

B)  The author would probably agree with this, but that doesn’t mean it’s a necessary
 component of the author’s argument. I’m looking for something that connects the supporting idea, “People who don’t understand the laws are prone to civil disobedience,” to the conclusion, “Countries whose people don’t have a role in making the laws are prone to civil disobedience.” I don’t see how, “The press are better able to convey the purpose of a government policy,” connects these two ideas.

C)  Security forces? What does that have to do with anything? I’d use the same explanation on C as I offered for A. There’s no way this can be the answer, because it’s just not what the author is talking about.

D)  I like this one. If this is NOT true, then the author is in really big trouble. If people DO understand the purpose of laws they didn’t create, then how the hell could the author’s argument make any sense? It would go like this:






	Premise: People who don’t understand their laws are prone to civil disobedience.

	Premise: People can understand a law without having created it.

	Conclusion: Therefore, countries where people don’t create their own laws are prone to civil disobedience.







And that would make no sense whatsoever. This proves, to me, that the author has “assumed” that people tend not to understand a law they didn’t create. I bet our answer is D.





E)  This might support the author’s conclusion, but it’s not necessary
 in order for the author’s argument to make sense. (Maybe there’s civil disorder everywhere, but there is just more of it in countries where people don’t make their own laws. Even if this were true, the author’s argument would still make sense.)





I like D best, because if D is untrue, it would totally shatter the argument. That’s the hallmark of the correct answer on a Necessary Assumption question.
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Question 16



Environmentalist: Many people prefer to live in regions of natural beauty. Such regions often experience an influx of new residents, and a growing population encourages businesses to relocate to those regions. Thus, governmentally mandated environmental protection in regions of natural beauty can help those regions’ economies overall, even if such protection harms some older local industries.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the environmentalist’s argument depends?







(A)  Regions of natural beauty typically are beautiful enough to attract new residents only until governmentally mandated environmental protection that damages local industries is imposed.



(B)  The economies of most regions of natural beauty are not based primarily on local industries that would be harmed by governmentally mandated environmental protection.



(C)  If governmentally mandated environmental protection helps a region’s economy, it does so primarily by encouraging people to move into that region.



(D)  Voluntary environmental protection usually does not help a region’s economy to the degree that governmentally mandated protection does.



(E)  A factor harmful to some older local industries in a region need not discourage other businesses from relocating to that region.






I was following along for a while there. But eventually, as always, I got pissed. Which is a good thing.






	Premise: “Many people prefer to live in regions of natural beauty.” That’s very hard to argue with because it’s relative, not absolute. “Many” just means “some,” which just means “one or more.” Of course, we can all agree that there must be, of the 7 billion people on Earth, one or more people who prefer to live in regions of natural beauty. OK, nothing to argue with there.

	Premise: “[Regions of natural beauty] often experience an influx of new residents.” Again, this is relative. “Often” just means “sometimes” which means “once or more than once.” It’s impossible to argue that this has never
 happened, so I am forced to agree.

	Premise: “A growing population encourages businesses to relocate to those regions.” Again, this is relative, not absolute. It doesn’t say, “All businesses immediately always move directly to the region in question and stay there forever.” All it says is, “Here’s one factor, out of many potential factors, that might possibly cause a business to move to this area.” Can’t argue.

	Conclusion: “Governmentally mandated environmental protection in regions of natural beauty can help those regions’ economies overall, even if such protection harms some older local industries.” Holy shit, what the fuck?!?!
 “Governmentally mandated environmental protection”? Where did that
 come from? That is insane. It’s completely unsupported by any of the premises; it just comes out of nowhere. Here are my objections: 1) Why does the environment need protecting, period? Can’t it fend for itself? (You might know this to be untrue in real life, but real life is irrelevant. There’s no premise that says, “The environment needs protecting,” so we can’t assume that’s true.) 2) Why is the government
 the best protector? Wouldn’t anyone else be able to do this better? Business interests? Nonprofits? 3) Why does the protection have to be mandated
 ? Wouldn’t some sort of voluntary program work? 4) And finally, how can you conclude this will be good for the economy overall, even if it hurts existing industry
 ? What if the entire local economy is built on coal mining? Is environmental protection really going to be good
 for the economy overall, even if it starts with everyone within 50 miles getting laid off?







It’s good to get pissed. Getting pissed helps me to 1) pay attention and 2) understand exactly what the argument is concluding, on the basis of what (shoddy, incomplete) evidence. If I’m angry, I’m prepared.

The question asks for “an assumption on which the environmentalist’s argument depends.” That sounds like a Necessary Assumption question to me. “Assumption” means “missing piece of the argument.” That’s the most important part. The answer I choose must
 strengthen the argument in some way. “Necessary” means “if it’s not true
 , the argument is fucked.” That’s important, but not as important as the first thing. I’m looking for 1) something that strengthens the argument, and feels like a missing element of the argument, and 2) something that had better
 be true, or else the argument will fail.

To predict the answer here, I could come up with something related to any of my four objections above. 1) The environment will benefit, at least somewhat, from protection. 2) Government efforts to protect the environment would have at least some beneficial effect. 3) Mandatory protection will have beneficial effect. 4) The amount of new business moving into the area as a result of the environmental protections will outweigh any losses to existing local industry. I think all four of those are necessary assumptions, because they would all strengthen the argument and if any of them are untrue the argument will fail. Let’s see if we can find one of them in the answer choices.





A)  Wait, what? I think this would actually weaken the argument. I need a strengthener.

B)  This is better; it definitely strengthens the argument. But it’s not necessary, because even if the economies of most regions of natural beauty are
 based primarily on coal mining, it’s possible that the new industry moving in could be bigger than however big the coal mining industry was. This is a tough answer to get past, but it’s not the answer because it’s not necessary.

C)  I’m not sure this strengthens the argument. And I’m certain it’s not necessary, because even if governmentally mandated environmental protection helps a region’s economy in other ways
 , that wouldn’t hurt the argument at all.

D)  Another tricky one to get past. This one does strengthen the argument, because it supports the idea that the government
 should be the one doing the protecting. But it’s not necessary, because even if other organizations would be better at protecting, the government still might be good at protecting. I need to pick an answer that, if untrue, will cause the argument to fail. This isn’t it.

E)  Ahhh, this is it. If this answer is untrue, it becomes, “Any factor that is harmful to older local industries will discourage other businesses from relocating to that region.” If that’s true, then it’s impossible
 for environmental protection that harms local industry to attract new industries to the region. This is the definition of “necessary”: if it’s untrue, the argument fails. This answer also mirrors our fourth prediction, above.





Our answer is E.

This was a great question for study because it illustrates the strong relationship between Necessary Assumption questions and Weaken questions. When we read the argument, we came up with four objections. One of those weakeners, the fourth one, was directly related to the correct answer.
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Question 16



Moralist: Immoral actions are those that harm other people. But since such actions eventually harm those who perform them, those who act immorally do so only through ignorance of some of their actions’ consequences rather than through a character defect.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the moralist’s argument?







(A)  People ignorant of their actions’ consequences cannot be held morally responsible for those consequences.



(B)  An action harms those who perform it only if it also eventually harms others.



(C)  Only someone with a character defect would knowingly perform actions that eventually harm others.



(D)  Those who, in acting immorally, eventually harm themselves do not intend that harm.



(E)  None of those who knowingly harm themselves lack character defects.






How does this guy know I would never intentionally harm myself? Even if his facts are valid (immoral actions are those that harm other people; these actions eventually harm oneself) that does not justify his conclusion that anybody that does an immoral act must be ignorant of the harm that results. Maybe I know
 I’m only hurting myself every time I sneak behind the church for a cigarette. Maybe a crackhead knows he's hurting himself every time he steals a car stereo to pay for crack. Maybe he knows it, and just doesn't give a shit.

We’re asked to identify a Necessary Assumption, and I’m pretty sure we’ve already nailed it. The moralist has assumed that I would never intentionally harm myself. If that’s not true—if it is possible that I would
 intentionally harm myself—then how could the moralist’s argument possibly make sense?





A)  No, the argument is simply not about holding people “morally responsible.”

B)  This isn’t what we’re looking for. It has some of the right words, but they’re arranged in a useless order.

C)  I really think the character defect thing is just a red herring. We need an answer that says, as clearly as possible, “Nobody would intentionally harm themselves.” This isn’t it.

D)  There we go. This one basically says, “Nobody would intentionally harm themselves.” If this answer is untrue, then it’s possible that I just don’t give a shit if I’m harming myself, which would ruin the moralist’s argument. That means this statement is “necessary” to the argument.

E)  Nope, D was exactly what we were looking for, and this isn’t. This is a question where it’s really not worth analyzing the incorrect answer choices. You either affirmatively identify the correct answer (probably before even looking at the answer choices) or you’re going to struggle. Sorry, but there’s no way around that. Practice, and you’ll get there.






The answer is D.
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Question 16



Among multiparty democracies, those with the fewest parties will have the most-productive legislatures. The fewer the number of parties in a democracy, the more issues each must take a stand on. A political party that must take stands on a wide variety of issues has to prioritize those issues; this promotes a tendency to compromise.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  The more political parties a nation has, the more likely it is that there will be disagreements within parties.



(B)  The fewer the number of a nation’s political parties, the more important it is that those parties can compromise with each other.



(C)  The tendency to compromise makes the legislative process more productive.



(D)  The legislatures of nondemocracies are less productive than are those of democracies.



(E)  Legislators in a multiparty democracy never all agree on important issues.






I hate the two-party system. The only worse system, in my view, would probably be a one-party system. This argument doesn’t address one-party systems, but it claims that a two-party system would be better than a three-party system, a three-party system is better than a four-party system, etcetera. The conclusion is the first sentence: “Among multiparty democracies, those with the fewest parties will have the most-productive legislatures.” I know this because the rest of the argument attempts to support this conclusion.

The evidence goes like this: 1) The fewer parties there are, the more issues each party must take a stance on. 2) Taking a stand on issues requires prioritization of issues. 3) Prioritization of issues promotes a tendency to compromise. Therefore, says the author, the fewer parties you have, the more productive your legislature will be.

I don’t agree with any of this. I don’t think taking a stance on an issue promotes compromise…. just look at Washington. However, that was a premise of the argument, not an assumption. Since it’s a premise, we can’t argue with it. If we accept that taking a stance on an issue promotes compromise, then the biggest hole in the argument seems to be between the last step and the conclusion. Compromise leads to productivity. Who says?
 This seems like a reasonable assumption, but it’s an assumption nonetheless. If it’s not true, the argument would fail. If that’s in the answer choices, then it’s the correct answer.





A)  The author doesn’t talk about how many disagreements happen in the first place. The author only says that taking a stance leads to compromise. I don’t think “disagreements” can possibly be involved in a necessary assumption. I’m looking for something better.

B)  “More important”? The author never says what’s important and what’s not important. I don’t think so.

C)  This is exactly what we’re looking for. Let’s scan D and E just to be sure.

D)  The argument is not
 about nondemocracies. No way.

E)  This is way too absolute. The author didn’t claim (explicitly or implicitly) that legislators in multiparty democracies can never
 all agree.





The best answer is C.
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Question 17



Art critic: Abstract paintings are nonrepresentational, and so the only measure of their worth is their interplay of color, texture, and form. But for a painting to spur the viewer to political action, instances of social injustice must be not only represented, but also clearly comprehensible as such. Therefore, abstract painting can never be a politically significant art form.







Which one of the following is an assumption that is required by the art critic’s argument?







(A)  Abstract painting cannot stimulate people to act.



(B)  Unless people view representations of social injustice, their political activity is insignificant.



(C)  Only art that prompts people to counter social injustice is significant art.



(D)  Paintings that fail to move a viewer to political action cannot be politically significant.



(E)  The interplay of color, texture, and form is not a measure of the worth of representational paintings.






The logic here is pretty tight, because I don’t personally see how a viewer could possibly “clearly comprehend” an instance of social injustice from a “nonrepresentational” “interplay of color, texture, and form.” That would be like seeing a painting of nothing more than a big green box and going, “Oh, those poor Somali refugees
 .” Seems unlikely.

But in your first year Legal Writing and Research class, you will learn that in legal writing nothing
 should be taken for granted. Not even things that seem obvious. This argument does not explicitly state, and therefore it assumes
 , that a viewer can’t clearly comprehend an instance of social injustice from a nonrepresentational interplay of color, texture, and form. So that’s our first prediction.

We can double-check whether our prediction is actually an assumption required
 by the argument by negating it. If it’s not true, does the argument fall apart? Let’s see. If we negated my prediction, we’d get, “A viewer can
 clearly comprehend an instance of social injustice from a nonrepresentational interplay of color, texture, and form.” Well, if that’s true, then why the hell would we conclude that an abstract painting could never be politically significant? Without our predicted assumption, the argument simply makes no sense. Let’s see if it’s listed in the answer choices:





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  Not what we’re looking for.

E)  Not what we’re looking for.





Ahhhhhhhh shit. I still think our prediction was good, but there can be multiple assumptions in an argument. Do any of the other answer choices have to be true in order for the conclusion to make sense? Let’s see.





A)  If this is false, an abstract painting can
 stimulate people to act. But it still might not be able to stimulate people to political
 action, which requires “clear comprehension” etc. So I don’t think this is it.

B)  This one is just irrelevant, because it is about the significance of people’s
 political action rather than the political significance of art. I don’t think so.

C)  The argument is not about whether art is “significant,” it’s about whether art is politically
 significant. This seems irrelevant.

D)  Okay, I can make a case for this one. If this answer is not true, then it is possible that a painting that fails to move a viewer to political action can still be politically significant. And if that’s true, then the argument simply makes no sense. This wasn’t the assumption we predicted, but it’s still a necessary assumption because if it’s false, the argument fails
 . This is a good answer.

E)  The argument is not about the “worth” of paintings. It’s specifically about whether abstract painting can be “politically significant.”





Since we can see how D must be true in order for the argument to make sense, and since we can’t say the same about the rest, D is our answer.
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Question 17



“Multiple use” refers to the utilization of natural resources in combinations that will best meet the present and future needs of the public. Designating land as a wilderness area does not necessarily violate the multiple-use philosophy, for even when such use does not provide the greatest dollar return, it can provide the greatest overall benefit from that site.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  Natural resources should be used in combinations that will most greatly benefit present and future generations.



(B)  Designating a wilderness area prevents any exploitation of natural resources in that area.



(C)  The present and future needs of the public would best be met by designating greater numbers of wilderness areas.



(D)  The multiple-use philosophy takes into account some nonfinancial needs of the public.



(E)  The multiple-use philosophy holds that the future needs of the public are more important than the present ones.






The first sentence provides a definition of “multiple-use,” so for the purposes of this question, this term should be understood to mean, “Combinations that will best meet the present and future needs of the public.” We should ignore whatever other definition we might have in mind for this term. The second sentence provides both another premise (wilderness areas might not provide the greatest dollar return, but can still provide the greatest overall benefit) and the conclusion of the argument: “Designating land as a wilderness area does not necessarily violate the multiple-use philosophy.” Put another way, the conclusion says, “It’s possible for wilderness area to properly be called multiple use.”

The definition of multiple-use is, “Combinations that will best meet the present and future needs of the public.” So in order for wilderness area to properly be called multiple-use, the argument has necessarily assumed that wilderness area can best meet the present and future needs of the public. If that’s not true, then the argument makes no sense.

We’re asked to identify a Necessary Assumption. We’ve already got one in mind. That could be our answer, or anything else that must be true in order for the argument to make sense. Remember, on a Necessary Assumption question, the opposite of the correct answer will devastate the argument
 .





A)  No, the argument isn’t about whether natural resources “should” be used one way or another. That’s not the point.

B)  No, this doesn’t matter. If this answer is untrue, it doesn’t hurt the argument at all. Maybe wilderness areas can have some exploitation of natural resources (like a limited amount of timber cutting, for example). That wouldn’t prevent the area from meeting the present and future needs of the public, whatever those are. Don’t let your own environmentalist tendencies influence your judgment here. The point isn’t what you
 want. The point is 1) understand the argument, and 2) find a necessary component of the argument. This answer is not necessary to the argument, so it’s out.

C)  Again, don’t let your own judgment interfere with your analysis here. Sure, we all love wilderness areas. That’s not the point of the argument though.

D)  If this answer isn’t true, it becomes, “The multiple-use philosophy takes into account no
 nonfinancial needs.” In other words, this philosophy cares only about money. And if that’s true, then it becomes impossible for wilderness areas—which do not provide the greatest dollar return—to “best meet the present and future needs of the public.” This is the answer, because it is a necessary
 component of the argument. If this answer is untrue, the argument fails.

E)  What? This is totally speculative and has nothing to do with the argument. The argument makes no distinction between present and future needs.





Our answer is D, because it’s the only one that must be true in order for the argument to make sense.






Necessary Assumption Questions: HARDEST


June 2009




Section 3




Question 17



Consumer: If you buy a watch at a department store and use it only in the way it was intended to be used, but the watch stops working the next day, then the department store will refund your money. So by this very reasonable standard, Bingham’s Jewelry Store should give me a refund even though they themselves are not a department store, since the watch I bought from them stopped working the very next day.







The consumer’s argument relies on the assumption that







(A)  one should not sell something unless one expects that it will function in the way it was originally designed to function



(B)  a watch bought at a department store and a watch bought at Bingham’s Jewelry Store can both be expected to keep working for about the same length of time if each is used only as it was intended to be used



(C)  a seller should refund the money that was paid for a product if the product does not perform as the purchaser expected it to perform



(D)  the consumer did not use the watch in a way contrary to the way it was intended to be used



(E)  the watch that was purchased from Bingham’s Jewelry Store was not a new watch






Wait, what? You could drive a truck through the holes in the logic here. My first two objections would be: 1) How did you use the watch? Did you use it only in the way it was intended to be used, or did you use it improperly and smash it up somehow? And 2) why do you expect Bingham’s, which is not a department store, to offer the same return policy as a department store? These are pretty big holes.

The question asks us to find an assumption on which the argument relies (a necessary assumption) and I think my two objections, above, are going to point out the answer. Let’s see.





A)  The argument is not about who should or should not sell
 something. It’s about whether Bingham’s should take back the watch. This can’t be the answer because it’s just not related to the conclusion of the argument.

B)  It’s not about length of time. He only had the watch for one day, for one thing. Not even close.

C)  I think this one would be the answer if it was a Sufficient Assumption question, because if this answer is true, then Bingham’s probably has to take back the watch, but I don’t think this is a good answer for a Necessary Assumption question. In other words, I think this answer could be untrue (not all sellers have to refund all purchasers) and the argument would still stand. Remember, the correct answer on a Sufficient Assumption question, if true, will force the argument to win. The correct answer on a Necessary Assumption, if false, will force the argument to lose. This is a Necessary Assumption question, so we’re still looking.

D)  If this is untrue, then I think the argument completely collapses. If the guy used his watch as a doorstop for a day, or as an anvil, and then it stopped working, then why on earth would Bingham’s be obligated to issue a refund? This is the best answer so far. If it’s untrue, the argument is in big trouble. That’s what “necessary” means.

E)  None of the facts is about whether a purchased watch is “new” or not. This is irrelevant.





So our answer is D.
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Question 17



Traditionally, students at Kelly University have evaluated professors on the last day of class. But some professors at Kelly either do not distribute the paper evaluation forms or do so selectively, and many students cannot attend the last day of class. Soon, students will be able to use school computers to evaluate their professors at any time during the semester. Therefore, evaluations under the new system will accurately reflect the distribution of student opinion about teaching performance.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  Professors who distribute the paper evaluation forms selectively distribute them only to students they personally like.



(B)  Students can wisely and insightfully assess a professor’s performance before the end of the semester.



(C)  The traditional system for evaluating teaching performance should not be used at any university.



(D)  Nearly all professors who fail to distribute the paper evaluation forms do so because they believe the students will evaluate them unfavorably.



(E)  Dissatisfied students are in general not more likely than satisfied students to submit a computerized evaluation.






Haha, yeah right. “If we just do the evaluations via computer, then we’ll get perfect information!” The problems with this are endless: 1) The students might be even less
 apt to do the evals online; if you give them in class then at least some
 students will do them. 2) Computer evals might be easily tampered with, e.g.
 maybe one student will submit “this prof suckzzzz” or even “DEEEZ NUUUUTZ” 100 times just for a laugh, etcetera. The conclusion is nowhere near warranted by the facts that have been presented.

The question asks us to find an assumption required by the argument. It’s a Necessary Assumption question. We’re looking for the answer that, if untrue, will destroy the argument. That’s the definition of “necessary.” I think it’s going to be something like, “At least some students will accurately fill out the computer evaluation,” because if that’s not true, then the argument is completely ruined.





A)  This strengthens the idea that we need a computer system, but it’s not necessary
 in order for the computer system to be a good idea. There might be plenty of other reasons that would still stand even if this one didn’t.

B)  Yeah, well, the new system is designed to allow students the opportunity to evaluate the profs “at any time during the semester.” So it might seem like B is necessary in order to make this make sense. But “wisely and insightfully” was never a requirement. The only requirement was “accurately.” So it’s not relevant whether the kids really think it through, or offer any insightful feedback. The only thing the argument cared about was whether the surveys accurately reflected student opinion (however unwise or uninsightful those opinions might be). This is a trap.

C)  What? Other universities are not relevant. The old system could work perfectly at every other university in the world and the argument (which is about this
 university) could still stand. No way.

D)  The motivations of the professors are irrelevant. The only thing relevant is: Will the new system give an accurate reflection of student opinion, or not?

E)  Yep, this is necessary. If this is not
 true, then it becomes, “Dissatisfied students will be more likely to complete the forms than satisfied students.” And if that
 is true, then the computerized evaluations will not give an accurate reflection of student opinion, because the results will be negatively biased.





So E is our answer.
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Question 17



Human beings can exhibit complex, goal-oriented behavior without conscious awareness of what they are doing. Thus, merely establishing that nonhuman animals are intelligent will not establish that they have consciousness.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  Complex, goal-oriented behavior requires intelligence.



(B)  The possession of consciousness does not imply the possession of intelligence.



(C)  All forms of conscious behavior involve the exercise of intelligence.



(D)  The possession of intelligence entails the possession of consciousness.



(E)  Some intelligent human behavior is neither complex nor goal-oriented.






What the hell is this argument even talking about? I have to invent a little story here to try to make it make sense. I think the first sentence is talking about how a human being (me, let’s say) can exhibit complex, goal-oriented behavior (stumbling to the bar, getting out my wallet, getting the bartender’s attention, ordering a drink, paying for the drink, and achieving the goal of getting yet another beer) without conscious awareness of what he is doing. Okay, I get it now. This happens to me all the time. I’m good so far.

Thus, says the conclusion, we can’t prove dogs have consciousness by proving that they are intelligent. What? Well, I think what the author is trying to say is that when I exhibit the “complex, goal-oriented behavior” of ordering my tenth beer, I am displaying that I have “intelligence” even when I lack “consciousness.” There’s an assumption there, right? Is “complex, goal-oriented behavior” really the same thing as “intelligence”? I think that’s the assumption.





A)  This is very close to our prediction. I hope everything else sucks so we can pick it.

B)  Answer A was closer to my prediction, because we wanted a link between “complex behavior” and “intelligence.” This one, instead, links consciousness and intelligence. I might be wrong, but I like A better.

C)  Same explanation as B.

D)  Same explanation as B and C.

E)  This one has the right terms, but I think it’s the opposite
 of what we were looking for. We wanted a positive link between the two terms, and this one says “neither complex nor goal-oriented.”





Let’s go with A. This isn’t a terrific question to study—I wouldn’t worry about this one too much if I were you.
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Question 17



Reporter: A team of scientists has recently devised a new test that for the first time accurately diagnoses autism in children as young as 18 months old. When used to evaluate 16,000 children at their 18-month checkup, the test correctly diagnosed all 10 children later confirmed to be autistic, though it also wrongly identified 2 children as autistic. Autistic children can therefore now benefit much earlier in life than before from the treatments already available.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the reporter’s argument depends?







(A)  No test intended for diagnosing autism at such an early age existed before the new test was devised.



(B)  A diagnostic test that sometimes falsely gives a positive diagnosis can still provide a reasonable basis for treatment decisions.



(C)  The new test can be used to evaluate all children, regardless of the level of development of their verbal skills.



(D)  Those children incorrectly identified as autistic will not be adversely affected by treatments aimed at helping autistic children.



(E)  There was no reliable evidence that autism could affect children so young until the advent of the new test.






The test sounds pretty useful to me, and because of the first sentence, we know that this is “the first time” that doctors have been able to diagnose children as young as 18 months with autism.

But let me play devil’s advocate for a minute. Or, more accurately, let me play Devil’s Plaintiff’s Advocate, pretending that I am counsel for a class action lawsuit against a drug company that created this new test. Ready?

“You knew
 , from your initial testing, that your test occasionally produced false positives. There were two false positives in your initial test of 16,000 children. Did you also know that these two children were going to be stigmatized for the rest of their lives with the label “autistic”? Did you know that their parents were going to abandon them? Did you know that schoolyard bullies were going to beat them? Did you know that they would have had normal lives, were it not for your false diagnosis? Did you know that you kept them from thriving, from learning to read, from being quarterback of their high school football teams, from being astronauts, from being president of the United States of America?
 You ruined their lives, and you knew
 you were going to do it!!!”

Ahem. Anyway, I think the argument assumes that a false positive rate of 2 out of 16,000 is acceptable. I mean, this might in reality be a perfectly reasonable assumption. But a plaintiff’s attorney would definitely argue that it’s not
 a reasonable assumption. And that means money.





A)  This wasn’t assumed, because it was explicitly stated in the first line.

B)  Yep, this is what we were looking for. Perhaps a court would say, “No, it’s never permissible to take any risk of inaccurately labeling an 18-month-old as autistic, because it will ruin their life.” If a court would say that, then the drug company probably shouldn’t mass-produce this test. I’m pretty sure this is the answer.

C)  Nah, the argument doesn’t say that all
 children can be tested with this thing. Maybe some kids don’t qualify, who knows.

D)  Well, no. The argument does
 assume that we should go ahead with this test even though there are going to be a couple false positives. But it doesn’t actually say that those false positive kids won’t have their lives ruined. Commonsensically, it probably is
 worth it to ruin a couple lives, if it means we’re going to make a bunch other lives better. The argument doesn’t actually conclude that the false positive kids are going to be okay, so this isn’t the answer.

E)  No, the issue wasn’t figuring out whether autism can affect
 children so young. This issue was figuring out which kids
 were being affected.





Our answer is B.
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Question 17



It is a mistake to conclude, as some have, that ancient people did not know what moral rights were simply because no known ancient language has an expression correctly translatable as “a moral right.” This would be like saying that a person who discovers a wild fruit tree and returns repeatedly to harvest from it and study it has no idea what the fruit is until naming it or learning its name.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  To know the name of something is to know what that thing is.



(B)  People who first discover what something is know it better than do people who merely know the name of the thing.



(C)  The name or expression that is used to identify something cannot provide any information about the nature of the thing that is identified.



(D)  A person who repeatedly harvests from a wild fruit tree and studies it has some idea of what the fruit is even before knowing a name for the fruit.



(E)  One need not know what something is before one can name it.






Necessary Assumption questions are tightly related to Weaken questions. The correct answer on a Necessary Assumption question must be true or else the argument will fail (that’s what “necessary” means) so the correct answer, if untrue
 , will become a devastating weakener. So we should always start by trying to criticize the argument. If we can come up with a good weakener, the correct answer will frequently be an “assumption” that simply covers up that weakener. And which, if untrue, becomes that weakener itself… that’s how we know it’s “necessary.”

The problem with this argument is that it doesn’t present any evidence other than the fruit tree analogy/example. To attack an argument that relies on an analogy, all we would need to do is say “your analogy doesn’t apply.” Let’s see if we can find an assumption that protects against that analogy.





A)  This would actually weaken the argument as-is. We need something that would weaken the argument if it were not
 true.

B)  Nah, the argument wasn’t about what group knows a thing better or worse than another group. All that’s relevant is whether or not it’s possible to know something without having a name for it.

C)  This answer proves way too much, which makes it an unlikely correct answer for a Necessary Assumption question. For example, this answer could be used to prove that you can’t learn anything about an orange by the word “orange.” But that’s not true, since the name of an orange also describes the orange’s color. Did the argument actually need such a big hammer? No, it’s too strong. So how can we call this statement “necessary”? Another way of looking at this is that if this answer is untrue, it becomes, “It’s possible that the name that is used to identify something can provide some information about the nature of the thing that is identified.” So the super-strong statement, when negated, actually becomes super-weak. Why would it matter if it’s possible to sometimes learn something from the name of something being named? This wouldn’t devastate the argument. We need to pick an answer that, when negated, will destroy the argument. This isn’t it.

D)  Yeah, the argument did assume this. If this isn’t true, it becomes, “A person who repeatedly harvests from a wild fruit tree and studies it has no idea of what the fruit is before knowing a name for the fruit.” And if that’s
 true, then the stupid fruit tree analogy can’t possibly apply to the argument the speaker is trying to make about moral rights. This matches our prediction above. If D is untrue, then the analogy doesn’t apply. So D is a necessary assumption of the argument: the speaker has “assumed” that his stupid analogy applies.

E)  This is the opposite of what the argument is saying. The argument is saying, “One need not name something before knowing what it is.” This goes the other direction, and the author may or may not agree with it.





Our answer is D, because it’s the one that provides necessary support for the argument.
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Question 18



The flagellum, which bacteria use to swim, requires many parts before it can propel a bacterium at all. Therefore, an evolutionary ancestor of bacteria that had only a few of these parts would gain no survival advantage from them.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  Any of bacteria’s evolutionary ancestors that had only a few of the parts of the flagellum would be at a disadvantage relative to similar organisms that had none of these parts.



(B)  For parts now incorporated into the flagellum to have aided an organism’s survival, they would have had to help it swim.



(C)  All parts of the flagellum are vital to each of its functions.



(D)  No evolutionary ancestor of bacteria had only a few of the parts of the flagellum.



(E)  Any of bacteria’s evolutionary ancestors that lacked a flagellum also lacked the capacity to swim.






This argument is similar to the frequently-cited and horribly flawed anti-evolution argument, “What good is half an eyeball”? The flawed logic goes, “Half an eyeball leaves you perfectly blind, so how could an eyeball have ever evolved?” The problem with that is that there is plenty of evidence which shows that some animals have only rudimentary eyeballs, without focusing lenses, say, and other evidence shows that some animals have only cells that can tell the difference between light and dark. Even if you can only tell the difference between light and dark, there might be a survival advantage conferred by that ability. You might be able to move toward light that means food, for example, or you might be able to move away from the shadow of a predator. So people who use the “what good is half an eyeball” argument just don’t understand the science. The argument here is identical. What good is half a flagellum? If you can’t use it to swim, then what good is it? Well… maybe you can use it for defense? Or maybe it helps you gather food? Or maybe the lady bacteria think it’s sexy, so you mate more often and leave more offspring? If any of these things are true, then the argument makes no sense. So the argument has assumed that none of these things are true.





A)  The argument didn’t say half a flagellum would be a disadvantage
 to other organisms that had no flagellum at all. Rather, it said half a flagellum wouldn’t be an advantage
 . So this is out.

B)  Yep. This answer, if true, protects against all our weakeners. Example: We said “Maybe it helps you gather food?” But if B is true, then the only
 way a half a flagellum could have helped a bacteria survive would be if it helped it swim. This would eliminate food gathering. I’ll read C through E, but I’m 99 percent sure this will end up being the answer.

C)  This proves too much. The argument didn’t necessarily
 assume that every single part of the flagellum is required for every single one of the flagellum’s functions. This isn’t it.

D)  The argument made no claim about whether or not any evolutionary ancestor possessed part of a flagellum. Rather, the argument claimed that any ancestor that did have part of a flagellum wouldn’t have gained any advantage from it.

E)  Again, this is way too much. It’s possible that some weird ancestor could swim in some other way, without a flagellum.





Our answer is B.






Necessary Assumption Questions: HARDEST


October 2004




Section 2




Question 18



Bram Stoker’s 1897 novel







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  At least one of the European vampire myths that predated Stoker’s book did not portray vampires as strictly nocturnal.



(B)  Vampire myths in Central and South America, where real vampire bats are found, portray vampires as able to turn into bats.



(C)  Vampire myths did not exist outside Europe before the publication of Stoker’s
 
Dracula

 .



(D)  At least one of the European vampire myths that predated Stoker’s book did not portray vampires as able to turn into bats.



(E)  At the time he wrote
 
Dracula

 , Stoker was familiar with earlier European vampire myths.






The argument, stripped bare, basically goes like this: “Because vampires who didn’t turn into bats existed before Dracula
 , the ability to turn into a bat is not essential to the vampire myth.” So it seems to me that the argument has assumed, necessarily, that if a vampire was ever not
 able to turn into a bat, then turning into a bat isn’t “essential” to the vampire myth. Also, I think the argument has assumed, necessarily, that it’s possible that a new skill can be added to a vampire’s repertoire in later versions of a myth, without that skill being “essential.”

Necessary Assumption questions are very tightly related to Weaken questions and Must Be True questions. They’re similar to Weaken questions because the correct answer, if untrue, will be a devastating Weakener. And they’re similar to Must Be True questions because the correct answer must be true
 or the argument will fail.





A)  WTF? The nocturnal thing isn’t even mentioned in the argument.

B)  This could only conceivably weaken the argument. If it were untrue, it would strengthen. This is not a missing piece of the argument.  We need an answer that if untrue, would weaken.

C)  This is speculative and irrelevant. Who gives a shit where/when vampire myths existed? That’s not the point.

D)  Yep. This is a tough answer because it seems like the author actually said this. But he didn’t! He necessarily implied it. He implied it so strongly that I thought he actually said
 it. And if it’s not true—if no vampires who couldn’t turn into bats existed before Dracula—then the argument makes no sense whatsoever. I bet this is our answer.

E)  What? No. It’s not relevant who knew what, when.





D is the answer because it wasn’t an explicit component of the argument, yet it must be true or else the argument will collapse.
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Question 18



Teresa: If their goal is to maximize profits, film studios should concentrate on producing big-budget films rather than small-budget ones. For, unlike big-budget films, small-budget films never attract mass audiences. While small-budget films are less expensive to produce and, hence, involve less risk of unprofitability than big-budget films, low production costs do not guarantee the highest possible profits.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by Teresa’s argument?







(A)  Each big-budget film is guaranteed to attract a mass audience.



(B)  A film studio cannot make both big-budget films and small-budget films.



(C)  A film studio will not maximize its profits unless at least some of its films attract mass audiences.



(D)  It is impossible to produce a big-budget film in a financially efficient manner.



(E)  A film studio’s primary goal should be to maximize profits.






Teresa seems to have a very foggy understanding of the term “profits.” This one is worth memorizing for LSAT purposes: Profits = Revenues - Costs. Teresa admits that small-budget films are less expensive to produce, i.e., they have lower costs. But since small-budget films can never attract mass audiences, Teresa insists that film studios can only maximize their profits by making big-budget films. This, of course, is wrong. Big-budget films like Waterworld
 frequently lose millions upon millions of dollars. Small-budget films like, oh, The Wrestler
 frequently attract decent (not “mass,” but decent) audiences and make very tidy profits. Teresa has assumed that the only way to maximize your profits is to go for mass audiences.





A)  This doesn’t need to be true in order for Teresa’s argument to stand. Teresa will probably acknowledge that many big-budget films bomb at the box office, but she still thinks going for the big win is the only proper course of action.

B)  This isn’t relevant. Teresa is saying studios should choose
 big films, but it’s not a necessary part of her argument that studios can only pick one type of film or the other.

C)  This is it. Teresa has assumed that a studio must
 attract mass audiences in order to maximize profit. It’s exactly what I was looking for.

D)  This could only hurt Teresa’s argument, so it can’t be a necessary part of her argument.

E)  Teresa qualifies her argument by saying “if
 ” a studio wants to maximize profits then it should XYZ. She hasn’t assumed this is actually their goal.





The best answer is C.
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Question 19



Editorialist: Some people argue that we have an obligation not to cut down trees. However, there can be no obligation to an entity unless that entity has a corresponding right. So if we have an obligation toward trees, then trees have rights. But trees are not the sort of things that can have rights. Therefore, we have no obligation not to cut down trees.







The editorialist’s argument depends on assuming which one of the following?







(A) If an entity has a right to certain treatment, we have an obligation to treat it that way.



(B) Any entity that has rights also has obligations.



(C) Only conscious entities are the sort of things that can have rights.



(D) Avoiding cutting down trees is not an obligation owed to some entity other than trees.



(E) One does not always have the right to cut down the trees on one’s own property.






This argument seems scary on the first read, but it’s just a bunch of confusing nonsense. The editorialist might seem
 to have proven his case that we don’t have an obligation not to cut down trees. However, the argument makes no sense whatsoever unless we assume that any obligation not to cut down trees would have to be an obligation to the trees themselves
 rather than an obligation to, say, our fellow man or our grandchildren. Nice try, but you didn’t fool me. The necessary assumption in the argument, therefore, is something like, “Any obligation not to cut down trees would be an obligation to the trees themselves” or, put another way, “An obligation not to cut down trees can't be owed to anything other than the trees.”





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  Exactly what we’re looking for.

E)  Not what we’re looking for.





We can’t always exactly predict the correct answer before we read it, but it’s awful nice when we can.





The answer is D.
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Question 19



Bureaucrat: The primary, constant goal of an ideal bureaucracy is to define and classify all possible problems and set out regulations regarding each eventuality. Also, an ideal bureaucracy provides an appeal procedure for any complaint. If a complaint reveals an unanticipated problem, the regulations are expanded to cover the new issue, and for this reason an ideal bureaucracy will have an ever-expanding system of regulations.







Which one of the following is an assumption the bureaucrat’s argument requires?







(A)  An ideal bureaucracy will provide an appeal procedure for complaints even after it has defined and classified all possible problems and set out regulations regarding each eventuality.



(B)  For each problem that an ideal bureaucracy has defined and classified, the bureaucracy has received at least one complaint revealing that problem.



(C)  An ideal bureaucracy will never be permanently without complaints about problems that are not covered by that bureaucracy’s regulations.



(D)  An ideal bureaucracy can reach its primary goal if, but only if, its system of regulations is always expanding to cover problems that had not been anticipated.



(E)  Any complaint that an ideal bureaucracy receives will reveal an unanticipated problem that the bureaucracy is capable of defining and classifying.






Ugh. Here’s a statement that only a bureaucrat could love. “An ideal bureaucracy [should] set out regulations regarding each eventuality”? “An ideal bureaucracy will have an ever-expanding system of regulations”?!?! Wow dude, seriously? How does that sound like a good
 idea to you?

We’re asked to find a necessary assumption of the bureaucrat’s argument, an assumption “required” by the argument. On a question like this, we are looking for the answer that must be true
 in order for the argument to make sense. The correct answer won’t necessarily prove that the bureaucrat’s conclusion is valid, but without the correct answer, the bureaucrat’s argument will fail
 . Let’s see.





A)  Very tricky, but no. It's the complaints that are required to keep inflating the bureaucratic balloon.  The appeal procedure isn't necessary in order for the conclusion to be true.

B)  No. The appeal/complaint procedure happens after
 the bureaucrats have set out as many regulations as they can anticipate will be necessary. It’s possible that the bureaucrats will predict many potential conflicts in advance, and write perfect regulations to deal with those issues well before any complaints on those issues are filed. So I can see how this answer could be false and the argument could still make sense. Therefore it is not a necessary
 component of the argument.

C)  I think it’s possible, according to the bureaucrat, that even without an appeal procedure, there still might be complaints, and the complaints might lead to new regulations. If C is false, then we get, “An ideal bureaucracy will
 someday be permanently without complaints that are not covered by the regs.” If that’s true, then I think we know for sure that there won’t be an ever-expanding system of regulations.

D)  I don’t think the argument is actually about “reaching” any goal. The bureaucrat actually seems to say that the bureaucracy will never reach its goal, since the regs will be “ever-expanding.” I like C better.

E)  If the first word in this answer said “some” instead of “any” then it might be a good choice. But the bureaucrat did not assume that every
 complaint will reveal an unanticipated problem. It’s entirely possible that some complaints will be anticipated, or that the bureaucracy will not be able to define and classify some problems, and the argument could still make sense. So this isn’t necessary.





Our answer is C.
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Question 20



The ability of mammals to control their internal body temperatures is a factor in the development of their brains and intelligence. This can be seen from the following facts: the brain is a chemical machine, all chemical reactions are temperature dependent, and any organism that can control its body temperature can assure that these reactions occur at the proper temperatures.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  Organisms unable to control their body temperatures do not have the capacity to generate internal body heat without relying on external factors.



(B)  Mammals are the only animals that have the ability to control their internal body temperatures.



(C)  The brain cannot support intelligence if the chemical reactions within it are subject to uncontrolled temperatures.



(D)  The development of intelligence in mammals is not independent of the chemical reactions in their brains taking place at the proper temperatures.



(E)  Organisms incapable of controlling their internal body temperatures are subject to unpredictable chemical processes.






The first sentence is the conclusion. I know that because the beginning of the second sentence starts with “This can be seen from…,” which is something you say right after
 you just said your conclusion. It’s a signal that you’re about to try to justify what you’ve just said.

The logic goes like this: The brain is a chemical machine. All chemical reactions are temperature dependent. Any organism that can control its body temperature can assure that these reactions occur at the proper temperatures. THEREFORE, (first sentence again), “The ability of mammals to control their internal body temperatures is a factor in the development of their brains and intelligence.”

We are asked to identify an assumption in the argument. I’m having a hard time predicting this one, so we’ll have to go into the answer choices unarmed. I don’t like doing this, but sometimes we have no choice.

I can’t really explain the incorrect answer choices, but I can definitely make the case for why D is the answer. We’re looking for “an assumption on which the argument depends.” This means I’m looking for a necessary
 component of the argument. Remember that if a necessary component fails, then the sufficient condition fails. If you’re on the cable car, then you’re in San Francisco. Therefore, if you’re not in San Francisco, you’re not on the cable car.

That’s exactly what happens with D. D is “necessary” because if D is not
 true (i.e. if the development of intelligence in mammals is independent
 of the chemical reactions in their brains taking place at the proper temperatures), then there is no way that the conclusion, “The ability of mammals to control their internal body temperatures is a factor in the development of their brains and intelligence,” could make any sense. The definition of a necessary condition is something that must
 be true in order for something else to be true. So if you take the opposite of a Necessary
 Assumption, it turns into a devastating weakener. This happens with D, and doesn’t happen with the other answer choices.





So D is our answer.
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Question 20



Researcher: We have found that some cases of high blood pressure can be treated effectively with medicine. Since it is generally accepted that any illness caused by stress is treatable only by the reduction of stress, some cases of high blood pressure must not be caused by stress.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the researcher’s argument?







(A)  The correlation between stress and all cases of high blood pressure is merely coincidental.



(B)  The reduction of stress in a person’s life can at times lower that person’s blood pressure.



(C)  Reduced stress does not reduce a person’s responsiveness to medicine used to treat high blood pressure.



(D)  Some conditions that are treated effectively by medicines are not also treatable through the reduction of stress.



(E)  Medicine used to treat high blood pressure does not itself reduce stress.






Tough question, because the argument is very hard to follow. Why is it hard to follow? Two reasons: First, the premises are presented in a strange order, and second, the argument contains a big-ass assumption.

The conclusion seems to be, “Some cases of high blood pressure must not be caused by stress.” The evidence for this (rearranged a bit) is 1) any illness caused by stress is treatable only by the reduction of stress, and 2) some cases of high blood pressure can be treated effectively with medicine. OK, I think we can predict this one. The author has assumed, necessarily, that medicines can’t reduce stress. Because if medicine can
 reduce stress, this argument is garbage. That’s the hallmark of a necessary assumption. Something is necessary if it must be true in order for a given argument to stand. If a necessary assumption is false, then the argument fails.

Again, our prediction is, “Medicines can’t reduce stress.”





A)  Not what we predicted.

B)  Not what we predicted.

C)  Not what we predicted. Kinda close, it mentions both stress and medicine, but we should keep looking for something more straightforward.

D)  Same explanation as C. There’s too much confusing shit going on here. I suspect this one could be false without ruining the argument.

E)  Yep. If this is false, it becomes, “Medicine used to treat high blood pressure does itself reduce stress.” If that’s true, then high blood pressure could definitely be caused by stress in all cases and this argument is completely destroyed. It’s easy to understand, and it’s a decent match for our prediction.





Our answer is E.
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Question 20



Professor: Each government should do all that it can to improve the well-being of all the children in the society it governs. Therefore, governments should help finance high-quality day care since such day care will become available to families of all income levels if and only if it is subsidized.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the professor’s argument depends?







(A)  Only governments that subsidize high-quality day care take an interest in the well-being of all the children in the societies they govern.



(B)  Government subsidy of high-quality day care would not be so expensive that it would cause a government to eliminate benefits for adults.



(C)  High-quality day care should be subsidized only for those who could not otherwise afford it.



(D)  At least some children would benefit from high-quality day care.



(E)  Government is a more efficient provider of certain services than is private enterprise.






The conclusion is, “Governments should help finance day care.” The evidence is, “People can afford it if and only if it’s subsidized,” and, “Government should do all it can to improve the well-being of children.”

The argument asks us to identify an assumption on which the argument depends. Let’s see if we can find it:





A)  This answer goes too far. The professor said, “Since governments should do all they can, they
 should subsidize day care.” The professor did not
 assume that “taking an interest" requires subsidizing day care. We’re looking for something that must be true in order for the argument to make sense. We’re looking for an assumption actually made by the professor. This isn’t it.

B)  The professor takes no position, one way or the other, on whether adult benefits will have to be cut to fund day care. We’re looking for an assumption actually made by the professor. This isn’t it.

C)  The professor said, “We should subsidize day care.” The professor did not say, or imply, that we should only subsidize day care for poor people. This isn’t it.

D)  OK, I can make a case for this one. The professor has said, “Since we should do all we can do to improve the well-being of children, we should fund day care.” This only makes sense if at least one kid would benefit from day care. If Answer D is not true, we get “no kids would benefit from day care.” That’s very unlikely, but that’s not the point. If it is, indeed, the case that no child would benefit
 , then the professor’s argument would make absolutely no sense. That’s the hallmark of the correct answer on a necessary assumption question. I’m pretty sure this is our answer.

E)  Efficiency? Who the hell was talking about efficiency? Certainly not the professor. Furthermore, the professor did not say, or imply, that the government should “provide” the day care. (Only that government should “help finance” day care.) There’s no way this was an assumption made by the professor.





Our answer is D.
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Question 20



Scientist: Genetic engineering has aided new developments in many different fields. But because these techniques require the manipulation of the genetic codes of organisms, they are said to be unethical. What the critics fail to realize is that this kind of manipulation has been going on for millennia; virtually every farm animal is the result of selective breeding for desired traits. Since selective breeding is genetic engineering of a crude sort, genetic engineering is not unethical.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the scientist’s argument depends?







(A)  The manipulation of the genetic code of organisms is never unethical.



(B)  Anything that is accomplished by nature is not unethical to accomplish with science.



(C)  The manipulation of the genetic code through selective breeding for desired traits is not unethical.



(D)  The manipulation of the genetic code through selective breeding for desired traits is important for human survival.



(E)  Science can accomplish only what is already in some sense natural, and nothing natural is unethical.






Wait, what? I have a strong objection to this argument. Selective breeding is simply not
 the same thing as genetic engineering. Picking out your strongest horse for breeding is not the same thing as going into the DNA of a horse embryo and choosing whatever characteristics you want. I mean sure, I get how it’s kinda similar, but they’re also quite a bit different.

Furthermore, I’m not sure that selective breeding justifies genetic engineering even if they are
 the same thing, because I don’t see a premise anywhere that says that selective breeding is not unethical. The argument seems to have assumed that just because selective breeding has been going on for millennia, it’s not unethical. That’s a big assumption.

We’re asked to find a necessary assumption, and I think we might have already found two of them. Both, “Genetic engineering and selective breeding are ethically the same,” and, “Selective breeding is ethical,” seem to be necessary assumptions. If either of those statements was proven untrue, the argument would be ruined.





A)  No, this answer proves too much. The argument doesn’t claim that manipulating the genetic code of an organism is never
 unethical in any context. The author didn’t take a position on, whether, say, manipulating the genetic code of a prisoner of war in order to turn him into some sort of mutant pig would be ethical or not. All the argument tries to do is justify genetic manipulation in the context of genetic engineering
 . This can’t be it.

B)  This also proves too much. Way too much. There is no way in hell this is a necessary component of the argument. The author didn’t try to say that anything
 nature can accomplish is also ethical to accomplish by science. This would rarely be the answer to a Necessary Assumption question: it’s way too strong.

C)  Yep, this matches our prediction of, “Selective breeding is ethical.” If this is untrue, then the argument makes no sense whatsoever. So this will end up being our answer.

D)  Human survival is absolutely not at issue in the argument. There is no way this is necessary.

E)  Huh? The argument isn’t about what science can or cannot achieve. Instead, it’s about whether or not one certain branch of science is ethical or not.





Our answer is C, because it’s the only answer that’s a necessary
 component of the argument.
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Question 20



Psychologist: Psychotherapists who attempt to provide psychotherapy on radio or television talk shows are expected to do so in ways that entertain a broad audience. However, satisfying this demand is nearly always incompatible with providing high-quality psychological help. For this reason, psychotherapists should never provide psychotherapy on talk shows.







Which one of the following principles must be assumed in order for the psychologist’s conclusion to be properly drawn?







(A)  It is never appropriate for psychotherapists to attempt to entertain a broad audience.



(B)  The context in which psychological help is presented has a greater impact on its quality than the nature of the advice that is given.



(C)  Psychotherapy should never be provided in a context in which there is any chance that the therapy might be of less than high quality.



(D)  Most members of radio and television talk show audiences are seeking entertainment rather than high-quality psychological help.



(E)  Psychotherapists should never attempt to provide psychological help in a manner that makes it unlikely to be of high quality.






Very difficult question, 9 out of 10 difficulty. Don’t bother with this one unless you’re already getting 18+ answers consistently correct on every LR section.

The trick here is that it’s not
 a Sufficient Assumption question. It looks like one, with “allows the conclusion to be properly drawn.” But it’s actually a Necessary Assumption question, because it says, “Which one must
 be assumed,” rather than, “Which one, if
 assumed.”

So we’re not looking for an answer choice that will prove
 the conclusion. Rather, we’re looking for an answer choice that must be true in order for the argument to make any sense. Necessary Assumption questions prefer much weaker answers than do Sufficient Assumption questions. Our answer should contain the minimum that is necessary
 in order for the argument to make sense. With that in mind, let’s look at the answer choices.





A)  This is too strong. If this were true, then psychotherapists could never try to make funny speeches at their friends’ weddings. Therefore this doesn’t have
 to be true in order for the argument to stand. If this were a Sufficient Assumption question, it might be the correct answer.

B)  Nah. The quality of the advice could be more important than the context in which it was given and the argument would still make sense. Therefore this answer isn’t necessary.

C)  This one is also too strong. If this were true, then psychotherapists would probably never be able to give therapy, because isn’t there always
 some chance, however miniscule, that therapy might be of less than high-quality? Again, this would be a good answer for a Sufficient Assumption question, but it’s not necessary.

D)  Nah, it’s not about what the people want. It’s about whether the psychotherapists should be allowed to go on TV when that risks “less than high-quality advice.” No way.

E)  Yep. This one is a much softer version of C. Instead of “any chance,” we get “unlikely.” This answer, if untrue, becomes, “Psychotherapists should be allowed to provide psychological help that is unlikely to be of high quality.” If that’s true, then the argument is ruined. So this is necessary, and it’s our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 22



Consumer advocate: There is no doubt that the government is responsible for the increased cost of gasoline, because the government’s policies have significantly increased consumer demand for fuel, and as a result of increasing demand, the price of gasoline has risen steadily.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the consumer advocate’s argument?







(A)  The government can bear responsibility for that which it indirectly causes.



(B)  The government is responsible for some unforeseen consequences of its policies.



(C)  Consumer demand for gasoline cannot increase without causing gasoline prices to increase.



(D)  The government has an obligation to ensure that demand for fuel does not increase excessively.



(E)  If the government pursues policies that do not increase the demand for fuel, gasoline prices tend to remain stable.






Premise: The price of gas has risen steadily. Premise: Increasing demand has caused this price increase. Premise: The government has increased consumer demand for fuel. Conclusion: The government is responsible for the increased cost of gasoline.

The logic actually seems pretty sound to me. The government made a policy, and the policy had result A, which in turn had another result, B. Therefore the government can be called “responsible” for B.

We’re asked to find a necessary assumption of the argument. In other words, we need to find an answer that, if untrue, causes the argument to fail.





A)  Yep. If this is untrue, it becomes, “The government cannot bear responsibility for that which it indirectly causes.” The government didn’t directly cause the fuel price increase; it did so indirectly, by stimulating consumer demand. So if the government can’t bear responsibility for something it indirectly caused, the government can’t be responsible for the fuel price increase. This means answer A, “The government can bear responsibility for that which it indirectly causes,” is a necessary assumption of the argument. Let’s read all five answers, but I’m 99% sure we’ll end up picking A.

B)  The problem with this is “unforeseen,” because we don’t know if the fuel increase was foreseen by the government or not.

C)  If C is untrue, it becomes, “Consumer demand for gas can increase without causing gas prices to increase.” But that’s irrelevant, because the facts say that in this
 case, the increase in consumer demand did
 cause the price of gas to increase.

D)  What? No. It’s totally irrelevant what the government is obligated or not obligated to do.

E)  No. If this is untrue, it becomes, “If the government pursues policies that do not increase demand, gas prices do not tend to remain stable.” But that’s not a devastating weakener to the argument, because the speaker could still come back with, “Yes, they always fluctuate, but that’s not the point. The point is that in this case, the government did
 cause the prices to go up.”





The best answer is A, because if A is untrue the argument is destroyed.
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Question 22



A mathematical theorem proved by one mathematician should not be accepted until each step in its proof has been independently verified. Computer-assisted proofs generally proceed by conducting a vast number of calculations—surveying all the possible types of instances in which the theorem could apply and proving that the theorem holds for each type. In most computer-assisted proofs there are astronomically many types of instances to survey, and no human being could review every step in the proof. Hence, computer-assisted proofs involving astronomically many types of instances should not be accepted.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument relies?







(A)  The use of the computer to assist in the proof of mathematical theorems has greatly simplified the mathematician’s task.



(B)  Most attempts to construct proofs of mathematical theorems do not result in demonstrations that the theorems are true.



(C)  Computers cannot be used to assist in generating proofs of mathematical theorems that involve only a very limited number of steps.



(D)  Any mathematical proof that does not rely on the computer cannot proceed by surveying all possible types of instances to which the candidate theorem might apply.



(E)  The use of an independent computer program does not satisfy the requirement for independent verification of each step in a proof that is extended enough to be otherwise unverifiable.






The conclusion here is, “Computer-assisted proofs involving an astronomical number of types of instances should not be accepted.”  What is the evidence for this assertion? Well, basically, theorems usually have to be independently verified by other mathematicians, and the computer acts as sort of a black box, where humans are unable to actually verify every single calculation.

My objection to this analysis is, “But didn’t a human create the computer or computer program in the first place? If an independent mathematician is telling the computer what to do, then isn’t that as good as the independent mathematician doing the verification himself?”

The question asks to identify a necessary assumption of the argument, and I think we’ve already gotten at the crux of it, above. The argument seems to have assumed that independent verification cannot be performed via computer. If this isn’t true, then the argument totally falls apart. That’s the hallmark of a necessary assumption.





A)  “Greatly simplified” is not what we’re looking for. We’re looking for something as close as possible to, “Independent verification cannot be performed via computer.”

B)  Not even close to what we’re looking for.

C)  The argument was only about proofs with “astronomically many types of instances,” so this answer (which is about “a very limited number of steps”) is irrelevant.

D)  This is irrelevant because the argument is only about proofs that do
 use computers.

E)  And there it is. This answer choice basically says, “Computers can’t provide independent verification,” which was exactly what we were looking for. This must be our answer. I want to stress here (for the millionth time) that if you’re not trying to predict answers in advance, you’re really limiting yourself. If we didn’t know what we was looking for, we would have wasted a ton of time trying to decipher A through D, which are all irrelevant and/or nonsense. If we know what we’re looking for, then we can much more quickly skip all the crap and find the correct answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 22



Repressors-people who unconsciously inhibit their display of emotion-exhibit significant increases in heart rate when they encounter emotion-provoking situations. Nonrepressors have similar physiological responses when they encounter such situations and consciously inhibit their display of emotion. Thus the very act of inhibiting displays of emotion, whether done consciously or unconsciously, causes a sharp rise in heart rate.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  Encountering an emotion-provoking situation is not sufficient to cause nonrepressors’ heart rates to rise sharply.



(B)  Nonrepressors can inhibit facial and bodily displays of emotion as well as repressors do.



(C)  Despite their outward calm, repressors normally feel even more excited than do nonrepressors in an emotion-provoking situation.



(D)  People who are ordinarily very emotional can refrain from feeling strong emotions when experimenters ask them to do so.



(E)  In situations that do not tend to provoke emotions, the average heart rate of repressors is the same as that of nonrepressors.






This is a correlation-therefore-causation argument. Fact: Repressing your emotions, whether you do it unconsciously or consciously, is associated with a sharp rise in heart rate. Therefore, says the argument, repression must cause
 the increase in heart rate.

My primary objection to this line of reasoning is that maybe there is some other factor that is causing the apparent correlation. Example: You are being chased by a lion, which makes you want to simultaneously 1) cry and 2) poop your pants with fear. But you repress your tears, and your fear, and you run your ass off to try to escape the lion. Your heart rate goes up. Now tell me: Was it the repression of emotion
 that caused your heart rate to go up? Or was it, perhaps, the balls-out sprinting
 ?

The argument asks us to identify an assumption “required” by the argument. In other words, the correct answer has to be true
 or else the argument will fail. I think the answer here is probably going to be something like, “The heart rate increase wasn’t caused by running away from lions (or rabid raccoons, or sex-crazed baboons, etcetera etcetera
 ),” because if any of those were true, then the argument would sound very silly.





A)  Hmm. This is interesting because it’s basically, “Seeing the Lion does not in itself
 cause the heart rate to increase.” If this were not true, then it would be, “Seeing the Lion does, in itself,
 cause the heart rate to increase.” If that’s true, then repression of emotion could have nothing to do with the heart rate increase; fear itself, regardless of any subsequent balls-out sprinting or suppression of fear, caused the heart rate increase. That makes a hell of a lot of sense to me. So I actually love this answer.

B)  This has nothing to do with the heart rate increase, which was the point of the argument, so I don’t see how this could possibly be the answer. It could be true, or untrue, and the logic of the argument would remain untouched.

C)  I don’t think the difference between repressors and nonrepressors is really at issue here. The point of the argument was that repression (whether voluntary or subconscious) raises heart rate. This answer could be true or false and the argument would still stand. I’m looking for something that, if untrue, causes the argument to fail. This ain’t it.

D)  The argument states that some people can voluntarily repress emotion. People who are “ordinarily very emotional” may or may not be among that group, it just doesn’t matter. So this isn’t the answer.

E)  Situations that “do not tend to provoke emotions” are entirely irrelevant. The argument was about repressing emotions in emotion-provoking situations. This can’t be it.





Our answer is A.






Necessary Assumption Questions: HARDEST


October 2004




Section 2




Question 23



Columnist: The relief from the drudgery of physical labor that much modern technology affords its users renders them dependent on this technology, and, more importantly, on the elaborate energy systems required to run it. This leads to a loss of self-sufficiency. Clearly, then, in addition to undermining life’s charm, much modern technology diminishes the overall well-being of its users.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the columnist’s argument?







(A)  Physical labor is essential to a fulfilling life.



(B)  Self-sufficiency contributes to a person’s well-being.



(C)  People are not free if they must depend on anything other than their own capacities.



(D)  Anything causing a loss in life’s charm is unjustifiable unless this loss is compensated by some gain.



(E)  Technology inherently limits the well-being of its users.






I followed along with this argument until it whipped out “well-being” in the conclusion. You’re not allowed to tell me about “well-being” unless you define it, or somehow connect it to the other premises. It’s a subjective term. Maybe it’s better
 for my well-being to be dependent on technology and energy systems. Actually, I’m almost certain that my overall well-being is improved by technology. I’ve worked on a farm before. When I was about 10, my Grandma Shirley worked my ass into the ground one day in the almond orchard. I knew, right then, that doing actual work was not a good choice. So I’m more than happy writing books. And as a writer, do you think I’d be happier
 if I had a manual typewriter instead of being “dependent” on my Mac? Fuck off with that. This argument pisses me off. Which is a good thing, because it means I understand it.

We’re asked to find “an assumption required by the columnist’s argument.” I’ve already argued quite a bit, so I don’t think I need to predict an answer here. I bet we can pick the right one, just based on how pissed we are.





A)  This seems like a trap. The argument mostly said that “dependence on technology and energy systems” is bad. “Relief from drudgery” seems okay.

B)  Yes. The argument said that dependence on technology and energy systems “leads to a loss of self-sufficiency.” And the argument goes on to conclude that my overall well-being is diminished. This only makes sense if self-sufficiency contributes to well-being. If self-sufficiency does not
 contribute to well-being, then this argument makes no sense whatsoever. Which means “self-sufficiency contributes to well-being” is a necessary
 component of the argument. It’s a perfect answer.

C)  Huh? Freedom is just not the issue here.

D)  This is too big and too broad to be a good candidate for a Necessary Assumption. Also, the argument is not about what’s “justified” or not. Also, technology does
 provide some gain (relief from drudgery)! This answer sucks.

E)  No, the argument didn’t conclude that my Mac is “inherently” bad for my well-being. The argument went from my Mac to “dependence on technology and energy systems” to “a loss of self-sufficiency,” and then
 to a loss of well-being. “Inherently” means my Mac is bad for my well-being in and of itself, for example, if it kicked me in the balls every morning before I started writing. Which, quite honestly, might still be better than working all day in the almond orchard. Anyway, “inherently” is not required by the argument.





Our answer is B.
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December 2007




Section 1




Question 23



Robust crops not only withstand insect attacks more successfully than other crops, they are also less likely to be attacked in the first place, since insects tend to feed on weaker plants. Killing insects with pesticides does not address the underlying problem of inherent vulnerability to damage caused by insect attacks. Thus, a better way to reduce the vulnerability of agricultural crops to insect pest damage is to grow those crops in good soil—soil with adequate nutrients, organic matter, and microbial activity.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  The application of nutrients and organic matter to farmland improves the soil’s microbial activity.



(B)  Insects never attack crops grown in soil containing adequate nutrients, organic matter, and microbial activity.



(C)  The application of pesticides to weak crops fails to reduce the extent to which they are damaged by insect pests.



(D)  Crops that are grown in good soil tend to be more robust than other crops.



(E)  Growing crops without the use of pesticides generally produces less robust plants than when pesticides are used.






What does “good soil” have to do with anything? The entire argument is about the robustness of crops, and the way insects tend to attack weaker plants, which are less able to resist attack. The argument then leaps to “good soil” in the conclusion. Now, of course it’s reasonable to assume that good soil leads to robust crops, but that’s an assumption, even if it’s reasonable
 . It wasn’t stated, but it must be true in order for the argument to make sense, that good soil has some causal connection to robust crops. If that’s not true, the argument fails. That means it’s a necessary assumption.

We have a very strong prediction here: “Good soil improves the robustness of crops.” Let’s see if we’ve nailed it.





A)  This just isn’t what we’re looking for. Anyway, the argument said that good soil has
 adequate nutrients, organic matter, and microbial activity. The argument wasn’t about applying
 nutrients and organic matter to the soil.

B)  Too strong. The argument never claimed that insects never
 attack crops grown in good soil.

C)  This is also too strong. The argument didn’t claim that pesticides don’t affect any
 reduction in insect damage when applied to weak plants.

D)  Yeah, exactly. Our prediction hit it right on the head. This question is much
 easier if you can predict the correct answer in advance. With practice, you’ll get better at this.

E)  Nah, this answer misunderstands the argument. The argument didn’t say, “Pesticides are bad for plants.” Rather, the argument said, “We should focus less on pesticides and more on soil quality.”





Our answer is D, because if it’s untrue then the argument can’t possibly make sense.
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Question 24



Sometimes one reads a poem and believes that the poem expresses contradictory ideas, even if it is a great poem. So it is wrong to think that the meaning of a poem is whatever the author intends to communicate to the reader by means of the poem. No one who is writing a great poem intends it to communicate contradictory ideas.







Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends?







(A)  Different readers will usually disagree about what the author of a particular poem intends to communicate by means of that poem.



(B)  If someone writes a great poem, he or she intends the poem to express one primary idea.



(C)  Readers will not agree about the meaning of a poem if they do not agree about what the author of the poem intended the poem to mean.



(D)  Anyone reading a great poem can discern every idea that the author intended to express in the poem.



(E)  If a reader believes that a poem expresses a particular idea, then that idea is part of the meaning of the poem.






Rearranging and summarizing a bit, this argument becomes: No one who is writing a great poem intends to communicate contradictory ideas. Yet it is possible to read a great poem and believe it expresses contradictory ideas. Therefore it is wrong to think that the meaning of a poem is whatever the author means to communicate.

Well, wait. I’m not sure that makes sense. Maybe the reader is an idiot! Maybe the author is a genius, and knew exactly what the poem meant when writing it. And maybe the reader is an idiot, who (foolishly, incorrectly) thought the poem meant two contradictory things. In that case, why wouldn’t we just ignore the reader and say that the poem meant what the author intended to communicate?

We’re asked to identify a necessary assumption of the argument. I think the answer could be something like, “The reader’s opinion sometimes matters when ascribing meaning to a poem,” because if that statement is not
 true it would become, “The reader’s opinion is never relevant when ascribing meaning to a poem,” which would completely devastate the argument. That’s how I know, “The reader’s opinion sometimes matters when ascribing meaning to a poem,” is a Necessary Assumption of the argument. (It might not be the only one though. Let’s see.)





A)  Nah, the argument simply didn’t assume that different readers will “usually” do anything.

B)  No, the argument said that a writer wouldn’t intend a great poem to communicate contradictory ideas, which isn’t the same thing as saying a great poem can’t be intended to communicate more than one idea, or even more than one primary
 idea.

C)  The argument is not about readers agreeing or disagreeing with one another.

D)  No, this doesn’t have to be true in order for the argument to make sense. It’s conceivable that nobody reading a great poem can ever discern every idea that the author intended to express, while still being true that it is wrong to think that the meaning of a poem is whatever the author intends to communicate.

E)  This is the closest thing to our prediction. If this answer is untrue, it becomes, “A reader’s belief about the meaning of a poem is not part of the meaning of the poem.” And if that’s true, then the entire argument would just fall apart. So E is a necessary assumption of the argument, and it’s our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 24



It is popularly believed that a poem has whatever meaning is assigned to it by the reader. But objective evaluation of poetry is possible only if this popular belief is false; for the aesthetic value of a poem cannot be discussed unless it is possible for at least two readers to agree on the correct interpretation of the poem.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument?







(A)  Only if they find the same meaning in a poem can two people each judge that it has aesthetic value.



(B)  If two readers agree about the meaning of a given poem, that ensures that an objective evaluation of the poem can be made.



(C)  Discussion of a poem is possible only if it is false that a poem has whatever meaning is assigned to it by the reader.



(D)  A given poem can be objectively evaluated only if the poem’s aesthetic value can be discussed.



(E)  Aesthetic evaluation of literature is best accomplished through discussion by more than two readers.






The conclusion of the argument is, “Objective evaluation of poetry is possible only if poems don’t have whatever meaning is assigned to them by the reader.” The support for this assertion is, “The aesthetic value of a poem cannot be discussed unless it is possible for at least two readers to agree on the correct interpretation of the poem.” Do those two sentences really connect? I don’t think so. I can see a couple of holes in the reasoning. First, is it really impossible that two people could assign the same meaning to a poem? If it’s not impossible, then the argument makes no sense. So the argument has necessarily assumed that “it is not possible for two people to assign the same meaning to a poem.” Furthermore, the argument seems to make a big leap between “discussing the aesthetic value of a poem” and the “objective evaluation” of a poem. If these two don’t connect, then the logic of the argument will fail. So the argument has also necessarily assumed that “objective evaluation of a poem requires discussion of the aesthetic value of a poem.”

Brutal. Let’s see what we’ve got in the answer choices.





A)  This answer starts off pretty good, but finishes poorly. The argument required that two people be able to “discuss” aesthetic value in order to objectively evaluate that poem. The two people did not have to actually find the poem aesthetically valuable in order to discuss it. They could discuss how aesthetically worthless it is and still be doing an objective evaluation, for example. So this is a trap.

B)  The argument was only about necessary
 conditions for objective evaluation of poems. You can only have objective evaluation if you also have XYZ. If you don’t have XYZ, you can’t have objective evaluation. This answer choice, on the other hand, says that agreement on meaning is sufficient
 for objective evaluation. (If you have XYZ then you will have objective evaluation.) That’s the reverse of what the argument was talking about, so this is out.

C)  The argument was about “objective evaluation” and the “discussion of aesthetic value.” This answer choice is too broad, because the argument never said simply that a poem can’t be “discussed” under certain circumstances. It’s possible that two people can “discuss” a poem even if they entirely disagree on the meaning. They just wouldn’t be able to “discuss aesthetic value.” So this is also out.

D)  This matches one of our predictions (see above). If this isn’t true, then the argument fails. I like this answer.

E)  This answer is entirely irrelevant. Where did more than two
 readers come from? No way.





Our answer is D.
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Question 24



Ethicist: In general it is wrong to use medical treatments and procedures of an experimental nature without the patient’s consent, because the patient has a right to reject or accept a treatment on the basis of full information about all the available options. But knowledge of the best treatment for emergency conditions can be gained only if consent to experimental practices is sometimes bypassed in medical emergencies. So some restricted nonconsensual medical research should be allowed.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the ethicist’s argument?







(A)  Doctors often do not know what is best for their own patients in emergency situations.



(B)  If patients knew that experimental treatments were being used in medical emergencies, it could adversely affect the outcome of that research.



(C)  Nonconsensual medical research should be allowed only if the research is highly likely to yield results that will benefit the patient.



(D)  In cases where the best treatment option is unknown, a patient ceases to have the right to know the treatment plan and the alternatives.



(E)  The right of patients to informed consent is outweighed in at least some medical emergencies by the possible benefits of research conducted without their consent.






This is not an easy question, but I’m pretty sure we can predict the answer in advance. The logic goes like this:






	Premise: Usually, experimental medical treatments should only be given with the patient’s consent.

	Premise: However, knowledge of the best treatment for emergency conditions can be gained only if consent to experimental practices is sometimes bypassed in medical emergencies. In other words, we’re never going to be able to get consent from people who are in the middle of a heart attack or are nonresponsive for whatever reason, so we’d never
 be able to try an experimental treatment if we had to get consent.

	
Assumption: We really need to figure out what the best treatment for emergency conditions is.


	Conclusion: Therefore, we should go ahead and bypass patient consent in some emergency medical situations.







We’re asked to find a necessary assumption of the argument. I’d love the italicized bit above, because without it, the argument can’t possibly make sense.





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not what we’re looking for.

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  Nah, this answer choice proves way too much. This isn’t necessary in order for the argument to make sense. This one goes too far, and would take away a huge swath of patient rights that the ethicist wasn’t necessarily trying to take away.

E)  This doesn’t match our prediction, but it’s definitely a necessary component of the argument. We know it’s necessary because if it’s untrue,
 it becomes, “The right of patients to informed consent is never outweighed by the possible benefits of research conducted without their consent.” And if that’s
 the case, then the argument’s conclusion that “some restricted nonconsensual medical research should be allowed” couldn’t possibly make sense. That means E was a necessary component of the argument, which means it’s our answer.





The answer is E.





Note that our prediction, “We need to figure out what the best treatment for emergency conditions is,” would also
 have been a necessary assumption of the argument. One argument can have many assumptions.
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Question 25



Sociologist: Widespread acceptance of the idea that individuals are incapable of looking after their own welfare is injurious to a democracy. So legislators who value democracy should not propose any law prohibiting behavior that is not harmful to anyone besides the person engaging in it. After all, the assumptions that appear to guide legislators will often become widely accepted.







The sociologist’s argument requires the assumption that







(A)  democratically elected legislators invariably have favorable attitudes toward the preservation of democracy



(B)  people tend to believe what is believed by those who are prominent and powerful



(C)  legislators often seem to be guided by the assumption that individuals are incapable of looking after their own welfare, even though these legislators also seem to value democracy



(D)  in most cases, behavior that is harmful to the person who engages in it is harmful to no one else



(E)  a legislator proposing a law prohibiting an act that can harm only the person performing the act will seem to be assuming that individuals are incapable of looking after their own welfare






The first sentence is a premise. The second sentence is the conclusion, as indicated by the word “so” at the beginning of the sentence. The third sentence is another premise.

The problem with the argument is that legislators can make and more importantly “can appear to make" laws against things that harm only the person who does that thing—smokeless tobacco, say—for other reasons besides the idea that “individuals are incapable of looking after their own welfare.” Maybe the legislators think that big tobacco unfairly influences individuals through TV advertisements, etcetera. Or maybe the legislators think that individuals don’t have all the necessary information to make a good decision, so it’s not that they can’t
 look after themselves, it’s that they are poorly informed in this instance. The correct answer should probe at this weakness in the argument.





A)  This just isn’t what we’re looking for.

B)  Again, not what we’re looking for.

C)  I’m not sure what this means. Let’s keep looking for something closer to what we predicted.

D)  No way, not what we’re looking for.

E)  Yep, this is exactly what we were looking for.





This is a difficult question, and it’s not worth going through all the incorrect answer choices, because that is really not the point I want to get across. The important point here is: Answer the questions before you get to the answer choices
 . If we can find exactly what we’re looking for, we shouldn’t much care what the incorrect answers say, and definitely don’t need to waste time deciphering them. Incorrect answer choices are frequently complete gibberish! If you can’t answer this question in advance, I don’t think you can answer it at all. Keep practicing, and you’ll get there.





The answer is E.






Necessary Assumption Questions: HARDEST


December 2008




Section 3




Question 25



Chef: This mussel recipe’s first step is to sprinkle the live mussels with cornmeal. The cornmeal is used to clean them out: they take the cornmeal in and eject the sand that they contain. But I can skip this step, because the mussels available at seafood markets are farm raised and therefore do not contain sand.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the chef’s argument?







(A)  Cornmeal is not used to clean out farm-raised mussels before they reach seafood markets.



(B)  Mussels contain no contaminants other than sand.



(C)  Sprinkling the mussels with cornmeal does not affect their taste.



(D)  The chef’s mussel recipe was written before farm-raised mussels became available.



(E)  The mussels the chef is using for the mussel recipe came from a seafood market.






The logic here seems pretty tight. I didn’t see any blatant holes. 1) Cornmeal is used to clean sand from mussels, 2) but these mussels don’t have any sand, 3) so we don’t need to use cornmeal.

My suspicion here is that cornmeal might not be only
 used to clean sand from mussels. Doesn’t cornmeal taste good? Might it also be used to create a breading or something? Just because cornmeal is
 used to clean sand from mussels doesn’t mean it is only
 used to clean sand from mussels. So maybe the chef has simply assumed that last part. My prediction here is, “Cornmeal in a mussel recipe is only used to clean sand from mussels,” or, “Cornmeal isn’t used in a mussel recipe for any other purpose besides cleaning sand from mussels.”





A)  This wouldn’t matter to the chef, because all he cares about is whether the mussels have been cleaned. Maybe they were cleaned with cornmeal, or maybe some other method: who cares?

B)  The chef might have assumed that there are no other contaminants that are removable by cornmeal, but that doesn't necessarily mean he has assumed that there are no other contaminants at all.

C)  The chef hasn’t necessarily assumed that cornmeal doesn’t affect the mussels’ taste. Maybe it does
 affect their taste, in a way the chef dislikes, and that’s why he wants to skip this step. Then again, if it’s a good taste then this would be a reason why the chef should
 use the cornmeal. Since we can make an argument both ways on this answer, it’s probably not the best choice.

D)  When the recipe was written is irrelevant to the chef’s argument. No way.

E)  Oh wow. This is the correct answer. I totally missed that the chef didn’t actually say, “These mussels came from a seafood market.” The chef said, “Mussels available
 at seafood markets… do not contain sand.” If the mussels the chef is using were not
 from a seafood market, then the argument is totally destroyed. So this is the correct answer.





Our answer is E.
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Question 25



Science writer: All scientists have beliefs and values that might slant their interpretations of the data from which they draw their conclusions. However, serious scientific papers are carefully reviewed by many other scientists before publication. These reviewers are likely to notice and object to biases that they do not share. Thus, any slanted interpretations of scientific data will generally have been removed before publication.







Which one of the following is an assumption required by the science writer’s argument?







(A)  The scientists reviewing serious scientific papers for publication do not always have biases likely to slant their interpretations of the data in those papers.



(B)  In general, biases that slant interpretations of data in serious scientific papers being reviewed for publication are not shared among all scientists.



(C)  Biases that are present in published scientific papers and shared by most scientists, including those who review the papers, are unlikely to impair the scientific value of those papers.



(D)  The interpretation of data is the only part of a serious scientific paper that is sometimes slanted by the beliefs and values of scientists.



(E)  Slanted interpretations of data in a scientific paper can be removed only through careful review by scientists who do not share the biases of the author or authors of the paper.






This argument contains its own doom. “Reviewers are likely to notice and object to biases that they do not share.
 ” OK, but what about biases that are
 shared? I think some “slanted interpretations” might manage to survive an edit when reviewers share the same biases as the authors.

We’re asked for a necessary assumption, so let’s look for “reviewers do not share biases with the authors of the papers they review.” If that statement is untrue, the argument would be shown to be faulty.





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Yep. If it’s true that generally, all scientists share the same biases, then why would the scientific review process remove bias? I love this answer.

C)  It’s not about scientific value. It’s about whether or not biases would be removed by the review process. If you picked this answer, then you’re not focusing strongly enough on the conclusion that is actually being made by the author. The only thing that’s at issue is the conclusion the argument actually makes.

D)  Individual parts of papers aren’t relevant. What’s relevant is whether the review process works to remove bias.

E)  This is probably true in real life. But the argument doesn’t claim that the review process is the only
 way to remove bias. The argument merely claims that the review process works. It’s possible that there are all sorts of other ways to remove bias. This wouldn’t kill the conclusion that “the review process works to remove bias.”





Our answer is B.
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Question 26



Fossilized teeth of an extinct species of herbivorous great ape have on them phytoliths, which are microscopic petrified remains of plants. Since only phytoliths from certain species of plants are found on the teeth, the apes’ diet must have consisted only of those plants.







The argument assumes which one of the following?







(A)  None of the plant species that left phytoliths on the apes’ teeth has since become extinct.



(B)  Plants of every type eaten by the apes left phytoliths on their teeth.



(C)  Each of the teeth examined had phytoliths of the same plant species on it as all the other teeth.



(D)  Phytoliths have also been found on the fossilized teeth of apes of other extinct species.



(E)  Most species of great ape alive today have diets that consist of a fairly narrow range of plants.






Gross. I am glad
 this species of great ape is extinct, because having petrified remains of plants on one’s teeth is nasty.

And the argument is stupid. Just because phytoliths from a few certain species of plants were the only thing found
 on the apes’ teeth does not prove that the apes only ever ate those types of plant. That’s a giant assumption. We’re asked for an assumption, so I think that’s it. “If the ape woulda ate anything else, we woulda found it on his teeth,” seems to be an assumption required by the argument. If that’s not true, the argument wouldn’t make any sense.





A)  No, it’s not about the extinction of plants.

B)  Yep. This one has to be true, or else how could the conclusion, “Therefore the apes ate only these certain species of plants,” possibly be justified by what was found on the apes’ teeth?

C)  No, the argument made no distinction about what was found on one tooth vs. another tooth. By the way, this question is making me want to barf. Please make it stop.

D)  No, other species of animal are irrelevant.

E)  No, today’s apes are irrelevant.





Our answer is B, and I’m going to go floss now.








Must Be True




(Example: “Which one of the following must be true, if Kaylee’s statements above are correct?”)






This question type can be tricky when you first start studying for the LSAT, because you might be inclined to pass up answer choices that seem “too obvious.” Don’t do that! Be open to the possibility that you’re actually plenty smart enough to punch this test in the face. On a question of this type, all you’re looking for is the one answer that has been proven
 by the speaker’s statements (and nothing more than the speaker’s statements: outside information is not allowed.) The correct answer does not have to be the speaker’s main point, nor does the speaker’s entire statement have to be related to the correct answer. If any part of the speaker’s statement proves
 that an answer choice has to be true, then that’s your answer. This question type is pretty easy once you get the hang of it.

A common variation on this type of question is the slightly more fluid, and therefore slightly trickier, question that asks you to find something that might not necessarily
 be true based on the given statement, but is at least partially supported by the statement. Example: “Which one of the following is most strongly supported by Kaylee’s statements?”
 The general idea is the same, and this is still a pretty manageable type of question. Pick the answer that is best supported by Kaylee’s statement—and no more than Kaylee’s statement. Again, outside information is not allowed. The correct answer here might not be proven
 true by what Kaylee has said, but ideally it will be pretty damn close to proven.
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Question 1



Although fiber-optic telephone cable is more expensive to manufacture than copper telephone cable, a telephone network using fiber-optic cable is less expensive overall than a telephone network using copper cable. This is because copper cable requires frequent amplification of complex electrical signals to carry them for long distances, whereas the pulses of light that are transmitted along fiber-optic cable can travel much farther before amplification is needed.







The above statements, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  The material from which fiber-optic cable is manufactured is more expensive than the copper from which copper cable is made.



(B)  The increase in the number of transmissions of complex signals through telephone cables is straining those telephone networks that still use copper cable.



(C)  Fiber-optic cable can carry many more signals simultaneously than copper cable can.



(D)  Signals transmitted through fiber-optic cable travel at the same speed as signals transmitted through copper cable.



(E)  The cost associated with frequent amplification of signals traveling through copper cable exceeds the extra manufacturing cost of fiber-optic cable.






If you keep practicing long enough, you’re going to get really good at seeing the missing components of an argument before you even look at the answer choices. Here, the argument has implied, but not stated, that amplification costs money. Now, if you read the argument, it’s obvious that amplification costs money. If amplification does not cost money, then the argument can’t possibly make sense! But the argument doesn’t actually say
 that. So the argument has assumed, necessarily, that amplification costs money.

If the question asks us for a weakener, we will say, “Amplification does not cost money.” That would totally destroy the argument.

If the question asks us for a strengthener, we will say, “Amplification costs a lot of money,” or “Amplification costs so much money that it makes the initial manufacturing cost of the cable seem irrelevant,” or a wide range of other similar statements. Any of those would fill up the hole in the argument, and make the logic tighter.

If the question asks us for an assumption on which the argument relies or depends (a necessary assumption), we will say simply, “Amplification costs money.” This must be true in order for the argument to make sense.

Here, the question actually asks us to find something “strongly supported by” the argument. Here, I think the answer will probably be the necessary assumption. In order for the conclusion of the argument to be true, then amplification must cost money. So “amplification costs money” is supported by the argument.





A)  No, manufacturing expense might include lots of other costs besides just raw materials. Copper might be really expensive, but the process to turn copper into copper cable might be really cheap. Fiber optics might be made of air, for all we know, and air is free, but the labor and machinery required to turn air into fiber optic cable might be really expensive. This is a pretty common trap.

B)  What? The amount of traffic on the networks isn’t even mentioned in the argument. Totally speculative: a terrible answer.

C)  Same explanation as B. If you picked either B or C, you’re letting your own understanding of telephone networks interfere with your LSAT judgment. We weren’t asked what we
 know. We were asked to pick an answer supported by the given facts
 . Neither B nor C is even slightly supported by the given facts.

D)  Same explanation as B and C. We weren’t given any information about speed. You might know this to be true in real life, but that’s not relevant.

E)  This is the closest to our prediction. At its base, this answer choice says “amplification costs money.” The argument implied that amplification costs money, and that it costs so much money that it actually makes it cheaper to go with the higher up-front costs of a fiber optic network, to save amplification costs in the long run.





Our answer is E.
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Question 2



Cardiologist: Coronary bypass surgery is commonly performed on patients suffering from coronary artery disease when certain other therapies would be as effective. Besides being relatively inexpensive, these other therapies pose less risk to the patient since they are less intrusive. Bypass surgery is especially debatable for single-vessel disease.







The cardiologist’s statements, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  Bypass surgery is riskier than all alternative therapies.



(B)  Needless bypass surgery is more common today than previously.



(C)  Bypass surgery should be performed when more than one vessel is diseased.



(D)  Bypass surgery is an especially expensive therapy when used to treat single-vessel disease.



(E)  Sometimes there are equally effective alternatives to bypass surgery that involve less risk.






There’s no conclusion here, just a bunch of facts about coronary bypass surgery. The facts seem to indicate that bypass surgery is sometimes done unnecessarily, since other therapies could sometimes be just as effective, less expensive, and less risky.  The question asks us to identify a statement that is strongly supported by the facts we were given. I can’t predict the answer in advance here. I just need to find the answer that has the best evidentiary support from the cardiologist’s statement.





A)  This answer choice is way too strong. Did the cardiologist ever say that bypass surgery is riskier than all
 alternative therapies? For example, what if I decided to go in there and perform heart surgery myself, using a set of Craftsman tools? The cardiologist didn’t say bypass surgery would be more risky than all
 alternative therapies, just some therapies. So this can’t be our answer.

B)  The cardiologist never said whether needless bypass surgery is more or less common today than previously. No way.

C)  The cardiologist said that bypass surgery is “especially debatable” for single-vessel disease. This doesn’t mean that the cardiologist believes bypass surgery should
 be performed for multiple-vessel diseases. Maybe the cardiologist would still debate whether it is appropriate in those circumstances. This can’t be the answer.

D)  The cardiologist does suggest that bypass surgery is relatively expensive, but doesn’t say that it is especially expensive for single-vessel disease. I don’t think so.

E)  Yes. The cardiologist specifically says that sometimes “other therapies would be as effective” and that those therapies “pose less risk.” If the cardiologist’s statement is true, then answer E also has to be true because this is exactly what he said
 . This is precisely the kind of answer we’re looking for on a “must be true” or “most strongly supported” question.





The answer is E.
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Question 2



Although Samantha likes both oolong and green tea, none of her friends likes both. However, all of her friends like black tea.







If the statements above are true, each of the following could be true EXCEPT:







(A)  Samantha likes black tea.



(B)  None of Samantha’s friends likes green tea.



(C)  Samantha’s friends like exactly the same kinds of tea as each other.



(D)  One of Samantha’s friends likes neither oolong nor green tea.



(E)  One of Samantha’s friends likes all the kinds of teas that Samantha likes.






Who gives a shit about you and your friends’ preferences in tea, Samantha? Oh wait, maybe Samantha isn’t the speaker here. Well, I just want to go on record: I don’t give a shit.

But that’s not the point, of course. The point here is simply to find a statement that must be false, based on the given facts. (This is a variation of the standard Must Be True question.) I think we understand the facts, so we’re just looking for an answer choice that has been proven impossible by the information we’ve been given. Anything at all speculative or unsupported must be eliminated from contention.





A)  The facts didn’t mention Samantha’s own preferences in regard to black tea. This could be true, or false, or whatever. We just don’t know.

B)  This is possible, according to the facts. We don’t know.

C)  This is possible.

D)  This is possible.

E)  Yeah, this is impossible. Since Samantha likes both oolong and green tea, and none of her friends likes both, it is impossible for any one of her friends to like all the teas Samantha likes. This is conclusively false according to the given facts, so it’s our answer.






The answer is E.
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Question 2



Shareholder: The company’s current operations are time-proven successes. The move into food services may siphon off funds needed by these other operations. Also, the food service industry is volatile, with a higher inherent risk than with, for instance, pharmaceuticals, another area into which the company has considered expanding.







If the shareholder’s statements are true, which one of the following is most strongly supported by them?







(A)  The company’s present operations require increased funding.



(B)  Investment into pharmaceuticals would not siphon off money from other operations.



(C)  The company will lose money as it expands into the food service industry.



(D)  Only if the company expands its operations into pharmaceuticals are increased profits possible.



(E)  The company has a greater chance of losing money in food services than in pharmaceuticals.






“Most strongly supported” means “pick the answer that is as close to proven as possible.” We’re going to avoid anything that smells speculative at all, and pick the one that seems obvious given the shareholder’s statement.





A)  No. The shareholder is worried about a proposed new venture “siphoning off” funds from current successful operations, but that doesn’t mean present operations don’t currently have enough money.

B)  No. Just because foodservice may siphon funds, and foodservice is riskier than pharmaceuticals, that doesn’t mean that pharmaceuticals won’t
 siphon off funds.

C)  No. Foodservice “may” siphon funds, and it’s risky, but that doesn’t mean it’s a guaranteed money loser.

D)  No. Same explanation as C.

E)  This answer has the best support from the given facts. It’s not perfect, but the facts (foodservice may siphon funds, foodservice is more volatile and riskier than pharmaceuticals) do suggest
 that the company has a better chance of losing money in foodservice than in pharmaceuticals. This is not proven
 by the record, but it’s the one that’s got the best support in the existing evidence. After hating A through D, we can comfortably pick E.






Must Be True Questions: EASIER


December 2009




Section 3




Question 3



Hemoglobin, a substance in human blood, transports oxygen from the lungs to the rest of the body. With each oxygen molecule it picks up, a hemoglobin molecule becomes more effective at picking up additional oxygen molecules until its maximum capacity of four oxygen molecules is reached. Grabbing an oxygen molecule changes the shape of the hemoglobin molecule, each time causing it literally to open itself to receive more oxygen.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the information above?







(A)  A hemoglobin molecule that has picked up three oxygen molecules will probably acquire a fourth oxygen molecule.



(B)  The only factor determining how effective a hemoglobin molecule is at picking up oxygen molecules is how open the shape of that hemoglobin molecule is.



(C)  A hemoglobin molecule that has picked up three oxygen molecules will be more effective at picking up another oxygen molecule than will a hemoglobin molecule that has picked up only one oxygen molecule.



(D)  A hemoglobin molecule that has picked up four oxygen molecules will have the same shape as a hemoglobin molecule that has not picked up any oxygen molecules.



(E)  Each hemoglobin molecule in human blood picks up between one and four oxygen molecules in or near the lungs and transports them to some other part of the body.






Interesting. Hemoglobin, in human blood, gets more effective at picking up oxygen with each oxygen molecule it picks up. Until, that is, it reaches its maximum capacity of four oxygen molecules. The shape of hemoglobin changes with each molecule of oxygen it picks up. Those are the facts.

We’re asked to find something “strongly supported” by those facts. So all we have to do is pick the answer choice that is most supported and least speculative according to the given facts. Shouldn’t be too tough.





A)  Well, this is at least suggested. A hemoglobin molecule that has already picked up three oxygen molecules is the best it can possibly be at picking up oxygen, since it’s gotten better and better with every pickup, without yet reaching its capacity. We could totally pick this if we could get past B through E.

B)  No way in hell. The facts do not mention any other factors, but that doesn’t mean other factors aren’t present, or even possibly more
 important than the “opening” factor discussed. The word “only” here is totally unsupported by the given facts.

C)  Okay, this is better than A. If a hemoglobin molecule gets better and better with every oxygen molecule it picks up, then a hemoglobin molecule that has picked up three oxygen molecules must be better at picking up oxygen than a hemoglobin molecule that has only picked up one. Looking back at A, I could argue that it’s speculative because how do we know there is any oxygen available to be picked up in that molecule’s environment? C is easier to prove and harder to argue with. So C is our current favorite.

D)  This is the opposite of what the facts say. Hemoglobin changes shape when it picks up oxygen.

E)  Nah. Hemoglobin molecules generally do behave this way, but we don't know that each of them does its job. Maybe one or two of them are lazy, and sit around playing Xbox instead.





Our answer is C.
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Question 3



Professor: The best users of a language are its great authors. However, these authors often use language in ways that are innovative and idiosyncratic, and are therefore less respectful of the strictures of proper usage than most of us are.







The Professor’s statements, if true, most support which one of the following?







(A)  People who want to become great writers should not imitate great authors’ use of language.



(B)  Writers who do not observe proper language usage risk developing a peculiar or idiosyncratic style.



(C)  Those most talented at using a language are not as likely as most other people to observe proper language usage.



(D)  People who use an innovative or idiosyncratic writing style often incur criticism of their language usage.



(E)  The standard for what constitutes proper language usage should be set by the best users of a language.






The first premise is, “The best users of a language are its great authors.” The second premise is, “These authors often use language in ways that are innovative and idiosyncratic. The conclusion, drawn from these facts, is, “These authors are therefore less respectful of the strictures of proper usage than most of us are.” I’m not 100% certain that this conclusion is justified, but it’s not terribly far off. If these authors are innovative in their use of language, then they are probably not that concerned with what’s “proper.” They’re inventing the language, rather than following its traditional usage. I’m not finding too much to argue with here.

The question asks us to find a statement that is supported by the Professor’s statements. On this type of question, I don’t need to argue with what the Professor is saying. (Nevertheless, I’m glad I tried to argue as I read, because it forced me to pay attention.) The questions tells us to assume that everything the Professor has said (even her conclusion) is true. So all we have to do is find the answer choice that must also
 be true, based on what the Professor has said. We’re not going to go far afield here. We don’t need to make shit up, and we don’t need to be Sherlock Holmes. We’re looking for anything that has, ideally, been conclusively proven by what the Professor has already said. Something like, “The best users of a language can sometimes be less respectful of the language than most users,” would be perfect. On a question like this, if an answer choice seems too obvious, it’s probably the correct answer.





A)  The Professor never said what anyone should
 or should not
 do. So there’s no way this has been proven by the Professor’s statements.

B)  The Professor never talks about how using language in any particular way might, or might not, affect your writing style. No way.

C)  This is basically what we predicted. Best answer so far.

D)  The Professor says nothing about criticism. No way.

E)  The Professor says nothing about who should set the “standards.”





The best answer, by far, is C. You’ll get really good at this type of question if you keep practicing. Just pick the one that the speaker has already proven to be true.
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Question 3



Philosopher: Effective tests have recently been developed to predict fatal diseases having a largely genetic basis. Now, for the first time, a person can be warned well in advance of the possibility of such life-threatening conditions. However, medicine is not yet able to prevent most such conditions. Simply being informed that one will get a disease that is both fatal and incurable can itself be quite harmful to some people. This raises the question of whether such “early warning” tests should be made available at all.







Which one of the following statements is best illustrated by the state of affairs described by the philosopher?







(A)  The advance of medicine fails to provide solutions to every problem.



(B)  The advance of medicine creates new contexts in which ethical dilemmas can arise.



(C)  Medical technologies continue to advance, increasing our knowledge and understanding of disease.



(D)  The more we come to learn, the more we realize how little we know.



(E)  The advance of technology is of questionable value.






The philosopher is basically asking this: If there was a test that could predict whether you’ll someday have a brain aneurysm and die instantly, but there’s nothing that can be done to stop the brain aneurysm, would you still want to know? Would you want to know even if knowing could, itself, harm you by causing inconsolable depression or some other difficulties?

It’s an interesting question. But the point isn’t whether you’d want to be told or not. The point is whether you understand the dilemma the philosopher is talking about.

The question asks us to find “a statement best illustrated by” the philosopher’s statement. I think all this really means is “which one is compatible with” the philosopher’s statements or even, “What’s the philosopher saying?” In any case, we want to pick the answer choice that is the best fit with the philosopher’s dilemma. Let’s see.





A)  Uh, well, this could be it. The philosopher is definitely talking about a problem (the problem of knowing about a disease that can’t be cured), and the philosopher does say, “Medicine is not yet able to prevent most such conditions.” I don’t love
 this answer because maybe medicine will, someday, be able to prevent all such conditions. Still, if none of the other answers is a better fit, then I’ll be fairly happy with A.

B)  Oh, yeah, this is actually better. This one is proven
 by the facts presented by the philosopher. 1) There are new tests that can predict fatal diseases. This is the “new context” created by the advance of medicine. 2) There is an ethical dilemma (the whole “would you want to know about the aneurysm even if it can’t be prevented” thing) that has been created by the new context. So it must be true
 that the advance of medicine creates new contexts in which ethical dilemmas can arise. This is going to be our answer. Note that A was slightly speculative, but B is 100 percent proven. I’ll always pick the less speculative answer on a question like this.

C)  This really isn’t what the philosopher was saying. Yes, it’s true that the philosopher says medicine has recently advanced, but he does not say medicine continues
 to advance, and he doesn’t say anything about “our knowledge and understanding of disease.” This just isn’t supported by the facts. B was much better.

D)  Oh please. The philosopher is talking about a very narrow area (medical advancement/medical ethics). This answer is so big and broad that there’s no way it could have been proven by the philosopher’s comments.

E)  Nah. The philosopher doesn’t take a hard stance against all technology. The philosopher only says, “Hey, this can create an ethical issue.” This answer, like D, is way too strong and broad.





Our answer is B.
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Question 3



Beginning in the 1950s, popular music was revolutionized by the electrification of musical instruments, which has enabled musicians to play with increased volume. Because individual musicians can play with increased volume, the average number of musicians per band has decreased. Nevertheless, electrification has increased rather than decreased the overall number of musicians who play popular music professionally.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the statements above, if those statements are true?







(A)  The number of amateur musicians who play popular music has decreased.



(B)  Most professional musicians are able to play both electric and nonelectric instruments.



(C)  The number of professional musicians in some bands has increased.



(D)  The total number of professional bands has increased as a result of electrification.



(E)  Many professional musicians play in more than one band.






Hmm, interesting. There’s a little mystery here. Electrification has decreased the average number of musicians per band, yet it has increased
 the total number of professional musicians. Why would this be?

We’re not asked to explain it, but we’re asked to find something that is “strongly supported” by these facts. Since there’s a mystery, I bet that the answer will be an explanation that fits with the facts so strongly that we can say it is “supported” by those facts.

The answer might be something like, “Electrification has made popular music immensely more popular.” If that’s true, then even though there are fewer musicians per band, there could be more total professional musicians playing pop music. Let’s see:





A)  What? No, the number of amateur musicians could have gone way up without violating the given facts. The given facts were only about professional musicians. There’s no way this is “supported” by the facts.

B)  Nah. I don’t see how the ability to play different instruments is at all relevant or supported.

C)  Um, no. If the average number of musicians per band has decreased, then there’s no reason to think that in any one band the number of musicians has increased
 .

D)  Okay, yeah, this is the best one so far. The total number of professional pop musicians is up. If the number of professional pop musicians per band is down, then that suggests that there must be more bands. I like this one: it’s close to what we predicted.

E)  Nah. The facts don’t mention, or suggest, that a musician might play in more than one band.





The best explanation for the mystery is D, so that’s the most strongly supported answer.






Must Be True Questions: EASIER


June 2010




Section 2




Question 3



The level of sulfur dioxide in the atmosphere is slightly higher than it was ten years ago. This increase is troubling because ten years ago the Interior Ministry imposed new, stricter regulations on emissions from coal-burning power plants. If these regulations had been followed, then the level of sulfur dioxide in the atmosphere would have decreased.







Which one of the following can be properly inferred from the statements above?







(A)  If current regulations on emissions from coal-burning power plants are not followed from now on, then the level of sulfur dioxide in the atmosphere will continue to increase.



(B)  There have been violations of the regulations on emissions from coal-burning power plants that were imposed ten years ago.



(C)  If the regulations on emissions from coal-burning power plants are made even stronger, the level of sulfur dioxide in the atmosphere still will not decrease.



(D)  Emissions from coal-burning power plants are one of the main sources of air pollution.



(E)  Government regulations will never reduce the level of sulfur dioxide in the atmosphere.










The facts here support an inference that the regulations have not been followed.






	Premise: If the regulations had been followed, the level of sulfur dioxide in the atmosphere would have decreased.

	Premise: The level of sulfur dioxide in the atmosphere has increased slightly.

	Unstated Conclusion: The regulations have not been followed.







We’re asked to find something that can be “properly inferred,” which means “must be true.” I’m pretty sure that “the regulations have not been followed” will be our answer, because if the two premises are true, then the unstated conclusion must be true.





A)  No, this is speculative. The facts don’t support any prediction about what may or may not happen in the future. One fact is solely about what would
 have happened if the regs had been followed, and the other fact is solely about what actually did happen.

B)  Sure. “There have been violations” means “the regs haven’t been followed.” I bet this is our answer.

C)  No, this is also speculative. Perhaps stronger regulations would work—who knows?

D)  If you picked this, you’re fundamentally doing it wrong. On a Must Be True question, you’re not allowed to pick answers that you believe to be true in real life. You’re only allowed to pick an answer that has support from the given facts. Here, our facts never say anything about a “main” or “primary” cause, so this can’t possibly be the answer.

E)  Also totally speculative. Perhaps the government will be effective someday, perhaps not. The facts just don’t tell us.





Our answer is B, because it’s the one that has conclusive proof from the given facts.
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Question 5



Journalists agree universally that lying is absolutely taboo. Yet, while many reporters claim that spoken words ought to be quoted verbatim, many others believe that tightening a quote from a person who is interviewed is legitimate on grounds that the speaker’s remarks would have been more concise if the speaker had written them instead. Also, many reporters believe that, to expose wrongdoing, failing to identify oneself as a reporter is permissible, while others condemn such behavior as a type of lying.







Which one of the following is most supported by the information above?







(A)  Reporters make little effort to behave ethically.



(B)  There is no correct answer to the question of whether lying in a given situation is right or wrong.



(C)  Omission of the truth is the same thing as lying.



(D)  Since lying is permissible in some situations, reporters are mistaken to think that it is absolutely taboo.



(E)  Reporters disagree on what sort of behavior qualifies as lying.






This is just a bunch of fun facts about reporters. We’re asked to find an answer that, if the fun facts are true, must also be true. So we’re looking for something that’s directly supported by the given facts. Outside information is not allowed, and any answer choice that seems speculative will be eliminated. Let’s see.





A)  What? The facts are all about how reporters do
 have beliefs about ethics. Why would we take that and assume that reporters don’t
 try to act ethically? No way.

B)  “No correct answer” seems unjustifiably strong. The facts indicate that there is some debate, but the facts don’t say, “There is no correct answer.” So I don’t see how we can pick this one.

C)  The argument is only about what reporters
 believe to be ethical, whereas answer C seems to be suggesting that there are independent, objective standards of right and wrong. No way.

D)  Wait, what? Since when did the facts say that lying is permissible? Just because some reporters believe it doesn’t mean it’s true.

E)  Yes, obviously. A through D are in no way supported by the facts. But the facts do, specifically, discuss reporters holding different views on what constitutes lying. So E is easily our answer. On this type of question, I love an answer that seems boring and obvious.





The answer is E.






Must Be True Questions: EASIER


September 2007




Section 1




Question 5



Everyone in Biba’s neighborhood is permitted to swim at Barton Pool at some time during each day that it is open. No children under the age of 6 are permitted to swim at Barton Pool between noon and 5 P.M. From 5 P.M. until closing, Barton Pool is reserved for adults only.







If all the sentences above are true, then which one of the following must be true?







(A)  Few children under the age of 6 live in Biba’s neighborhood.



(B)  If Biba’s next-door neighbor has a child under the age of 6, then Barton Pool is open before noon.



(C)  If most children who swim in Barton Pool swim in the afternoon, then the pool is generally less crowded after 5 P.M.



(D)  On days when Barton Pool is open, at least some children swim there in the afternoon.



(E)  Any child swimming in Barton Pool before 5 P.M. must be breaking Barton Pool rules.






There’s no argument here, just a bunch of facts about the pool in Biba’s neighborhood. The question asks us to assume that all the facts are true, and then identify another fact (the correct answer) which must also be true, based solely upon those facts. Let’s see.





A)  No, there’s nothing in the facts to even suggest this.

B)  Well, yes. We don’t know whether Biba’s next-door neighbor actually does have a kid under age six, but we know that if she does, then that little bastard must be allowed to swim at some time every day the pool is open.
 And since the pool doesn’t allow children under 6 between noon and 5 P.M., or any kids at all after 5 P.M., the only time a kid under six could possibly be permitted to swim is before noon. So the pool would have to be open in order to accommodate that kid. This looks good.

C)  Nah, there’s no information about relative pool usage. Maybe there are a zillion old folks who do aqua aerobics after 5 P.M., or maybe not. Who knows.

D)  No, all we know is when certain groups of people are allowed
 to swim. The facts never tell us anything about whether anybody actually
 uses
 the pool or not.

E)  No, the rules would seem to allow a child over six (an eight-year-old, for example) to swim between noon and five P.M.





Our answer is B, because if the given facts were true then B must also be true.
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Question 7



Inertia affects the flow of water pumped through a closed system of pipes. When the pump is first switched on, the water, which has mass, takes time to reach full speed. When the pump is switched off, inertia causes the decrease in the water flow to be gradual. The effects of inductance in electrical circuits are similar to the effects of inertia in water pipes.







The information above provides the most support for which one of the following?







(A)  The rate at which electrical current flows is affected by inductance.



(B)  The flow of electrical current in a circuit requires inertia.



(C)  Inertia in the flow of water pumped by an electrically powered pump is caused by inductance in the pump’s circuits.



(D)  Electrical engineers try to minimize the effects of inductance in electrical circuits.



(E)  When a water pump is switched off it continues to pump water for a second or two.










There’s no logic here, just a bunch of facts. The first three facts are all about how inertia affects the flow of water through a set of pipes. The last sentence says inductance acts similarly in electrical systems.

We’re asked to find the answer that is most supported by the given facts. Anything speculative will be out. We’re going to pick the one that seems most boring and obvious in light of the given information.





A)  Well, yes. Inertia affects the rate at which water flows through pipes. If inductance works the same way in electrical systems, then inductance must affect the rate at which electrical current flows through the electrical system. This seems obvious and boring, if the given facts are true. So we should like it, on a “most strongly supported” question.

B)  No way. The facts didn’t say that inertia was “required” in a system of pipes. And the facts certainly didn’t say that inertia was involved at all in an electrical system. Inductance
 is involved in an electrical system. Just because inductance acts similarly to inertia doesn’t mean that the electrical system has inertia. Think about it this way: Roger Federer is involved
 in tennis. And Roger Federer acts similarly
 to Tiger Woods, in that Roger and Tiger both kick ass, are both sponsored by Nike, are both millionaires who fly on private jets, etcetera. But that doesn’t mean that Tiger Woods plays tennis. Does it?

C)  No. Inertia and inductance act similarly, but that doesn’t mean one of them affects the other one. That’s like saying that because Roger and Tiger act similarly, Roger affects Tiger. Maybe they do, maybe they don’t.

D)  I suppose this is probably true in real life, but the facts didn’t tell us anything about what any engineers (water or electrical or otherwise) do or do not do. If you picked this answer, you’re really not getting the point of these questions. You’re supposed to be picking an answer that’s supported by the given facts
 . The facts don’t even come close to mentioning engineers, so there is no way in hell this could be the answer.

E)  No, the facts say that inertia
 causes the water to continue flowing once the pump is switched off. The facts don’t say that the pump itself keeps running.





Our answer is A, because it seems obvious and boring if the given facts are true. The given facts, if true, make me yawn when I read A. So A is “strongly supported” by the given facts.
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Question 7



Superconductors are substances that conduct electricity without resistance at low temperatures. Their use, however, will never be economically feasible, unless there is a substance that superconducts at a temperature above minus 148 degrees Celsius. If there is such a substance, that substance must be an alloy of niobium and germanium. Unfortunately, such alloys superconduct at temperatures no higher than minus 160 degrees Celsius.







If the statements above are true, which one of the following must also be true?







(A)  The use of superconductors will never be economically feasible.



(B)  If the alloys of niobium and germanium do not superconduct at temperatures above minus 148 degrees Celsius, then there are other substances that will do so.



(C)  The use of superconductors could be economically feasible if there is a substance that superconducts at temperatures below minus 148 degrees Celsius.



(D)  Alloys of niobium and germanium do not superconduct at temperatures below minus 160 degrees Celsius.



(E)  No use of alloys of niobium and germanium will ever be economically feasible.






The facts here generally state that “if our plan is economically feasible, then it will have to do ABC. But only XYZ could possibly do ABC. And unfortunately, XYZ can’t
 do ABC.” What’s the logical conclusion? The argument didn’t say it, but if the facts are true then a logically valid conclusion is, “Well then, I guess our plan is not economically feasible.”

The question asks us to identify a statement that must be true if the given statements are true. On a question like this, the correct answer does not
 always have to be the main conclusion of the argument, but on this one I think the answer will
 be the main conclusion, because the main conclusion was unstated but logically valid. My prediction is, “The use of superconductors will never be economically feasible.”





A)  Hmm, looks like our prediction. (I swear to God I didn’t look at the answers beforehand. The LSAT is easier than you think it is, after a bit of practice.)

B)  No, the facts do not indicate that this would be true.

C)  No, we need a superconductor that conducts at above
 minus 148, not below.

D)  No, such alloys do not superconduct at temperatures above
 minus 160. This answer is 100 percent wrong because of the word “below.”

E)  What? No way. There are probably a zillion different economically feasible uses for these substances. How about in golf clubs?





Our answer is A, because it’s the only answer that was proven by the given facts.
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Question 9



Technological improvements will enable food production to increase as populations increase. However, increases in food production will be negligible unless societies become more centralized so that all factors contributing to the production of food can be better coordinated. But, historically, the more centralized a society was, the greater the percentage of its people who perished if and when it collapsed. Thus, increasing the centralization of societies in an effort to increase food production via better technology will merely exacerbate the disasters associated with societal collapse.







The statements above, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  The more centralized a society is, the greater its need for increased food production.



(B)  Not every problem associated with the collapse of a centralized society would be prevented by technological improvements.



(C)  The rate at which the world’s population is growing will continue to increase indefinitely.



(D)  The production of food can be increased only by improved technology.



(E)  Societies have become more centralized as technology has improved.






Hmm. Lots of gloom and doom facts here about food production and increasing population. We’re asked to find an answer that’s “strongly supported” by the facts. No way to predict it: let’s just wade in.





A)  What? No. This gets it exactly backward. The facts said that centralization is necessary
 for increased food production, not that centralized societies need
 increased food production.

B)  Well, yeah. The facts provide at least one problem of a centralized society (greater percentage of people who perish if and when the society collapses) that is not prevented by technological improvements (increased centralization/better technology will merely exacerbate the disasters associated with societal collapse). So this answer must be true, if all the facts are true. That’s better than “strongly supported”—it’s proven
 true. So this is going to be our answer as long as we can eliminate C through E.

C)  Huh? The facts just don’t say this.

D)  No. Increased food production requires centralization, but centralization isn’t “improved technology.” So this isn’t proven (or suggested) by the facts.

E)  Nah, this isn’t what the argument is talking about. It has all the right words, but put together in the wrong way.





Our answer is B, because I can see how it has been proven
 by the given facts.
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Question 9



Most lecturers who are effective teachers are eccentric, but some noneccentric lecturers are very effective teachers. In addition, every effective teacher is a good communicator.







Which one of the following statements follows logically from the statements above?







(A)  Some good communicators are eccentric.



(B)  All good communicators are effective teachers.



(C)  Some lecturers who are not effective teachers are not eccentric.



(D)  Most lecturers who are good communicators are eccentric.



(E)  Some noneccentric lecturers are effective teachers but are not good communicators.






The question stem “which one of the following statements follows logically from the statements above” simply means “which one of the following must be true according to the evidence provided.” So we’re looking for the answer that is inescapable according to the evidence. If we can make an answer choice false, then it can’t be the correct answer.





A)  Some good communicators do
 have to be eccentric according to the facts provided. Why? Well, first, we have a premise that says most effective teachers are eccentric. Not all, but most. Let’s say Nathan is an effective teacher (I hope). Let’s furthermore say that Nathan is a little eccentric, along with some other effective teachers (I don’t mind). So Nathan (along with some other effective teachers) is eccentric. Next, we have a premise that says that all
 effective teachers are good communicators. That applies to the eccentrics and the noneccentrics alike. So Nathan and his fellow eccentric teachers are all good communicators. Therefore there have to be at least some
 good communicators (Nathan is an example) who are also eccentric. I’m 99 percent certain this will end up being our answer. Let’s see what’s wrong with the other answer choices.

B)  This simply reverses the logic in the last premise, which is not allowed. Just because all A are B does NOT mean that all B are A. Example: All San Francisco Giants are MLB players, but not all MLB players are Giants.

C)  We really don’t know anything about people who are not
 effective teachers. Maybe they’re all eccentric, or none of them are eccentric. We just don’t know.

D)  This answer choice just takes all the terms from the argument and throws them into a blender. Thank God we already have answer A, so we don’t have to waste time with D.

E)  Same explanation as D.





Our answer is A.
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Question 9



Editorial: When legislators discover that some public service is not being adequately provided, their most common response is to boost the funding for that public service. Because of this, the least efficiently run government bureaucracies are the ones that most commonly receive an increase in funds.







The statements in the editorial, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  The least efficiently run government bureaucracies are the bureaucracies that legislators most commonly discover to be failing to provide some public service adequately.



(B)  When legislators discover that a public service is not being adequately provided, they never respond to the problem by reducing the funding of the government bureaucracy providing that service.



(C)  Throughout the time a government bureaucracy is run inefficiently, legislators repeatedly boost the funding for the public service that this bureaucracy provides.



(D)  If legislators boost funding for a public service, the government bureaucracy providing that service will commonly become less efficient as a result.



(E)  The most inefficiently run government bureaucracy receives the most funding of any government bureaucracy.






Hmm. I guess I get what the editor seems to be saying. Legislators throw money at failing public services. Therefore the public service that fails the most gets the most money. Seems to make sense. I’m nodding along with the logic. Oh shit—I’m agreeing! That’s almost never correct.


Okay, so is that exactly
 what the editor said? Or did I gloss over something?

Well, for one, the editor did not say “services that fail the most” get the most money. Actually, the editor said “the least efficiently run” service is the one that gets the dough. Does the least efficiently run department
 necessarily fail to provide adequate service most often
 ? Are those the same thing? Maybe, but not definitely. I think it’s possible to inefficiently provide great service. For example, what if CalTrans paved the streets with gold? This would be terribly inefficient, but the streets could nonetheless be awesome to drive on. So that’s one potential problem with the editor’s logic.

We’re asked to find something “strongly supported” by the editor’s statement. So the answer here could be either something that the editor specifically said, like, “Legislators try to solve problems with money,” or it could be something that the editor suggested,
 like, “Inefficiently run departments tend to provide inadequate service.” That seems to be an assumption
 of the editor’s argument.





A)  Pretty good. This answer seems to point out an assumption made by the editor. If it’s really an assumption, then the editor has at least suggested it. If it’s not true, the editor’s argument makes no sense. So this could be the answer.

B)  The facts don’t say this never
 happens. The facts say the “most common” response is to throw more money at the problem. But occasionally, the legislators might actually shut down a totally inefficient/outdated/unnecessary service. (Please shut down the US Postal Service. Please for the love of God.)

C)  Tricky, but no. The facts say that legislators commonly boost the funding for services that they learn
 are failing to provide adequate service. That doesn’t mean they constantly
 boost funding for failing services. Once they’ve learned about it, and funded it once, maybe they stop. And also, like we discussed in B, maybe they sometimes just decide to shut down a terrible service entirely. This ain’t it.

D)  No way in hell. The facts say nothing
 about whether the increased funding has any effect whatsoever on the service being provided. Careful with answers that seem like they should
 be the case! The only thing we know for sure it’s what’s actually on the page, or necessarily implied by what’s on the page.

E)  Nah, “most increases” or “commonly increased” doesn’t mean “most money.” Would you rather have an increase in your salary every day (one penny per year increase, per day, for a total increase $3.65 per year) or would you rather have a single increase of 50 grand? Obviously you’d choose the latter. So this is a tricky trap.





Our answer is A, because it’s necessarily implied by the editor’s argument.
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Question 10



Only people who are willing to compromise should undergo mediation to resolve their conflicts. Actual litigation should be pursued only when one is sure that one’s position is correct. People whose conflicts are based on ideology are unwilling to compromise.







If the statements above are true, then which one of the following must be true?







(A)  People who do not undergo mediation to resolve their conflicts should be sure that their positions are correct.



(B)  People whose conflicts are not based on ideology should attempt to resolve their conflicts by means of litigation.



(C)  People whose conflicts are based on ideology are not always sure that their positions are correct.



(D)  People who are sure of the correctness of their positions are not people who should undergo mediation to resolve their conflicts.



(E)  People whose conflicts are based on ideology are not people who should undergo mediation to resolve their conflicts.






I might actually have diagrammed this one, since the premises were short and sweet and used the magic words of conditional reasoning (if, only if, etcetera).






	Premise one: Undergo mediation —> willing to compromise

	Contrapositive of premise one: willing to compromise
 —> undergo mediation






	Premise two: Pursue litigation —> sure you are correct

	Contrapositive of premise two: sure you are correct
 —> pursue litigation






	Premise three: Conflict based on ideology —> willing to compromise






	Contrapositive of premise three: willing to compromise —> conflict based on ideology








Combining premise three with the contrapositive of premise two, we get:






	Conflict based on ideology —> willing to compromise
 —> undergo mediation












So if the given facts are true, someone whose conflict is based on ideology should not
 undergo mediation. I’m 99% percent certain that either that, or the contrapositive of that statement, will be our answer.





A)  No, people who do not
 undergo mediation can do whatever the fuck they want. We don’t know anything about those folks.

B)  No, people whose conflicts are not
 based on ideology can also do whatever the fuck they want, because we don’t know anything about those folks either.

C)  Nah, this one just connects the premises together in a way that hasn’t been proven valid. There’s no connection between “based on ideology” and “not sure that positions are correct.”

D)  If this said, “People who are not sure of their positions should not pursue litigation,” then we would have to agree. But that’s not what this answer says.

E)  Yes, exactly. If your conflict is based on ideology, then you won’t compromise. And if you won’t compromise, then you shouldn’t mediate.





Our answer is E.
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Question 10



Those who have the ability to fully concentrate are always of above-average intelligence. Also, being successfully trained in speed-reading will usually be accompanied by an increased ability to concentrate.







If the statements above are true, then each of the following could be true EXCEPT:







(A)  Some people can speed-read, and are able to fully concentrate, but are of below-average intelligence.



(B)  All people who can speed-read are of above-average intelligence.



(C)  Many people of above-average intelligence are unable to fully concentrate.



(D)  Some people with little ability to concentrate are of below-average intelligence, but can speed-read.



(E)  All people who can speed-read are able to concentrate to some extent.






If a question says, “Each of the following could be true EXCEPT,” you can go ahead and translate that to “must be false.” If there are four answers that could be true, then there is one answer that cannot be true (i.e.
 , must be false).

So we can answer this question just like we’d answer a Must Be True (except we’re looking for something that Must Be False): We need an answer that has been proven
 false by the facts that are given. Anything speculative will be out. We need the answer that seems obviously false, based on the given facts. Let’s see.





A)  The first sentence says, “Those who can fully concentrate are always of above-average intelligence.” If that’s true, then someone who can speed-read (irrelevant) and fully concentrate
 (totally relevant) can’t possibly be of below-average intelligence. This answer has been proven false
 by the facts. Let’s very quickly scan B through E here, because we can be 99.99 percent sure that this will be the answer.

B)  Nope, the premise about speed-reading said “usually.”

C)  This could be true or false, we just don’t know.

D)  What? I’m bored. The answer is A.

E)  No. A was proven false by the given facts. B through E are all speculative.





The answer is A.
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Question 10



Naturalist: To be dependable, the accounting framework used by national economists to advise the government must take into account all of our nation’s assets; but the current accounting framework used by our national economists assigns no value to government-owned natural resources, which are clearly assets.







The naturalist’s statements, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  Economists’ indifference toward the destruction of natural resources will lead policymakers to make poor decisions.



(B)  Naturalists and economists disagree about whether natural resources have value.



(C)  The accounting framework used by national economists is not reliable.



(D)  Natural resources are a vital economic asset for every nation.



(E)  Changes in the environment have a value that is not represented in any accounting framework.










If the naturalist’s statements are all true, then it could be fairly concluded that the current accounting framework used by national economists is not dependable. Why? Well, 1) to be dependable, the framework must account for all assets, but 2) the framework does not account for our natural resources, which 3) are assets. The logic here is tight. The argument doesn’t actually say it, but on these facts we could make a valid conclusion that the current accounting framework used by national economists is not dependable.

We’re asked to find an answer that is “most strongly supported” by the given statements. The conclusion I have laid out above is very solidly supported, so that could be the answer. But the answer could also be anything else that the naturalist has specifically stated; the correct answer here doesn’t necessarily have
 to be the naturalist’s conclusion. Still, I bet it will be. I just have a feeling.





A)  What? The naturalist makes no prediction about whether good or bad decisions will be made. You could only pick this answer if you made the unwarranted assumption that policymakers will follow the accounting framework currently in use. If they use a different framework, or simply ignore the current framework (since it is unreliable) then maybe they would make good decisions. Furthermore, if you picked this answer because it mentions “economists’ indifference toward the destruction of natural resources,” then you are definitely doing it wrong
 . You’re not asked to put in your own personal feelings about the environment. You’re asked to identify an answer that must be true, based solely on what the naturalist has said. Answer A is a truly terrible answer. Please understand what you’re supposed to be doing on the LSAT, and don’t let your personal feelings come into it.

B)  No, we’re never told about any “disagreement.” This may or may not be true, so it can’t be our answer.

C)  Yes! We predicted this one a mile away.

D)  No, “every nation” was never mentioned.

E)  No, “changes in the environment” were never mentioned, nor were all
 possible economic frameworks discussed (just the crappy one we’re currently using).





Our answer is C.





This is a terrific question for study. It’s very learnable, and it’s extremely easy once you get the hang of it. So this
 is the question you need to master before going any further in your LSAT study. The correct answer is 100% supported by the naturalist’s statement, and the incorrect answers are speculative garbage. The LSAT is a lot easier than you think, and this question is an example of that. You can do it!
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Question 11



For many centuries it was believed that only classical Euclidean geometry could provide a correct way of mathematically representing the universe. Nevertheless, scientists have come to believe that a representation of the universe employing non-Euclidean geometry is much more useful in developing certain areas of scientific theory. In fact, such a representation underlies the cosmological theory that is now most widely accepted by scientists as accurate.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the statements above?







(A)  Scientists who use Euclidean geometry are likely to believe that progress in mathematical theory results in progress in natural science.



(B)  Scientists generally do not now believe that classical Euclidean geometry is uniquely capable of giving a correct mathematical representation of the universe.



(C)  Non-Euclidean geometry is a more complete way of representing the universe than is Euclidean geometry.



(D)  An accurate scientific theory cannot be developed without the discovery of a uniquely correct way of mathematically representing the universe.



(E)  The usefulness of a mathematical theory is now considered by scientists to be more important than its mathematical correctness.






There’s no logic here, just a bunch of statements. The question says, “Which of the following is most strongly supported by the statements above,” so that means we need to accept all the given statements as fact and then pick the one answer that is best supported by those facts. Speculative and unsupported answers will be out. The answer that seems the most obvious or unavoidable based on the given facts will be our answer.





A)  Uh, no. We are never told what scientists are “likely to believe” about “progress.” “Progress” is never mentioned. So no way.

B)  Well, yeah. We are told that “scientists now believe that… non-Euclidian geometry is much more useful.” If that’s true, then scientists can’t possibly believe that classical Euclidian geometry is “uniquely” capable of giving a correct representation of the universe. This answer choice is 100% proven by the given facts, so it is very
 strongly supported. It’s going to be our answer.

C)  Uh, no. No matter what today’s scientists think
 is true, we don’t know one way or the other what is actually
 the more complete way of representing the universe. All the facts tell us is what scientists think
 . That’s not the same thing as objective fact. C is talking about objective fact. So C is out.

D)  What? I think the theory of gravity is a pretty damn accurate theory. We used it to put people on the moon, after all. That’s pretty accurate. And we don’t have a “uniquely correct” way of mathematically representing the universe. The facts simply don’t say that D must be true, but the facts do
 say that B must be true, so B is our answer and D is not.

E)  What? Um, no. This is 100% bullshit; the facts simply don’t say this.





Our answer is B.
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Question 11



In early 1990, Queenston instituted a tax increase that gave its school system a larger operating budget. The school system used the larger budget to increase the total number of teachers in the system by 30 percent between 1990 and 1993. Nevertheless, there was no change in the average number of students per teacher between 1990 and 1993.







If the statements above are true, then on the basis of them which one of the following must also be true?







(A)  No classes in Queenston’s school system experienced an increase in enrollment between 1990 and 1993.



(B)  The total number of students enrolled in Queenston’s school system increased between 1990 and 1993.



(C)  The operating budget of Queenston’s school system increased by exactly 30 percent between 1990 and 1993.



(D)  Most teachers who worked for Queenston’s school system in 1990 were still working for the system in 1993.



(E)  The quality of education in Queenston’s school system improved between 1990 and 1993.






This is just a bunch of facts with no conclusion. We’re asked to identify an answer choice that must be true based on those facts. Let’s see.





A)  No way in hell. Actually, the facts suggest the opposite
 of this, since the number of teachers went up by 30 percent, but the student/teacher ratio remained constant.

B)  Sure seems like it. The number of teachers went up by 30 percent and the student/teacher ratio remained constant. That would certainly suggest that the number of students went up. I just don’t see any other way around it.

C)  What? No. The total operating budget could have gone way up or way down. We have no idea.

D)  Nah. Teacher turnover could have been zero, but it also could have been 1000 percent. We aren’t told one way or the other.

E)  What? Why would we think this? The student/teacher ratio remained constant. So maybe the quality of education remained constant. Or, maybe all the new teachers that were hired sucked ass, so the quality of education went way down. Or, maybe all the new teachers were Jaime Effing Escalante himself, and the quality of education went way up. We just don’t know.





B is the only non-speculative or outright false answer, so B is our answer.
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Question 11



Historian: One traditional childrearing practice in the nineteenth century was to make a child who misbehaved sit alone outside. Anyone passing by would conclude that the child had misbehaved. Nowadays, many child psychologists would disapprove of this practice because they believe that such practices damage the child’s self-esteem and that damage to children’s self-esteem makes them less confident as adults. However, no one disagrees that adults raised under that traditional practice were, on average, as confident as adults not so raised.







Which one of the following can be properly inferred from the historian’s statements?







(A)  The beliefs of many present-day child psychologists about the consequences of loss of self-esteem are incorrect.



(B)  Some of the most confident adults, as well as some of the least confident adults, were raised under the traditional practice in question.



(C)  With the traditional childrearing practice, passersby did not always make correct inferences about children’s behavior by observing them outdoors.



(D)  The most confident adults are those who developed the highest level of self-esteem in childhood.



(E)  If children’s loss of self-esteem makes them less confident as adults, then the traditional childrearing practice in question did not tend to cause significant loss of self-esteem.






The logic here seems pretty sound. “Hippies today say making kids sit outside is bad, because it will damage their self-esteem, which will in turn damage their confidence as adults. But that’s not true, because adults who were raised with that practice are just as confident as adults who were not raised with that practice. So suck it, hippies.”

The question asks us to find something that can be “properly inferred” from the historian’s statements. All this means is, “Which one must be true?” according to the evidence presented by the historian. The four incorrect answer choices will either be speculative, or the opposite of what the historian said. The one correct answer will be something that must
 be true according to the evidence presented.





A)  This isn’t necessarily true, because they could be wrong about one of two things: that the practice causes loss of self esteem or that loss of self esteem leads to loss of confidence.  We don't know which one it is so we can't choose A.

B)  This is purely speculative. The historian says that “on average” adults raised with, and without, the sitting-outside-when-naughty practice are equally confident. We don't know anything about the extremes.

C)  Again, speculative. We don’t know anything at all about whether passersby drew correct or incorrect inferences. No way.

D)  According to the historian’s statements, we actually don’t know that there is any connection whatsoever between childhood self-esteem and adult confidence. If anything, the historian’s argument seems to suggest that there is not
 . So this definitely can’t be it.

E)  This must be it. According to the historian’s facts, the hippies have to be wrong about at least one of two things: 1) sitting outside causes loss of self-esteem, and/or 2) loss of childhood self-esteem causes low confidence as adults. Answer E says, “If one of those two things is true, then the other has to be false.” That’s true if the historian is correct. So this is our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 11



Inez: The book we are reading, The Nature of Matter, is mistitled. A title should summarize the content of the whole book, but nearly half of this book is devoted to discussing a different, albeit closely related subject: energy.







Antonio: I do not think that the author erred; according to modern physics, matter and energy are two facets of the same phenomenon.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the conversation above?







(A)  Inez believes that the book should be called
 
The Nature of Energy

 .



(B)  Antonio believes that there are no differences between matter and energy.



(C)  Inez and Antonio disagree on whether matter and energy are related.



(D)  Inez and Antonio disagree about the overall value of the book.



(E)  Inez believes that the book’s title should not mention matter without mentioning energy.






Here, all we’re looking for is the answer that has the most support from the statements we have been given. It’s hard to predict these in advance. So let’s just evaluate the answer choices one at a time, and pick the one that must be true according to the evidence provided.





A)  No. We have no idea what
 Inez thinks the book should be titled. She just doesn’t like the existing title.

B)  No. Antonio says modern physics holds matter and energy to be “two facets” of the same phenomenon. That’s not the same thing as claiming there is no difference
 between those two facets. Picking this answer would be like saying, “Heads and tails are two facets of this same coin. Therefore, there is no difference between heads and tails.”

C)  Inez says matter and energy are “closely related,” and Antonio says they are two facets of the same phenomenon. So the two speakers agree
 (not disagree) that matter and energy are related.

D)  The overall value of the book is totally irrelevant; neither speaker takes a position on this issue.

E)  Yup. We don’t know exactly what Inez would like the book to be titled, but she does specifically object to the existing title, which does
 use the word “matter” without
 mentioning the word “energy.” Inez has told us, explicitly, that she doesn’t like the existing title: that’s all we know for sure. So this is the best answer, because it has direct support from the given evidence.





Our answer is E.
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Question 12



The total number of book titles published annually in North America has approximately quadrupled since television first became available. Retail sales of new titles, as measured in copies, increased rapidly in the early days of television, though the rate of increase has slowed in recent years. Library circulation has been flat or declining in recent years.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the information above?







(A)  Television has, over the years, brought about a reduction in the amount of per capita reading in North America.



(B)  The introduction of television usually brings about a decrease in library use.



(C)  Book publishers in North America now sell fewer copies per title than they sold in the early days of television.



(D)  The availability of television does not always cause a decline in the annual number of book titles published or in the number of books sold.



(E)  The introduction of television expanded the market for books in North America.






Here, we’re given a bunch of fun facts about the relationship between book publication, book sales, library circulation, and early years of television in North America. The question asks for an answer choice that is “most strongly supported” by the given facts, so all we have to do is find the answer choice that has the best evidentiary support from the fun facts. Ask yourself: Which one did the fun facts already say? Which one did the fun facts prove?





A)  I don’t see how the facts prove this. The first fact says that the number of titles published in North America quadrupled after the advent of television. That doesn’t sound like a reduction in reading to me.

B)  The facts were only about North America, which is a very limited part of the world. There is no way the facts could be used to prove that TV “usually” brings about a decrease in library use. This answer is way too big and strong, and it’s not justified by the given information.

C)  We know that titles are up, and we know that sales are also up (even though the rate of increase has declined somewhat). We do not
 know exactly what the sales increase has been. Is it more than quadruple? Is it less than quadruple? So we don’t know whether sales per title are up or down. Still looking.

D)  In North America, book titles published and books sold both went up after the advent of TV. Those are facts we were specifically given. On the basis of those facts, it has been proven
 that the advent of TV does not always bring about a decline in book titles published or book sales. If it didn’t happen here, then it doesn’t always happen. It’s as simple as that. This will be the answer.

E)  I’m not sure I even know what “expanded the market” means. Does that mean more individual readers? If so, we really don’t know because we have no idea how many individual readers there are. Furthermore, the facts only gave us correlation
 and answer E is about causation
 . (“Brought about” = caused.) Therefore this answer is speculative.





Answer D was proven by the given facts, so that is easily our answer.
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Question 12



Many nurseries sell fruit trees that they label “miniature.” Not all nurseries, however, use this term in the same way. While some nurseries label any nectarine trees of the Stark Sweet Melody variety as “miniature,” for example, others do not. One thing that is clear is that if a variety of fruit tree is not suitable for growing in a tub or a pot, no tree of that variety can be correctly labeled “miniature.”







Which one of the following can be properly inferred from the information above?







(A)  Most nurseries mislabel at least some of their fruit trees.



(B)  Some of the nurseries have correctly labeled nectarine trees of the Stark Sweet Melody variety only if the variety is unsuitable for growing in a tub or a pot.



(C)  Any nectarine tree of the Stark Sweet Melody variety that a nursery labels “miniature” is labeled incorrectly.



(D)  Some nectarine trees that are not labeled “miniature” are labeled incorrectly.



(E)  Unless the Stark Sweet Melody variety of nectarine tree is suitable for growing in a tub or a pot, some nurseries mislabel this variety of tree.






There’s no logic here, just a bunch of facts about the nursery term “miniature.” We know different nurseries apply it differently in some cases (see the Stark Sweet Melody, as an example) but we are told that it is “clear” that only trees suitable for growing in a tub or pot can properly be labeled “miniature.”

We’re asked what can be “properly inferred from” the given facts. In other words, we need to identify an answer choice that must be true if the given facts are true. This means that everything we were told has to be accepted as fact (even the part that said “one thing that is clear,” which usually indicates a lie on the LSAT).





A)  No, we are never told anything about what “most” nurseries do. How could this be supported by the facts?

B)  If this answer said “suitable" instead of “unsuitable", it would be correct because some nurseries have labeled the Stark Sweet Melody as “miniature."

C)  No, because we don’t know whether or not the Stark Sweet Melody is suitable for growing in a pot.

D)  No. The rules can only be used to prove that something that is
 labeled miniature is labeled incorrectly if it cannot be grown in a pot. We don’t know if it’s ever incorrect to leave off the miniature label. We’re told that “suitable for growing in a pot” is necessary, or else you can’t use the label. That doesn’t mean you must use the label on every plant that is suitable for growing in a pot.

E)  Yes. Since some nurseries use the “miniature” label on the Stark Sweet Melody, the Stark Sweet Melody had better be suitable for growing in a tub or pot or else those nurseries have mislabeled it.





Our answer is E, because it correctly applies the given rule.
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Question 12



Commentator: Recently, articles criticizing the environmental movement have been appearing regularly in newspapers. According to Winslow, this is due not so much to an antienvironmental bias among the media as to a preference on the part of newspaper editors for articles that seem “daring” in that they seem to challenge prevailing political positions. It is true that editors like to run antienvironmental pieces mainly because they seem to challenge the political orthodoxy. But serious environmentalism is by no means politically orthodox, and antienvironmentalists can hardly claim to be dissidents, however much they may have succeeded in selling themselves as renegades.







The commentator’s statements, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  Winslow is correct about the preference of newspaper editors for controversial articles.



(B)  Critics of environmentalism have not successfully promoted themselves as renegades.



(C)  Winslow’s explanation is not consonant with the frequency with which critiques of environmentalism are published.



(D)  The position attacked by critics of environmentalism is actually the prevailing political position.



(E)  Serious environmentalism will eventually become a prevailing political position.






The key to this question is remembering what type of question this is. It’s a “most strongly supported” question, which means I’m looking for something that has, ideally, been proven by the premises in the argument. The correct answer here does not
 have to be the main idea of the argument. Nor does it have to be any dazzling leap of insight. Just pick the one that has been most directly proven by the argument on the page.





A)  This is a good answer because the second sentence says Winslow thinks newspaper editors have a preference for articles that challenge prevailing political positions, and the third sentence says, “It is true
 that editors like to run antienvironmental pieces mainly because they seem to challenge the political orthodoxy.” If both of these sentences are true, then Winslow is right. It’s as simple as that.

B)  The last line leaves open the possibility that critics of environmentalism have
 succeeded in selling themselves as renegades. So this isn’t it.

C)  The concept of “frequency” in this answer choice comes out of nowhere. This can’t be it.

D)  The commentator does not suggest that environmentalism is actually the prevailing position: in fact he suggests the opposite. So this is out.

E)  The author makes no predictions about the future, so this is out.





Our answer is A.
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Question 13



Art historian: More than any other genre of representational painting, still-life painting lends itself naturally to art whose goal is the artist’s self-expression, rather than merely the reflection of a preexisting external reality. This is because in still-life painting, the artist invariably chooses, modifies, and arranges the objects to be painted. Thus, the artist has considerably more control over the composition and subject of a still-life painting than over those of a landscape painting or portrait, for example.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the art historian’s statements?







(A)  Landscape painting and portraiture are the artistic genres that lend themselves most naturally to the mere reflection of a preexisting external reality.



(B)  The only way in which artists control the composition and subject of a painting is by choosing, modifying, and arranging the objects to be represented in that painting.



(C)  Nonrepresentational painting does not lend itself as naturally as still-life painting does to the goal of the artist’s self-expression.



(D)  In genres of representational painting other than still-life painting, the artist does not always choose, modify, and arrange the objects to be painted.



(E)  When painting a portrait, artists rarely attempt to express themselves through the choice, modification, or arrangement of the background elements against which the subject of the portrait is painted.






I think this is bullshit. True, the artist arranges the apples in the bowl however he wants them before starting the still-life. But doesn’t the artist also pick exactly what barn and what angle he wants before starting a landscape painting? And doesn’t the artist dress up his model, and put her in a particular pose, before starting a portrait? I just don’t buy the historian’s conclusion that a still-life is more self-expressive because the artist puts the apples in the bowl.

We’re asked to find something “strongly supported” by the historian’s statements. I suppose the answer could be something that the historian has assumed. Hasn’t the historian assumed, for example, that the artist doesn’t
 arrange or modify his landscape, or the subject of his portrait? I think that’s strongly suggested by the historian’s statement, because if not, then, as I’ve laid out above, the argument simply makes no sense.

If that turns out to be the answer, then this question is a really great example of why it’s dumb to, as many of the big prep companies recommend, read the question stem first. There’s just no point in doing this! Every question is basically the same thing. If you can argue
 , you can answer the question. Simple as that.





A)  No, this isn’t supported by the historian’s statements. Maybe there is some other artistic genre, like dance or haiku, that is even better at “reflecting a preexisting external reality.” We simply don’t know, based on what the historian has told us.

B)  No, this isn’t supported either. Maybe there are all sorts of other ways the artist controls the composition and subject of a painting, like for example after he chooses, modifies, and arranges the apples in the bowl he also waits for the sun to be at the perfect angle, or waits for them to start to rot, or chooses to focus the painting tightly on the top
 apple in the bowl, with the rest of the apples slightly out of focus, or, hell, I don’t know. I just don’t think this is the answer. I want something less speculative.

C)  No way. The argument is only
 about representational painting. There’s no support for anything outside of that genre.

D)  Yep. This has
 to be true, or else the argument fails. If it’s true that the artist does
 always
 choose, modify, and arrange the subject of his portrait or landscape, then how could the historian’s argument possibly make sense? This matches our prediction, and I’m almost certain it’s the answer.

E)  This might be suggested by the historian’s statement, but D was very strongly
 suggested. Maybe portrait artists do, frequently but not always, arrange and choose and modify their subjects. But still life artists invariably
 do all this, so still-life would still be more suited to self-expression than portraits, according to the historian.





Our answer is D.
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Question 14



The economy is doing badly. First, the real estate slump has been with us for some time. Second, car sales are at their lowest in years. Of course, had either one or the other phenomenon failed to occur, this would be consistent with the economy as a whole being healthy. But, their occurrence together makes it quite probable that my conclusion is correct.







Which one of the following inferences is most strongly supported by the information above?







(A)  If car sales are at their lowest in years, then it is likely that the economy is doing badly.



(B)  If the economy is doing badly, then either the real estate market or the car sales market is not healthy.



(C)  If the real estate market is healthy, then it is likely that the economy as a whole is healthy.



(D)  If the economy is in a healthy state, then it is unlikely that the real estate and car sales markets are both in a slump.



(E)  The bad condition of the economy implies that both the real estate and the car sales markets are doing badly.






The conclusion of the argument is, “The economy is doing badly.” The support for this conclusion is 1) real estate slump, 2) car sales slump, and 3) “their occurrence together makes it quite probable that my conclusion is correct.” There’s also an additional statement that “had either… phenomenon failed to occur, this would be consistent with the economy… being healthy.” This additional statement actually does not
 support the conclusion of the argument. Rather, it’s an acknowledgement that if either 1) or 2) were false, that the conclusion wouldn’t necessarily be justified by the facts.

This question simply asks us to find the answer choice that is best supported by the statement we were given. So I’m looking, ideally, for an answer choice that makes me think “yep, that’s exactly what he said.” Anything that seems speculative or unsupported by the facts we were given probably won’t be the answer. Let’s see.





A)  No, the argument acknowledged that both
 a real estate slump and a car sales slump are required to reach the conclusion that the economy is doing badly. Car sales alone wouldn’t be enough. So this is out.

B)  I don’t think this is it. The argument said that if we know the real estate market is doing badly and car sales are doing badly, then we could conclude that the economy is also probably doing badly. In other words, a real estate slump and a car sales slump together are sufficient
 to conclude that the economy probably sucks. But even if these things fail, the economy could still suck for some other reason. (If you’re on the cable car, you’re in San Francisco. But if you’re not on the cable car, you could still be in San Francisco.) I don’t think this is it.

C)  The facts say that if the real estate market is healthy, this is “consistent with” the economy being healthy. But “consistent with” doesn’t mean the economy is likely to be healthy, it just means it’s possible
 . Every time you see “consistent with” on the LSAT, you should think “compatible with” or “possible.” For example, living in San Francisco can be said to be “consistent with” being a Dodger fan because it is possible to live in San Francisco and be a Dodger fan. That doesn’t mean living in San Francisco proves
 you’re a Dodger fan, or even makes it likely
 that you’re a Dodger fan. Quite the opposite, in fact. But it’s possible
 . Anyway, after all that, I don’t think this is our answer.

D)  This is the best one so far. The speaker concludes, on the basis of a down real estate market and a down car market, that the economy is doing badly. So if the economy is healthy, then it is unlikely that the real estate market and car sales markets are both in a slump. Because if that were true, then why the hell would the speaker have made the conclusion he or she made? I don’t think D is necessarily proven
 by the facts, but it is more strongly suggested than any of the other answer so far. It’s the current leader. Note that this answer choice seems to be the contrapositive of the logic that the speaker used.

E)  This answer choice confuses a sufficient and a necessary condition. A bad real estate market and a bad car market are sufficient to suggest a down economy, but they are not necessary
 for a down economy. This is the same mistake that Answer B made.





Our answer is D.
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Question 14



Among a sample of diverse coins from an unfamiliar country, each face of any coin portrays one of four things: a judge’s head, an explorer’s head, a building, or a tree. By examining the coins, a collector determines that none of them have heads on both sides and that all coins in the sample with a judge’s head on one side have a tree on the other.







If the statements above are true, which one of the following must be true of the coins in the sample?







(A)  All those with an explorer’s head on one side have a building on the other.



(B)  All those with a tree on one side have a judge’s head on the other.



(C)  None of those with a tree on one side have an explorer’s head on the other.



(D)  None of those with a building on one side have a judge’s head on the other.



(E)  None of those with an explorer’s head on one side have a building on the other.






More than the other questions, it’s critical that you reach a full understanding of this question
 . If you don’t get this one, it means you don’t yet truly understand conditional reasoning (if/then statements). The rules are: 1) there are no coins with heads on both sides, and 2) any coin that has a judge’s head on one side has a tree on the other. Now listen: On the LSAT, the rules mean exactly and only
 what they say. Just because all judge coins also have trees does not
 mean that all tree coins have judges. There could also be coins with trees on both sides, coins with trees on one side and explorers on the other, and coins with trees on one side and buildings on the other. If a coin does not
 have a tree on one side then it cannot
 have a judge on the other. That’s the contrapositive of rule #2, and it’s all we know for sure. Because it’s a must be true, I’m going to have to take the answer choices one-by-one.





A)  Coins with an explorer’s head on one side could have a building on the other side or a tree on the other side. This is out.

B)  Nope, see my explanation above.

C)  Nope, see my explanation above.

D)  Yes, this is true. Any coin with a judge also has to have a tree.

E)  There’s no reason to believe we can’t have explorer-building coins.






The answer is D.







Please email me if you still don’t understand this question.
 You’re going to be very limited on the LSAT if you don’t eventually reach a solid understanding on this one. I promise that it’s not that hard, once you see it! I’m happy to work with you as long as necessary.
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Question 14



In older commercial airplanes, the design of the control panel allows any changes in flight controls made by one member of the flight crew to be immediately viewed by the other crew members. In recently manufactured aircraft, however, a crew member’s flight control changes are harder to observe, thereby eliminating a routine means for performing valuable cross-checks. As a result, the flight crews operating recently manufactured airplanes must inform each other verbally about flight control changes much more frequently.







The statements above, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  How frequently an airplane’s flight crew members will inform each other verbally about flight control changes depends in large part on how long it takes to perform those changes.



(B)  In recently manufactured aircraft, the most valuable means available for performing cross-checks involves frequent verbal exchanges of information among the flight crew members.



(C)  In older commercial airplanes, in contrast to recently manufactured airplanes, flight crew members have no need to exchange information verbally about flight control changes.



(D)  The flight crew members operating a recently manufactured airplane cannot observe the flight control changes made by other crew members by viewing the control panel.



(E)  How often flight crew members must share information verbally about flight control changes depends in part on what other means for performing cross-checks are available to the crew.






The conclusion is, “As a result of the control panel changes, flight crews in new planes must inform each other verbally about flight control changes much more frequently.” The evidence is, “After the control panel changes, a crew member’s control changes are harder to observe.” My objection to this line of reasoning is, “Why do you think they now have to tell each other verbally
 about flight control changes? Maybe they use sign language. Or maybe the computer sends signals between crew members. Or maybe there is some sort of system of beeps or bells. Couldn’t there be any other way
 of communicating besides verbal communication?”

The question asks us to find a statement that is “strongly supported” by the argument given. This means that we have to assume that the conclusion of the argument is true, which means that my objection, above, can’t apply and that the crew members really do
 have to communicate more verbally now. Sign language is out. So let’s just hope to find the one that has already been proven by the facts as given.





A)  How long
 certain changes take is simply not mentioned in the argument. So I don’t see how this could be proven by the argument.

B)  The argument didn’t talk about the relative value
 of one means of cross-checking vs. another means of cross-checking. So I don’t see how this could be proven by the argument.

C)  The argument never said that crew members never
 had to talk to each other verbally about flight control changes on older planes. (That would be really weird, wouldn’t it?) This can’t be it.

D)  Okay, we can at least make a case for this one. If crew members could see each other’s changes by looking at the control panel (similar to my objection, above, about the computer sending signals) then why would the crew members need to communicate verbally? The argument as presented does support the idea that they cannot see each other’s changes (otherwise it wouldn’t make any sense). So this could be the answer.

E)  And this answer is even better than D. The argument said, very clearly, that one means of cross-checking has been eliminated and now the crew must communicate verbally more frequently. So E simply must be true. Answer D was pretty good, but it’s not necessarily
 true because you could read it to mean that maybe they can observe each other’s changes partially, or maybe they can observe each other’s changes fully but still have to talk about what they mean, or something like that. If you narrowed this one down to D and E, that’s a great start. But we don’t have to work as hard to make a case for E as we did for D, so E is the superior answer.





Let’s go with E.
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Question 14



Expert: What criteria distinguish addictive substances from nonaddictive ones? Some have suggested that any substance that at least some habitual users can cease to use is nonaddictive. However, if this is taken to be the sole criterion of nonaddictiveness, some substances that most medical experts classify as prime examples of addictive substances would be properly deemed nonaddictive. Any adequate set of criteria for determining a substance’s addictiveness must embody the view, held by these medical experts, that a substance is addictive only if withdrawal from its habitual use causes most users extreme psychological and physiological difficulty.







Which one of the following can be properly inferred from the expert’s statements?







(A)  If a person experiences extreme psychological and physiological difficulty in ceasing to use a substance habitually, that substance is addictive.



(B)  Fewer substances would be deemed addictive than are deemed so at present if an adequate definition of “addictive” were employed.



(C)  A substance that some habitual users can cease to use with little or no psychological or physiological difficulty is addictive only if that is not true for most habitual users.



(D)  A chemical substance habitually used by a person throughout life without significant psychological or physiological difficulty is nonaddictive.



(E)  “Addiction” is a term that is impossible to define with precision.






Tough question. The definition that the expert agrees with is, “Addictive substances cause most users extreme psychological and physiological difficulty when quitting.” The question asks us to “properly infer” something from the expert’s statements, so it’s probably going to be an application of this definition.





A)  Nope. If you picked A, you probably thought the definition was, “Something which causes most users extreme psychological and physiological difficulty when quitting is addictive”, but that’s not what the argument actually said because of the word only
 . Remember that the word “only” introduces a necessary condition. If you remove the word “only” from the expert’s statement, then A would absolutely be the correct answer. But the word “only” is there, so A misunderstands the necessary/sufficient conditions in the definition.

B)  Nah, we know nothing about how many substances are classified as addictive or how many would be deemed addictive if an “adequate definition" was used.

C)  Yep. If “most users” can quit something without extreme psychological or physiological difficulty, then that thing can’t be addictive, according to the definition the expert agrees with. This is going to be the answer.

D)  Whether you can use
 something without difficulty is irrelevant; whether you can quit
 something without difficulty tells us whether that thing is addictive. This is out.

E)  Completely off the wall answer. The expert does
 define addiction, with precision.





Our answer is C. But again, A would have been the answer if the argument left out the word “only.” Feel free to email me if you don’t understand why.






Must Be True Questions: HARDER


September 2007




Section 1




Question 15



Researchers had three groups of professional cyclists cycle for one hour at different levels of intensity. Members of groups A, B, and C cycled at rates that sustained, for an hour, pulses of about 60 percent, 70 percent, and 85 percent, respectively, of the recommended maximum pulse rate for recreational cyclists. Most members of Group A reported being less depressed and angry afterward. Most members of Group B did not report these benefits. Most members of Group C reported feeling worse in these respects than before the exercise.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the information above?







(A)  The higher the pulse rate attained in sustained exercise, the less psychological benefit the exercise tends to produce.



(B)  The effect that a period of cycling has on the mood of professional cyclists tends to depend at least in part on how intense the cycling is.



(C)  For professional cyclists, the best exercise from the point of view of improving mood is cycling that pushes the pulse no higher than 60 percent of the maximum pulse rate.



(D)  Physical factors, including pulse rate, contribute as much to depression as do psychological factors.



(E)  Moderate cycling tends to benefit professional cyclists physically as much or more than intense cycling.






Just a bunch of facts about a cycling study here, with no conclusion. We can’t argue if everything we’re given is fact. Our job is to find an answer that is “most strongly supported” by those facts.





A)  Tricky, but we don’t have enough information to choose this answer. There are two problems. First, the study was only about professional cyclists. This answer choice is about a much broader category, “exercise.” Presumably, that means not just professional cycling, but also amateur aqua aerobics, etcetera. We can’t conclude anything at all about whether a higher or lower pulse rate would have provided more psychological benefits in amateur aqua aerobics. So this is out. Another problem is that we only have information about cyclists at 60 percent, 70 percent, and 85 percent of their max pulse rate. It’s true that 60 percent is better than 70 percent, and 70 percent is better than 85 percent, for psychological benefit in this study. But we don’t
 know if 60 percent would have been better than 65 percent, or if 55 percent would have been better than 60 percent. We had very limited data points, and this is a broad and absolute answer choice.

B)  Well, yes. We know that cycling at different heart rates led to different moods for the pro cyclists in this study. So it is well supported—proven, actually—that the mood of professional cyclists depends “at least in part” on the intensity of their cycling. This is a great answer.

C)  No. Again, we don’t know whether 65 percent would actually have been better than 60 percent.

D)  This is too strong. We know, from the study, that physical factors can affect depression. But we have no idea whether physical factors “contribute as much” to depression as do psychological factors. No way.

E)  No. The moderate cycling in the study seemed to benefit the pro riders psychologically, but we have no idea whether it was physically
 beneficial to them.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only one that must be true based on the given facts.
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Question 15



Sonya: Anyone who lives without constant awareness of the fragility and precariousness of human life has a mind clouded by illusion. Yet those people who are perpetually cognizant of the fragility and precariousness of human life surely taint their emotional outlook on existence.







Sonya’s statements, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  Anyone who places a higher priority on maintaining a positive emotional outlook than on dispelling illusion will be completely unaware of the fragility and precariousness of human life.



(B)  Either no one has a tainted emotional outlook on existence, or no one has a mind clouded by illusion.



(C)  It is impossible for anyone to live without some degree of self-deception.



(D)  Everyone whose emotional outlook on existence is untainted has a mind clouded by illusion.



(E)  It is better to be aware of the fragility and precariousness of human life than to have an untainted emotional outlook on existence.






Wow, sounds like this chick Sonya is a good time! Nothing but sunshine and light from this babe, huh?

Yeah, no, not really. Basically, Sonya is a “damned if you do, damned if you don’t” type of person. She’s saying that if you don’t have a “constant awareness of the fragility and precariousness of human life” then your mind is clouded by illusion. On the other hand, she says that if you do
 have such constant awareness (that’s the same thing as “perpetual cognizance”) then you “surely taint your emotional outlook on existence.” In other words, we’re all fucked! There’s no way to avoid either “having a mind clouded by illusion” or a “tainted emotional outlook on existence.” If we listened to Sonya for too long, we’d all get on a bus directly to the Golden Gate Bridge, hold hands, and jump.

We’re asked to find something “strongly supported” by Sonya’s statements. Let’s look for “damned if you do, damned if you don’t.” More specifically, “if you don’t have a mind clouded by illusion, then you have a tainted emotional outlook” or the contrapostive of that statement, “if you don’t have a tainted emotional outlook, then your mind is clouded by illusion.”





A)  No, Sonya says nothing about priorities. This answer is out after the sixth word.

B)  Close, but this isn’t what she’s saying. In Sonya’s fucked-up world, it’s possible that half of the people have a tainted emotional outlook, and half of the people have a mind clouded by illusion. It’s not necessary that one of the categories be empty. It’s just necessary that everyone be in one category or the other. C)  Yeah, this could be it. “Tainted emotional outlook” and “mind clouded by illusion” could both fall under the broader category of “self-deception.” At least that’s how we’d choose to interpret “self-deception” if we wanted to make a case for this answer. We could pick this one if D and E both sucked.

D)  Well, this is definitely better. We had to work to make C the answer, by forcing terms underneath the “self-deception” umbrella. But Sonya has very clearly implied that D must be true; it matches one of our predictions above. We could have chosen C, but it’s easier to see how D must be true based on Sonya’s statements. Got to play it safe here and go with D.

E)  Nah, Sonya never said which of the two loser camps she preferred. She just said everybody’s got to be in one camp or the other.





D did the best job of matching Sonya’s “damned if you do, damned if you don’t” outlook, so D is our answer.
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Question 16



Most successful entrepreneurs work at least 18 hours a day, and no one who works at least 18 hours a day has time for leisure activities. But all happy entrepreneurs have time for leisure activities.







If the statements above are true, each of the following could be true EXCEPT:







(A)  Anyone who has no time for leisure activities works at least 18 hours a day.



(B)  Some entrepreneurs who work at least 18 hours a day are successful.



(C)  Some happy entrepreneurs are successful.



(D)  Some entrepreneurs who work at least 18 hours a day are happy.



(E)  Some successful entrepreneurs work less than 18 hours a day.






There’s no conclusion here, and the question says to assume that all the given statements are true. So I really can’t argue here, as much as I would like to. Instead, I just have to figure out which of the answer choices must
 be false (or, equivalently, cannot
 be true), since the question says that four of the answer choices are possible (the wrong answers) and one is impossible (the right answer).





A)  We know that nobody who works 18 hours per day has time for leisure, but that doesn’t mean that everybody who has no time for leisure works 18 hours a day. For example, somebody with a couple bratty kids running around might not work at all, but still have no time for leisure. This answer choice confuses the sufficient and necessary condition. Still, it could
 be true. We don’t know that it must be false. So it’s not our answer.

B)  This one must
 be true. The first sentence says that most successful entrepreneurs work at least 18 hours a day. So this one must be true. (Note that the realm of things that could
 be true includes things that must
 be true. Example: If you drink 20 beers, you must get drunk. So it’s also true that if you drink 20 beers you “could” get drunk.) Since we’re looking for a must be false, this isn’t our answer.

C)  It’s possible that some happy entrepreneurs are successful. We’re not told much about “happy entrepreneurs.” It’s definitely not proven false, so it’s not our answer.

D)  Okay, this one must be false. Anyone who works 18+ hours per day has no time for leisure activity, and it’s necessary to have time for leisure activity in order for an entrepreneur to be happy. So there are no entrepreneurs who work 18+ hours per day that are happy. This answer cannot be true, so I think it’s going to be correct.

E)  We know that “most” successful entrepreneurs work at least 18 hours a day, but it’s possible that some successful entrepreneurs work less than that.





D is our answer.
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Question 16



There are two kinds of horror stories: those that describe a mad scientist’s experiments and those that describe a monstrous beast. In some horror stories about monstrous beasts, the monster symbolizes a psychological disturbance in the protagonist. Horror stories about mad scientists, on the other hand, typically express the author’s feeling that scientific knowledge alone is not enough to guide human endeavor. However, despite these differences, both kinds of horror stories share two features: they describe violations of the laws of nature and they are intended to produce dread in the reader.







If the statements above are true, which one of the following would also have to be true?







(A)  All descriptions of monstrous beasts describe violations of the laws of nature.



(B)  Any story that describes a violation of a law of nature is intended to invoke dread in the reader.



(C)  Horror stories of any kind usually describe characters who are psychologically disturbed.



(D)  Most stories about mad scientists express the author’s antiscientific views.



(E)  Some stories that employ symbolism describe violations of the laws of nature.






In this question, we’re simply required to organize the facts so that we can make sense of them. Maybe some notes will help. All
 horror stories describe violations of the laws of nature, and all
 horror stories are intended to produce dread in the reader. Horror stories fall into one of two categories: Type 1: Those that describe a mad scientist’s experiments (these typically
 express the author’s feeling that scientific knowledge alone is not enough to guide human endeavor). Type 2: Those that describe a monstrous beast (in some
 of these, the monster symbolizes a psychological disturbance in the protagonist).

Now all we have to do is figure out which answer choice must
 be true based on the above information. We’re not allowed to bring in any outside information, or use any speculation at all. We must look for an answer choice that has been proven by the facts we were given.





A)  We know a lot about horror stories, but there might be other
 descriptions of monstrous beasts that are not horror stories and therefore we know nothing about them. Example: I went to the San Francisco Zoo the other day and saw the hippopotamus. I strongly recommend you do the same some time. It is as big as a minivan and eats entire ears of corn, cob and all, without them being shucked first. It is truly awe-inspiring to be in the presence of that thing. The story I just told you was a description of a monstrous beast, but it was not a horror story and it did not describe a violation of a law of nature. So A can’t be the answer.

B)  Again, the facts tell us a lot about horror stories, but there might be other
 descriptions describing violations of the laws of nature that are not
 horror stories, and the facts tell us nothing about those other stories. Example: the Bible. It’s rife with accounts of things that could not possibly have happened according to, you know, science. Jonah and the whale, Noah’s Ark, the parting of the Red Sea, the bullshit goes on and on. We don’t know whether these Bible stories were intended to invoke dread in the reader or not, so this can’t be the answer.

C)  We don’t know whether horror stories “usually” describe characters who are psychologically disturbed, because we don’t know the ratio of mad scientist stories to monstrous beast stories. And anyway, we only know that some monstrous beast stories have psychologically disturbed characters. This can’t be it.

D)  This seems to unfairly label as “antiscientific” anyone who expresses the feeling that scientific knowledge alone is not enough to guide human endeavor. We don’t know what “antiscientific” is supposed to mean, so we can’t know that this assertion is correct.  Would I really be “antiscientific” if I didn’t necessarily think that scientific knowledge alone is enough to guide all of human endeavor? Nah.

E)  Some horror stories use symbolism (the ones about monstrous beasts). All
 horror stories, including the ones about monstrous beasts, describe violations of the laws of nature. So we know, for sure, that some stories that employ symbolism also describe violations of the laws of nature (horror stories about monstrous beasts). So this is the answer.





The answer is E.






Must Be True Questions: HARDER


December 2007
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Question 16



Jurist: A nation’s laws must be viewed as expressions of a moral code that transcends those laws and serves as a measure of their adequacy. Otherwise, a society can have no sound basis for preferring any given set of laws to all others. Thus, any moral prohibition against the violation of statutes must leave room for exceptions.







Which one of the following can be properly inferred from the jurist’s statements?







(A)  Those who formulate statutes are not primarily concerned with morality when they do so.



(B)  Sometimes criteria other than the criteria derived from a moral code should be used in choosing one set of laws over another.



(C)  Unless it is legally forbidden ever to violate some moral rules, moral behavior and compliance with laws are indistinguishable.



(D)  There is no statute that a nation’s citizens have a moral obligation to obey.



(E)  A nation’s laws can sometimes come into conflict with the moral code they express.










This is a bunch of bullshit, because “morality” doesn’t have to come into play at all when deciding what laws are better than others. We might decide that a speed limit is a good idea because it reduces accidents. This has nothing to do with whether driving fast is “moral” or “immoral.” Furthermore, the thing about “exceptions” in the conclusion is totally nonsensical. Where the hell did it come from? In short, this jurist can bite me.

We’re asked to find something that can be “properly inferred” from the jurist’s statements. This means I have to accept everything the jurist has said as true, even though I hate it, and find the answer that must be true
 according to what the jurist has said. The correct answer need not be the conclusion of the jurist’s argument. The correct answer is simply the only answer choice that cannot possibly be false, if the jurist’s statements are true.





A)  The jurist never told us what legislators are “concerned with” when they actually make laws. The jurist’s argument was solely a bunch of philosophical bullshit, totally disconnected from the real world. This answer has not been proven by the jurist’s facts, therefore it is not the correct answer.

B)  This seems to run counter to what the jurist has said. The jurist says if we don’t use morality, we have no sound basis for preferring one set of laws over another. So this one is out.

C)  The jurist doesn’t claim that it should never be legal to violate any moral rules. The jurist simply says that we should “view” laws as expressions of a moral code. This answer choice is way too strongly worded to possibly be supported by what the jurist has said.

D)  What? The jurist likes morality. He says there should be “room for exceptions,” but that doesn’t mean there would never
 be a moral obligation to comply. I can’t see how this would possibly be the answer.

E)  I honestly don’t really understand the jurist’s argument, but I think this is probably the answer. A was completely unsupported by the facts. B was opposite of the jurist’s position. C was way too strong. D doesn’t seem right either. I think the answer is E because, if true, it would support the jurist’s conclusion (that didn’t initially make any sense). This is a weird question. The answer turns out to be a Necessary Assumption of the jurist’s argument. I suppose that’s not all that weird really, since a Necessary Assumption of an argument is something that “must be true” if the argument is sound. It’s not what I was expecting though. Tough question.





The answer is E.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST


December 2003




Section 4




Question 17



Curator: Our museum displays only twentieth-century works, which are either on loan from private collectors or in the museum’s permanent collection. Prints of all of the latter works are available in the museum store. The museum store also sells prints of some works that are not part of the museum’s permanent collection, such as Hopper’s Nighthawks.







If the curator’s statements are true, which one of the following must be true?







(A)  Every print in the museum store is of a work that is either on loan to the museum from a private collector or part of the museum’s permanent collection.



(B)  Every print that is sold in the museum store is a copy of a twentieth-century work.



(C)  There are prints in the museum store of every work that is displayed in the museum and not on loan from a private collector.



(D)  Hopper’s
 
Nighthawks

 is both a twentieth-century work and a work on loan to the museum from a private collector.



(E)  Hopper’s
 
Nighthawks

 is not displayed in the museum.






OK, so the museum displays only 20th Century works, nothing else. And the works are all either on loan from private collectors, or belong to the museum’s permanent collection. All of the “latter works” (the ones in the permanent collection) are available in prints at the museum store. And prints of some other works are also available. The trap here, I am guessing, is assuming that the museum store only sells prints of 20th Century works… or only sells prints of works that the museum displays. I think it’s possible that some very famous work, let’s say van Gogh’s The Potato Eaters,
 has never been anywhere near
 the museum, and furthermore wasn’t painted in the 20th Century, but the museum store still sells prints of it. The facts don’t say this is impossible, so we must assume it is possible.

The question asks us to find an answer that must be true if the given facts are true. I can’t predict the answer in advance on a question like this, but I am awesome at this type of question—and you will be too, eventually. All we have to do is find the one that can’t be false according to the facts we were given. Anything that is speculative is out. The correct answer will be the one that has been proven
 by the facts. The four incorrect answers will each be possibly false.





A)  Nope, the museum store could sell something by van Gogh even if it doesn’t display anything by van Gogh. No way.

B)  Nope, same explanation as A. I am feeling really good about our chances on this question: I think we saw their trap coming.

C)  Yes, this has to be true because the museum store sells prints of every piece in the permanent collection, and displays only works in the permanent collection or on loan from a private collector. “Every work that is displayed in the museum and not on loan from a private collector” means “the works in the permanent collection.” This answer must be true.

D)  Nope. Same trap as A and B. Nighthawks
 could be from any century, and could be owned by anyone. It doesn’t have to have ever been displayed in the museum.

E)  This could be true, but it could also be false. It doesn’t have
 to be true, so it’s not our answer.





C does have to be true, if the given facts are true. So C is our answer.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST
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Section 2




Question 17



No small countries and no countries in the southern hemisphere have permanent seats on the United Nations Security Council. Each of the five countries with a permanent seat on the Security Council is in favor of increased international peacekeeping efforts and a greater role for the United Nations in moderating regional disputes. However, some countries that are in favor of increased international peacekeeping efforts are firmly against increased spending on refugees by the United Nations.







If the statements above are true, which one of the following must also be true?







(A)  Some small countries do not want the United Nations to increase its spending on refugees.



(B)  Some countries in the southern hemisphere are not in favor of increased international peacekeeping efforts.



(C)  Some countries that have permanent seats on the United Nations Security Council are against increased spending on refugees by the United Nations.



(D)  Some small countries are in favor of a greater role for the United Nations in moderating regional disputes.



(E)  Some countries that are in favor of a greater role for the United Nations in moderating regional disputes are not located in the southern hemisphere.






It’s hard to hold all of this information in my head, so I’ll make a list:





Things we know about countries with permanent seats on the UN Security Council:





1)  Not small

2)  Northern hemisphere

3)  There are five of them

4)  All are in favor of increased international peacekeeping

5)  All are in favor of a greater role for the UN in moderating regional disputes





That’s all fairly straightforward. The last sentence gets a bit weird, because it says, “Some countries that are in favor of increased international peacekeeping efforts are firmly against increased spending on refugees.” “Some” just means “one or more,” and we don’t know which
 country or countries the “some” is referring to. The trap here, I think, is assuming that the countries mentioned in the last sentence have to be the same
 countries as those with permanent seats on the UN Security Council. That may be true, but it certainly doesn’t have
 to be true. The last sentence might be talking about any other country on the planet—small countries, southern hemisphere countries, countries not
 on the UN Security Council: let’s watch out for that trap.

We’re asked to find an answer choice that must be true. I will be very skeptical of answers that mention refugees, because the bit about refugees doesn’t necessarily apply to the UN Security Council countries.





A)  Nah. Refugees. Trap. This may or may not be true. There are a lot of small countries out there, but we weren't told whether any of them are against UN refugee spending.

B)  We really don’t know anything about southern hemisphere countries, other than they can’t have permanent seats on the UN Security Council.

C)  Nah. Refugees again. Trap!

D)  Like B, we really don’t know anything about small countries, other than they can’t have permanent seats on the UN Security Council.

E)  Yep. There are one-two-three-four-five countries with permanent seats on the UN Security Council. All five of these are in favor of a greater role for the UN in moderating regional disputes. And all five of them are not in the southern hemisphere. So there are “some” countries (five, that we know of) that satisfy both of these requirements.





Since we know E must be true for sure
 , E is our answer.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST
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Question 17



If one of the effects of a genetic mutation makes a substantial contribution to the survival of the species, then, and only then, will that mutation be favored in natural selection. This process is subject to one proviso, namely that the traits that were not favored, yet were carried along by a trait that was favored, must not be so negative as to annul the benefits of having the new, favored trait.







If the statements above are true, each of the following could be true EXCEPT:







(A)  A species possesses a trait whose effects are all neutral for the survival of that species.



(B)  All the effects of some genetic mutations contribute substantially to the survival of a species.



(C)  A species possesses a trait that reduces the species’ survival potential.



(D)  A genetic mutation that carries along several negative traits is favored in natural selection.



(E)  A genetic mutation whose effects are all neutral to a species is favored in natural selection.






This is a must–be-false
 question, but the approach is just like a must-be-true. Four of the answer choices (the incorrect ones) will be at least possibly true according to the facts. This includes anything that was not even mentioned in the facts. If the facts don’t mention it, how could it have been proven false? The correct answer will be proven false by the facts that we were given.





A)  This could be true, because the facts say nothing about traits that are neutral for survival.

B)  This could be true, because “some” just means “one or more,” and the facts never say “no mutation has only positive effects.” This is very easy to make true, which means it’s very hard to prove false. This can’t be the answer.

C)  This could be true, because the facts say that unfavored traits can be carried along by one or more positive traits.

D)  This could be true, just like C could be true. One or more than one negative trait can be carried along by one or more positive traits.

E)  This can’t be true, because the facts say that only
 mutations that contribute to survival of the species will be favored in natural selection. So neutral mutations can be carried, but they can’t be favored
 .





Our answer is E.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST
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Question 18



In the troposphere, the lowest level of the earth’s atmosphere, the temperature decreases as one progresses straight upward. At the top, the air temperature ranges from –50 degrees Celsius over the poles to –85 degrees Celsius over the equator. At that point the stratosphere begins, and the temperature stops decreasing and instead increases as one progresses straight upward through the stratosphere. The stratosphere is warmed by ozone. When an ozone particle absorbs a dose of ultraviolet sunlight, heat is generated.







If the statements above are true, which one of the following must also be true?







(A)  The troposphere over the poles is thicker than the troposphere over the equator.



(B)  It is warmer at the top of the stratosphere over the poles than it is at the top of the stratosphere over the equator.



(C)  The temperature in the middle part of the stratosphere over the North Pole is at least as great as the temperature in the middle part of the stratosphere over the equator.



(D)  The temperature at any point at the top of the stratosphere is at least as great as the temperature at the top of the troposphere directly beneath that point.



(E)  Depletion of the earth’s ozone layer would increase the air temperature in the stratosphere and decrease the air temperature in the troposphere.










Bunch of nerdy atmospheric science here. No big deal, just follow along and try to get the big picture. Premise 1: In the lowest level of the atmosphere, called the troposphere, the higher you go straight up, the colder it gets. Premise 2: At the top of the troposphere (the coldest point), it’s -50 at the poles and -85 at the equator. Interesting… it’s actually colder at the equator? Premise 3: At the top of the troposphere, the stratosphere starts. In the stratosphere, temperatures reverse themselves and start going up
 the higher you go. Premise 4: This has something to do with ozone/ultraviolet sunlight. (Who cares about this last bit? I have a feeling it’s going to be irrelevant.)

We’re asked to find something else that must be true based on the facts. Okay, no problem. The facts are basically, “If you go straight up, first it gets colder (to the end of the troposphere), then reverses (at the beginning of the stratosphere) and starts getting warmer.”





A)  Huh? There’s nothing about “thickness” in the argument. There’s no way this is supported, let alone proven
 , by the facts.

B)  No. If this answer said “troposphere” instead of “stratosphere,” then it would be correct. But we have no information about what temperature it is at the top of the stratosphere.

C)  No, we don’t know how fast the temperature rises in the stratosphere. By the time we reach “the middle,” wherever that is, in the stratosphere, it could be hotter over the equator than it is over the poles. Or not. We just don’t know.

D)  Yep. The top of the troposphere is the coldest point. In the stratosphere, temperatures only get hotter as you go up. So the top of the stratosphere must be hotter than the bottom of the stratosphere (where it meets the top of the troposphere). This one looks really good.

E)  Nah, we weren’t given nearly enough information about the way the ozone layer works to choose this answer. It’s very speculative.





Our answer is D, since it’s been proven by the given facts.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST
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Question 18



Journalist: Recent studies have demonstrated that a regular smoker who has just smoked a cigarette will typically display significantly better short-term memory skills than a nonsmoker, whether or not the nonsmoker has also just smoked a cigarette for the purposes of the study. Moreover, the majority of those smokers who exhibit this superiority in short-term memory skills will do so for at least eight hours after having last smoked.







If the journalist’s statements are true, then each of the following could be true EXCEPT:







(A)  The short-term memory skills exhibited by a nonsmoker who has just smoked a cigarette are usually substantially worse than the short-term memory skills exhibited by a nonsmoker who has not recently smoked a cigarette.



(B)  The short-term memory skills exhibited by a nonsmoker who has just smoked a cigarette are typically superior to those exhibited by a regular smoker who has just smoked a cigarette.



(C)  The short-term memory skills exhibited by a nonsmoker who has just smoked a cigarette are typically superior to those exhibited by a regular smoker who has not smoked for more than eight hours.



(D)  A regular smoker who, immediately after smoking a cigarette, exhibits short-term memory skills no better than those typically exhibited by a nonsmoker is nevertheless likely to exhibit superior short-term memory skills in the hours following a period of heavy smoking.



(E)  The short-term memory skills exhibited by a regular smoker who last smoked a cigarette five hours ago are typically superior to those exhibited by a regular smoker who has just smoked a cigarette.






The journalist says that regular smokers who have smoked within the past eight hours tend to outperform nonsmokers on a certain test, whether or not the nonsmokers have smoked. We’re asked to identify a statement that must be false, if the journalist’s statements are true. It’s a “could be true… EXCEPT” question. If there are four answer choices that could be true, then the correct answer must be proven false
 based on the journalist’s statements.





A)  We weren’t given any information about nonsmokers who didn’t recently smoke vs. other nonsmokers who did recently smoke. So this proposition could be true, or could be false. We’re looking for an answer that has been proven false, and this isn’t it.

B)  Well, this is the exact opposite of the journalist’s facts. The journalist’s facts said that smokers who have smoked recently usually beat nonsmokers, whether or not they have smoked. This answer says the reverse of that, so it must be false if the journalist is right. This will almost certainly be our answer.

C)  We weren’t given any information about smokers who have been deprived of smokes. Maybe they’re great at memory, or maybe they suck. We just don’t know.

D)  What? No. The study wasn’t at all about “heavy smoking.” So this could be true or could be false.

E)  No, the facts only say that the effect lasts for “at least eight hours.” We don’t know if the effect deteriorates steadily over that time, or if it stays full strength for the full eight hours. So this answer could be true or could be false.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only one that has been proven false if we accept the journalist’s facts as true.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST


September 2007




Section 3




Question 18



Historian: In rebuttal of my claim that West influenced Stuart, some people point out that West’s work is mentioned only once in Stuart’s diaries. But Stuart’s diaries mention several meetings with West, and Stuart’s close friend, Abella, studied under West. Furthermore, Stuart’s work often uses West’s terminology which, though now commonplace, none of Stuart’s contemporaries used.







Which one of the following propositions is most supported by the historian’s statements, if those statements are true?







(A)  Stuart’s discussions with Abella were one of the means by which West influenced Stuart.



(B)  It is more likely that Stuart influenced West than that West influenced Stuart.



(C)  Stuart’s contemporaries were not influenced by West.



(D)  Stuart’s work was not entirely free from West’s influence.



(E)  Because of Stuart’s influence on other people, West’s terminology is now commonplace.






The historian believes that West influenced Stuart. Other people point out that West’s work is mentioned only once in Stuart’s diaries. But, says the historian, Stuart met many times with West, and Stuart’s close friend studied under West. (What’s that have to do with anything? Hmmm…) Finally, says the historian, Stuart uses rare terminology used by West.

We are asked to find a “proposition most supported by the historian’s statements.” In other words, just turn everything the historian has said into fact, and find something that must be true according to those facts.





A)  I think this is it. Why would the historian have mentioned Stuart’s friend, if not to suggest that Stuart’s friend was a means by which Stuart was influenced?

B)  The argument says nothing about the likelihood that Stuart influenced West. This can’t be it.

C)  The argument says nothing about whether other people were influenced by West. Just because they didn't use his terminology doesn't mean they weren't "influenced" by him.

D)  Okay, this is better than A. If it’s true that West was mentioned, even once, in Stuart’s diaries, then it has to be true that Stuart’s work was not “entirely free from West’s influence.” This just absolutely has to be true if the historian’s statements are true. So this has to be the answer. Answer A does seem likely
 , but answer D is 100 percent proven to be true. On a Must-Be-True question, we must avoid the former, and choose the latter.

E)  We know that Stuart used West's terminology.  We have no idea whether other people started using West's terminology because of Stuart or because of anything else.





Our answer is D.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST
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Question 18



Asked by researchers to sort objects by shape, most toddlers in a large study had no trouble doing so. When subsequently told to sort by color, the toddlers seemed to have difficulty following the new rule and almost invariably persisted with their first approach. The researchers suggest such failures to adapt to new rules often result from insufficient development of the prefrontal cortex in toddlers. The cortex is essential for functions like adapting to new rules, yet is slow to mature, continuing to develop right into adolescence.







Which one of the following is most supported by the information above?







(A)  Toddlers unable to sort objects by color tend to have a less developed prefrontal cortex than other children of the same age.



(B)  Only adolescents and adults can solve problems that require adapting to new rules.



(C)  Certain kinds of behavior on the part of toddlers may not be willfully disobedient.



(D)  The maturing of the prefrontal cortex is more important than upbringing in causing the development of adaptive behavior.



(E)  Skill at adapting to new situations is roughly proportional to the level of development of the prefrontal cortex.






The toddlers were asked to sort by shape, and they did it with no problem. Then they were asked to sort by color, and they kept sorting by shape. Researchers think this has something to do with their puny brains.

The question says, “Which one of the following is most supported by the information above.” This basically means, “Which one of the following must be true, based on the above.”





A)  The argument was about following new rules, not about sorting by color specifically. There could be lots of reasons toddlers can’t sort by color, and just one of these could be difficulty in following new rules caused by an insufficiently-developed prefrontal cortex. This isn’t proven by the facts, so this isn’t the answer.

B)  The argument didn’t say that toddlers can’t ever
 have a developed prefrontal cortex. Neither did it say that a developed prefrontal cortex is necessary
 for following a new rule. So it’s not proven that kids can’t ever follow new rules. This is out.

C)  This has to be true. These kids, who are toddlers, didn’t do what they were asked. But it's possible that they weren’t being “willfully disobedient.” They could have been confused by the new rule. So, based on just those toddlers, it must be true
 that sometimes, certain toddlers do certain things that “may not be” willfully disobedient. Note that this answer is very weakly stated (some kids, some behaviors, “may not”), which makes it a good candidate for a “must be true” type of question. It’s easier to prove weakly-stated answer choices.
 This is our answer unless D or E really speaks to us.

D)  “More important”? The argument never talked about “more or less important.” Answers that say “more or less important” really can’t be correct if the argument didn’t say that. This is out.

E)  “Roughly proportional”? How do we know that ability to adapt to new situations progresses “proportionally” (i.e. linearly), with prefrontal cortex development? Two variables can be positively associated without being proportionally/linearly related. This is out.





The best answer is C. Note that we didn’t pick C only
 because it was so weakly worded. But weak wording does suggest that it might be a good choice on a Must Be True.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST
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Question 19



An editor is compiling a textbook containing essays by several different authors. The book will contain essays by Lind, Knight, or Jones, but it will not contain essays by all three. If the textbook contains an essay by Knight, then it will also contain an essay by Jones.







If the statements above are true, which one of the following must be true?







(A)  If the textbook contains an essay by Lind, then it will not contain an essay by Knight.



(B)  The textbook will contain an essay by only one of Lind, Knight, and Jones.



(C)  The textbook will not contain an essay by Knight.



(D)  If the textbook contains an essay by Lind, then it will also contain an essay by Jones.



(E)  The textbook will contain an essay by Lind.






Logic Games! This should be fun.






	Premise one: The book will contain L, K, and/or J

	Premise two: The book will not contain LKJ simultaneously.

	Premise three: If K, then J.

	Inference: If K, then not L, because K requires J and we can’t have all three, so we’d be forced to leave L out.







That inference is probably going to be the answer to the question. We’re looking for a “must be true,” and I’m almost 100 percent certain that the answer will be “if K, not L” or the contrapositive of that statement, which would be “if L, not K.”





A)  Yep, this is exactly what we predicted.

B)  Nope, the book could contain essays by K and J, or L and J.

C)  Nope, the book could contain essays by K and J.

D)  Nope, the book could contain essays by just L without J.

E)  Nope, the book could contain essays by just J, or both K and J, without L.





The answer is A.





It's a bit all-or-nothing here; if you see the inference, then the question is extremely easy. Keep practicing your Games! Sometimes it pays dividends in Logical Reasoning.
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Question 19



None of the students taking literature are taking physics, but several of the students taking physics are taking art. In addition, none of the students taking rhetoric are taking physics.







Which one of the following statements follows logically from the statements above?







(A)  There are students who are taking art but not literature.



(B)  None of the students taking literature are taking art.



(C)  There are students who are taking rhetoric but not literature.



(D)  None of the students taking rhetoric are taking literature.



(E)  There are students who are taking both art and literature.






“Which one follows logically from the statements above” just means, “If all the stuff above is true, which one of these answers must also be true?” The correct answer here doesn’t have to be the argument’s conclusion, or any sort of grand leap or inference. Frequently, the correct answer on this type of question will be boring, even obvious. Just pick the one that can’t be false, if the given facts are true.





A)  We know there are “several” students who are taking both physics and art. Let’s give one of them a name: Guillermo. Guillermo is taking both physics and art. The first premise says Guillermo can’t take both literature and physics. Since Guillermo is taking physics, he can’t take literature. So um… Guillermo is taking physics and art, but not literature. Therefore there are students (like Guillermo) who are taking art but not literature. This is proven by the facts, so it’s going to be the correct answer.

B)  Nah. We know some students are taking physics and art. And we know that none of those
 students can take literature. But that doesn’t mean there can’t be other students taking literature and art, without physics.

C)  The only thing we know about rhetoric is that it can’t be taken with physics. This can’t possibly be used to prove that there are students who are taking rhetoric but not literature. Do we even know that anyone is taking rhetoric? I’m not sure we do.

D)  Nah. Nobody is taking literature and physics. And nobody is taking rhetoric and physics. But that doesn’t mean nobody taking rhetoric is taking literature.

E)  The only students that we know for sure are taking art are also taking physics, which means they can’t
 take literature. There might be other students who are taking art and literature (without physics), but we don’t know for sure whether or not they exist.





B through E were all speculative, but A is proven to be true because of Guillermo. Our answer is A.
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Question 19



If understanding a word always involves knowing its dictionary definition, then understanding a word requires understanding the words that occur in that definition. But clearly there are people—for example, all babies—who do not know the dictionary definitions of some of the words they utter.







Which one of the following statements follows logically from the statements above?







(A)  Some babies utter individual words that they do not understand.



(B)  Any number of people can understand some words without knowing their dictionary definitions.



(C)  If some words can be understood without knowing their dictionary definitions, then babies understand some words.



(D)  If it is possible to understand a word without knowing its dictionary definition, then it is possible to understand a word without having to understand any other word.



(E)  If some babies understand all the words they utter, then understanding a word does not always involve knowing its dictionary definition.






When a question asks, “Which one of the following statements follows logically from the statements above,” you can go ahead and translate that into, “Which one of the following must be true?” All we have to do here is apply the facts to the answer choices, and pick the answer choice that must be true,
 i.e., can’t be false.






A)  The first word of the argument, “if,” makes this answer choice wrong. We don’t know, for sure, that understanding a word always involves knowing its dictionary definition. The entire argument starts with a caveat. If
 we know that, then blah blah blah. So if that’s not true, then the first premise doesn’t even apply, and we can’t know whether babies understand the words they utter. Tricky one.

B)  Huh? There aren’t any facts given about being able to understand words without
 knowing their definition. This is just completely speculative.

C)  Again, this is totally speculative. The possibility that words can be understood without knowing a dictionary definition doesn’t tell us jack shit about what babies understand.

D)  Again, speculative. Same explanation as B.

E)  This is the best answer. It’s supported by the given fact that all babies don’t know dictionary definitions. If you add, as E does, that some babies do
 understand words, then it’s impossible for understanding a word to always require knowing its dictionary definition. Always? No it doesn’t… because some babies understand words, and no babies understand dictionary definitions.





Our answer is E






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST


June 2006




Section 4




Question 19



Forester: The great majority of the forests remaining in the world are only sickly fragments of the fully functioning ecosystems they once were. These fragmented forest ecosystems have typically lost their ability to sustain themselves in the long term, yet they include the last refuges for some of the world’s most endangered species. To maintain its full complement of plant and animal species, a fragmented forest requires regular interventions by resource managers.







The forester’s statements, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  Most of the world’s forests will lose at least some of their plant or animal species if no one intervenes.



(B)  Unless resource managers regularly intervene in most of the world’s remaining forests, many of the world’s most endangered species will not survive.



(C)  A fragmented forest ecosystem cannot sustain itself in the long term if it loses any of its plant or animal species.



(D)  A complete, fully functioning forest ecosystem can always maintain its full complement of plant and animal species even without interventions by resource managers.



(E)  At present, resource managers intervene regularly in only some of the world’s fragmented forest ecosystems.






There’s no conclusion here, just a bunch of fun facts about forests and ecosystems and resource managers. The question asks us to identify something that is “strongly supported” by the argument. So I’m just looking for the answer that, based on the fun facts we have been provided, has to (or damn near has to) be true.





A)  I don’t think this has to be true, because maybe most of the forests, which are already fragments, have already lost whatever plant and animal species they were likely to lose. Let’s look for something better. Note that since this is a Must Be True question, the word “most” at the beginning of this answer choice scares me a bit. It’s much easier to prove “some” than “most.”

B)  Again there’s a “most” here, which sketches me out. Furthermore, it makes too broad a conclusion about endangered species. I think it’s possible, according to the limited information we were given, that the majority of the world’s endangered species could survive in zoos (which weren’t mentioned, therefore they are possible) even if all the forests disappeared. Still looking.

C)  This is even more
 strongly worded than either A or B, because it uses the absolute term “any.” Did the argument prove that a fragmented forest ecosystem will crash if it loses even a single species
 ? No, it didn’t say that. Still looking.

D)  The argument provided no information whatsoever about fully functioning forest ecosystems, so I don’t see how we can possibly know this for sure. No way.

E)  The argument did not give us any information about what resource managers actually do or do not do. Maybe they are lazy, or maybe they are constantly intervening everywhere all the time. We just don’t know. So there is no way this can be the answer.





Oops. We’ve eliminated all five answers, which happens sometimes. In retrospect, I think we can make the best case for A. It seems to be on target with what the facts were saying: 1) most forests are fragmented, and 2) fragmented forests require intervention or they will lose some of their species, therefore if nobody intervenes, most forests will lose species. I still don’t love
 A, because of the objections mentioned above, but I think it’s the best of a bad lot.





So let’s go with A.
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Question 20



Of the various food containers made of recycled Styrofoam, egg cartons are among the easiest to make. Because egg shells keep the actual food to be consumed from touching the Styrofoam, used Styrofoam need not be as thoroughly cleaned when made into egg cartons as when made into other food containers.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the information above?







(A)  No food containers other than egg cartons can safely be made of recycled Styrofoam that has not been thoroughly cleaned.



(B)  There are some foods that cannot be packaged in recycled Styrofoam no matter how the Styrofoam is recycled.



(C)  The main reason Styrofoam must be thoroughly cleaned when recycled is to remove any residual food that has come into contact with the Styrofoam.



(D)  Because they are among the easiest food containers to make from recycled Styrofoam, most egg cartons are made from recycled Styrofoam.



(E)  Not every type of food container made of recycled Styrofoam is effectively prevented from coming into contact with the food it contains.







Gross
 . The argument is basically saying, “Egg cartons don’t actually touch the food that is to be consumed (because nobody eats eggshells), so it doesn’t matter if egg cartons are filthy.” Fuck that! My hands are going to be touching that shit while I am engaged in cooking
 ! Oh my god, I am disgusted, and I might never eat eggs again. I hope this shit is untrue, but most of the time the premises presented on the LSAT actually are
 true. I think I’m going to barf.

We’re asked to find an answer that is “strongly supported” by the information provided. Let’s see.





A)  The facts say that egg cartons “need not be as
 thoroughly cleaned” as other food containers. But that’s not the same thing as saying that there are no other food containers that also don't need to be “thoroughly cleaned.” For example, perhaps Styrofoam Big Mac containers, since they contain “food” that is only vaguely related to actual nutrients, only need to be partially
 (but not “thoroughly”) cleaned. Maybe they need to be cleaned a little bit more than egg cartons do, but still not “thoroughly.” If that’s true then A isn’t the answer. And that could
 be true, based on the facts, so A isn’t the answer.

B)  The facts never say that there is any food that can’t ever be packaged in Styrofoam. I don’t see how this can possibly be the answer.

C)  No. I stopped reading this after “the main reason.” The facts never say that the main reason
 for anything is anything else. There’s no way in hell this could be the answer.

D)  No. The facts don’t say that “most” egg containers are made from Styrofoam. For all we know, “most” egg containers could be made of paper. We just don’t know.

E)  This is the best answer, mostly because the rest of the answers suck. We are told that some food containers need to be more thoroughly cleaned than egg cartons. The only possible reason given for the need to clean these containers is that, unlike egg cartons, the food in them that is to be consumed sometimes comes in contact with the dirty container. This is our answer. And I’m still 1) never eating eggs again and 2) gonna go barf now.





The answer is E.
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Question 20



Environmentalist: Discarding old appliances can be dangerous: refrigerators contain chlorofluorocarbons; electronic circuit boards and cathode-ray tubes often contain heavy metals like lead; and old fluorescent bulbs contain mercury, another heavy metal. When landfills are operated properly, such materials pose no threat. However, when landfills are not operated properly, lead and mercury from them contaminate groundwater, for example. On the other hand, when trash is incinerated, heavy metals poison the ash and escape into the air.







The environmentalist’s statements, if true, most strongly support which one of the following inferences?







(A)  Old fluorescent bulbs should be recycled.



(B)  Appliances containing heavy metals should not be incinerated.



(C)  Chlorofluorocarbons are harmful to the atmosphere.



(D)  Newer appliances are more dangerous to the environment than older ones.



(E)  Appliances should be kept out of landfills.






The question tells us that all the statements are true, so I won’t really argue. Instead, we just have to find which one of the answer choices must
 be true (or at least is very very likely to be true) according to the environmentalist’s statements. This is really a very simple operation, once you get the hang of it.





A)  This is probably true in real life, but I defy you to show me where the environmentalist talked about recycling. It’s a complete non sequitur. It’s out.

B)  The environmentalist suggested that incineration causes problems, and suggested that heavy metals are problematic. This answer isn’t absolutely proven, but at least it’s strongly suggested.

C)  The argument mentioned CFCs but did not link them to the “atmosphere.” Still looking for something that’s been proven
 .

D)  The argument never mentioned newer vs. older appliances. No way.

E)  The argument says that landfills, when operated properly, pose no threat. So this can’t be it. Answer B was far from perfect, but it’s the best of a bad lot.





Our answer is B.
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Question 21



Since the sweetness of sugared beverages makes athletes more likely to drink them, they can be helpful in avoiding dehydration. Furthermore, small amounts of sugar enhance the body’s absorption of water and delay muscle fatigue by maintaining the body’s glucose level. Still, one must use sugared beverages cautiously, for large amounts draw water from the blood to the stomach, thereby exacerbating the dehydration process.







If the statements above are true, then each of the following could also be true EXCEPT:







(A)  Glucose is not the only type of sugar whose absence or scarcity in one’s diet causes muscle fatigue.



(B)  Problems caused by dehydration are invariably exacerbated if substances that delay muscle fatigue are consumed.



(C)  Dehydrated athletes find beverages containing large amounts of sugar to be too sweet.



(D)  Some situations that exacerbate the problems caused by muscle fatigue do not exacerbate those caused by dehydration.



(E)  The rate at which the body absorbs water depends primarily on the amount of water already present in the blood.






It sounds to me like this argument is talking about Gatorade. So, Gatorade is sweet, and that makes athletes more likely to drink it. And a small bit of sugar is good for a couple of reasons (enhanced water absorption, delayed muscle fatigue). And too much sugar could make you more dehydrated. Got it.

The question says that all the statements above are true, and that four of the answer choices could
 be true, but the one correct answer must
 be false.





A)  The argument only mentioned glucose, and never said that glucose was the only type of sugar that would do anything or not do anything. So this seems like it could be true. So it’s not our answer.

B)  This must be false, because, if the given facts are true, then I can name one substance that can delay muscle fatigue but not “invariably” exacerbate dehydration: Sugar. (It only exacerbates dehydration if you take too much.) I think this must be false, because of sugar.

C)  We don’t know jack shit about what “dehydrated athletes” find to be too sweet or not too sweet. There’s no way this must be false, so it’s not our answer.

D)  This is so vague that there is no way it can’t possibly be true. No way.

E)  “Depends primarily” is way too specific: the argument would have had to say exactly the opposite of this in order for it to be impossible.





We can make a good case for B above (again, that case is basically “sugar”), so that’s got to be our answer.
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Question 21



Many successful graphic designers began their careers after years of formal training, although a significant number learned their trade more informally on the job. But no designer ever became successful who ignored the wishes of a client.







If all of the statements above are true, which one of the following must also be true?







(A)  All graphic designers who are unsuccessful have ignored the wishes of a client.



(B)  Not all formally trained graphic designers ignore clients’ wishes.



(C)  The more attentive a graphic designer is to a client’s wishes, the more likely the designer is to be successful.



(D)  No graphic designers who learn their trade on the job will ignore clients’ wishes.



(E)  The most successful graphic designers learn their trade on the job.






This is another great question to study. It’s super-learnable.

All we have to do here is pick the answer that has been proven
 true by the facts that are already in the record. Those facts are:





1)  Many successful graphic designers had years of formal training.

2)  Some successful graphic designers learned informally on the job.

3)  No graphic designer who ignores her clients can become successful.





We can’t predict the answer here. We just have to evaluate the answer choices and find the one that has to be true, based only on the given facts.





A)  Nope. There are probably lots of ways that one can be unsuccessful. Ignoring the wishes of the client is sufficient
 to make you unsuccessful, but it’s not necessary.

B)  This must be true because of the first and third premises. 1) There are
 some successful graphic designers who were formally trained, and 2) no successful graphic designer can ignore their clients. Therefore there are at least some
 formally trained graphic designers who don’t ignore their clients. It’s as simple as that.

C)  This might
 be true. It’s even probably
 true. But the facts don’t say that it must
 be true. It’s possibly false. There might be a limit, where if you’re constantly up your client’s ass trying to be super-duper attentive, the client will get annoyed and fire you. Since that’s possible, this can’t be the answer.

D)  What? The successful ones won’t, but there could be a million unsuccessful graphic designers who learned on the job who ignore their clients every day. No way.

E)  The facts never said this. The on-the-job learners could be more successful, or not. We simply don’t know, so this can’t be the answer.





Our answer is B.
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Question 21



Designer: Any garden and adjoining living room that are separated from one another by sliding glass doors can visually merge into a single space. If the sliding doors are open, as may happen in summer, this effect will be created if it does not already exist and intensified if it does. The effect remains quite strong during colder months if the garden is well coordinated with the room and contributes strong visual interest of its own.







The designer’s statements, if true, most strongly support which one of the following?







(A)  A garden separated from an adjoining living room by closed sliding glass doors cannot be well coordinated with the room unless the garden contributes strong visual interest.



(B)  In cold weather, a garden and an adjoining living room separated from one another by sliding glass doors will not visually merge into a single space unless the garden is well coordinated with the room.



(C)  A garden and an adjoining living room separated by sliding glass doors cannot visually merge in summer unless the doors are open.



(D)  A garden can visually merge with an adjoining living room into a single space even if the garden does not contribute strong visual interest of its own.



(E)  Except in summer, opening the sliding glass doors that separate a garden from an adjoining living room does not intensify the effect of the garden and room visually merging into a single space.






According to the premises, there are two sufficient conditions for knowing that a garden and adjoining living room have “visually merged” into a single space: 1) Simply open the doors. This, by itself, is sufficient to create “visual merging.” 2a)The garden has to be well coordinated with the room, and,
 2b) the garden has to contribute strong visual interest of its own.





A)  This answer choice tries to create a relationship between 2a and 2b. There is no necessary relationship between these two factors according to the premises. One does not have to be true for the other to be true. So this answer choice is out.

B)  This is out, because nobody ever said we can’t open the doors in cold weather.

C)  This is out, because it totally ignores the second sufficient condition for creating visual merging. What if the garden is well coordinated with the room, and contributes strong visual interest? Can’t this happen in summertime? Furthermore, this answer choice confuses a sufficient and a necessary condition. There could be many
 other ways to create “visual merging.” The premises only talked about two ways, but that doesn’t mean there aren’t other ways.

D)  This must be true, because we can always open the doors.

E)  Huh? We were told that any time we open the doors, the effect is created or intensified. This answer is actually proven false by the given facts.





Our answer is D.
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Question 21



Most opera singers who add demanding roles to their repertoires at a young age lose their voices early. It has been said that this is because their voices have not yet matured and hence lack the power for such roles. But young singers with great vocal power are the most likely to ruin their voices. The real problem is that most young singers lack the technical training necessary to avoid straining their vocal cords—especially when using their full vocal strength. Such misuse of the cords inevitably leads to a truncated singing career.







Which one of the following does the information above most strongly support?







(A)  Young opera singers without great vocal power are unlikely to ruin their voices by singing demanding roles.



(B)  Some young opera singers ruin their voices while singing demanding roles because their vocal cords have not yet matured.



(C)  Only opera singers with many years of technical training should try to sing demanding roles.



(D)  Only mature opera singers can sing demanding roles without undue strain on their vocal cords.



(E)  Most young opera singers who sing demanding roles strain their vocal cords.






Our job is simply to pick the answer that has the strongest evidentiary support from the facts that we’re given. The correct answer does not
 need to be any brilliant leap of logic, or even the conclusion of the argument. It just needs to be something that has strong support from the facts on the page. Ideally, the correct answer will seem very obvious. “They already said that!” or, “That’s exactly what they said!” would be the ideal response to the correct answer here.





A)  Nah. Just because most young singers who get injured have powerful voices doesn’t mean that you’re unlikely to injure your voice if you don’t
 have great power.

B)  The facts actually seem to point in the other direction (that untrained power is the problem), not underdeveloped vocal cords. I don’t think this is it.

C)  Well, no, not necessarily. This answer choice is too absolute. The facts do suggest that “technical training” can help protect one from injury, but it never says you need “many years” of technical training. Furthermore it doesn’t go so far as to say that everyone
 needs technical training. I don’t think this is it either.

D)  Nah. This answer choice is too absolute. The facts definitely leave open the possibility that there are some young virtuosos who can sing demanding roles without misusing their vocal cords, possibly because of training, or possibly because of natural instinct. Anyway, this isn’t it.

E)  This seems to be what the argument was saying. The use of the word “most” leaves plenty of room for exceptions, which makes it easier to prove. We know that most
 young opera singers who sing demanding roles do lose their voices early. And we know that most
 young singers lack the training necessary to avoid straining their vocal cords, especially when using their full vocal strength. Put those two together, and it seems pretty likely that most
 young singers who sing demanding roles strain their vocal cords. This answer wasn’t necessarily proven
 by the facts, but all the other answer choices were speculative in some way.





So our answer is E.
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Question 21



Each of the many people who participated in the town’s annual spring cleanup received a community recognition certificate. Because the spring cleanup took place at the same time as the downtown arts fair, we know that there are at least some spring cleanup participants who are not active in the town’s artistic circles.







If the statements above are true, which one of the following must be true?







(A)  Some of the persons who are active in the town’s artistic circles received community recognition certificates.



(B)  Not all of those who received community recognition certificates are active in the town’s artistic circles.



(C)  No participants in the downtown arts fair received community recognition certificates.



(D)  No person who received a community recognition certificate has not participated in the spring cleanup.



(E)  Persons who are active in the town’s artistic circles are not concerned with the town’s environment.






The facts are as follows. Everyone who cleaned up got a stupid certificate. Some people who cleaned up didn’t go to the arts fair because the arts fair was at the same time as the cleanup. Conclusion: Some people who cleaned up aren’t active in the town’s artistic circles. My objection: Seriously? I can’t be active in the artistic circles if I chose the spring cleanup over the stupid downtown arts fair?

This question asks us to identify something that must be true. There will be four answer choices that could be false, and only one that has to be true based on these facts.





A)  I don’t see why this has to be true. I thought the facts said that the arts fair was at the same time as the cleanup, so the people who were into the arts didn’t do the cleanup, so they didn’t get a stupid certificate. I don’t think this can be it.

B)  I smell a trap here. My objection above was, “Seriously? I can’t be active in the artistic circles if I chose the spring cleanup over the stupid downtown arts fair?” I think that applies to this answer choice. What if all
 of the people who did the cleanup are also active in the town’s artistic circles, but they thought it was their civic obligation to do the cleanup? Or what if they just reeeally wanted the stupid certificate? I’m looking for something better.

C)  Again, this feels like a trap. It seems possible that maybe someone helped set up the arts fair and then went and did the cleanup and got the stupid certificate,  or maybe they got a stupid certificate for contributing to the arts fair. We’re looking for something better. Something that we know
 is true.

D)  If we choose this, we’d be making the classic error of confusing a sufficient condition for a necessary condition. Yeah, everyone who did the cleanup got a stupid certificate. But maybe the arts fair handed out stupid certificates also! And maybe the town ice cream eating association also handed out stupid certificates, and the local bar got an allocation of stupid certificates and handed them out to everyone who bought a beer, etcetera.

E)  Okay, there is absolutely no way
 this can be the answer. The facts never said anything about whether people were “concerned” with the environment. So the facts can’t properly prove anything about concern or the lack thereof. No way.





If you don’t occasionally eliminate all five answer choices, you’re doing it wrong. You should initially give each answer choice very little respect, so that you’ll quickly get through all five and let the right answer “speak to you.” Here, we eliminated all five. On a second pass, I think our answer is B. The question said, “If the statements above are true,” which applies to the conclusion
 of the argument as well as the premises. It just turns the conclusion into yet another fact that we have to accept as true. So, “There are at least some spring cleanup participants who are not active in the town’s artistic circles,” isn’t open for debate. If that’s true, and since all cleanup participants got the stupid certificate, then it also has to be true that some people got certificates (some of the spring cleanup participants) who aren’t active in the town’s artistic circles.





Tough question, but our answer is B.
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Question 22



When uncontrollable factors such as lack of rain cause farmers’ wheat crops to fail, fertilizer and seed dealers, as well as truckers and mechanics, lose business, and fuel suppliers are unable to sell enough diesel fuel to make a profit.







Which one of the following claims follows logically from the information above?







(A)  If several of the businesses that sell to farmers do not prosper, it is because farming itself is not prospering.



(B)  If rainfall is below average, those businesses that profit from farmers’ purchases tend to lose money.



(C)  Farmers are not responsible for the consequences of a wheat crop’s failing if wheat growth has been affected by lack of rain.



(D)  A country’s dependence on agriculture can lead to major economic crises.



(E)  The consequences of a drought are not restricted to the drought’s impact on farm productivity.






There’s no argument here, just a set of facts. It basically goes like this: lack of rain, among other uncontrollable factors, can cause wheat crops to fail. When that happens, fertilizer dealers, seed dealers, truckers, mechanics, and fuel suppliers are all impacted. Okay, so what?

We’re asked to identify a claim that “follows logically” from the given statements. This means, “Which one must be true?” The most important thing here is not to go further than the facts actually justify. The answer doesn’t have to be any sort of grand conclusion. It doesn’t even have to be interesting! The correct answer will frequently be super-boring and obvious. If it sounds like it’s exactly what the speaker already said, then it’s probably the correct answer. Let’s see.





A)  No, this is speculative. It’s true that seed dealers can struggle if farms are struggling, but the facts don’t say that’s the only
 way seed dealers can struggle. They’d probably also struggle if their owners were raging alcoholics, for example. There’s no way this is the answer: it’s simply not proven by the given facts.

B)  Again, this is speculative. The given facts say that “lack of rain” can
 cause crops to fail, but that doesn’t mean that every time rainfall is “below average” the crops will definitely fail. And even if the crops do
 fail, I think it’s still possible for businesses to turn a profit, perhaps by selling T-shirts with pithy comments? “Almond Farmers Have Dusty Nuts” That’s possible, so this is not the answer.

C)  No way in hell. Just because lack of rain can “cause” crops to fail doesn’t mean that farmers are “not responsible.” Maybe farmers should have read their almanacs better, and planted different crops! Or maybe they should have purchased water from an outside agency well in advance, to get them through the drought. “Not responsible” is a normative, i.e. “value” judgment. The LSAT never imposes any outside standard of values, without a premise that forces us to accept one value or another. The only way for this to have been the answer would have been if the facts specifically said, “Farmers are not responsible if XYZ,” or, “Only weather can be held responsible if XYZ.” This is out.

D)  The facts never mention “major economic crisis,” so this is completely unsupported by the given facts.

E)  Yep. It’s very easy to meet the criterion of “not restricted.” All we need is one thing (anything besides farm productivity), that happens as a result of a drought. The given facts provide several. Seed dealers lose business, mechanics lose business, etcetera. We’re told, specifically, that drought can have all sorts of other consequences that aren’t restricted to the farm productivity itself. This is very well supported by the facts, so it’s our answer.





Our answer is E.
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Question 22



All parrots can learn to speak a few words and phrases. Not all parrots have equally pleasant dispositions, though some of those native to Australia can be counted on for a sweet temper. Almost any parrot, however, will show tremendous affection for an owner who raised the bird from a chick by hand-feeding it.







If the statements above are true, then which one of the following must be true?







(A)  Some parrots that can learn to speak are sweet tempered.



(B)  If a parrot is not native to Australia, then it will be sweet tempered only if it is hand-fed as a chick.



(C)  The sweetest-tempered parrots are those native to Australia.



(D)  Australia is the only place where one can find birds that can both learn to speak and be relied on for a sweet temper.



(E)  All species of pet birds that are native to Australia can be counted on for a sweet temper.










A bunch of random facts about parrots. Okay, fine. Who cares. We’re asked to find the answer that must be true if all the stupid facts about parrots are true. Shouldn’t be too tough.





A)  Yep. All parrots can learn to speak a few words. Some parrots from Australia have a sweet temper. So some sweet parrots (the Australian ones) can learn to speak. This is definitely going to be the answer. B through E will all have problems. Let’s see.

B)  What? No. We don’t know much at all about non-Australian parrots. There could be plenty of other countries that also produce sweet-tempered birds regardless of whether they are hand-fed.

C)  Nah. Same explanation as B.

D)  Nope. Same explanation as B and C.

E)  No, the facts were only about parrots
 . We don’t know anything about other types of birds. If you had a pet kookaburra, it would probably bite your face off.





Our answer is A, because it’s the only one that must be true for sure,
 according to the facts we were given. All the other answers are speculative.
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Question 22



All highly successful salespersons are both well organized and self-motivated, characteristics absent from many salespersons who are not highly successful. Further, although only those who are highly successful are well known among their peers, no salespersons who are self-motivated regret their career choices.







If all of the statements above are true, which one of the following must be true?







(A)  No self-motivated salespersons who are not highly successful are well organized.



(B)  All salespersons who are well organized but not highly successful are self-motivated.



(C)  No salespersons who are well known among their peers regret their career choices.



(D)  All salespersons who are not well organized regret their career choices.



(E)  All salespersons who do not regret their career choices are highly successful.






This one tests your ability to perform conditional (i.e.
 “if —> then”) reasoning. The facts are as follows: first, if you are a highly successful salesperson, then you are highly organized and self-motivated. This is really two premises in one, because we’re told two
 things about all highly successful salespersons. The contrapositive of this statement is, “If you’re not highly organized, then you are not a highly successful salesperson,” and, “If you’re not self-motivated, then you’re not a highly successful salesperson.” The next premise is, “Only
 those who are highly successful are well known among their peers.” This means, “If you are well known, then you are highly successful.” (The word ‘only’ indicates a necessary condition.) The contrapositive to this premise is, “If you are not highly successful, then you are not well known.” The final premise is, “No salespersons who are self-motivated regret their career choices.” The contrapositive would be, “If you regret your career choices, then you are not self-motivated.”

There’s a link between the first and last premises. If someone regrets their career choices, then they can’t be self-motivated. And that, in turn, means they can’t be a highly successful salesperson.

Note that there is no conclusion in this argument, just a set of if —> then facts. The question simply asks us to identify a statement that must be true according to those facts. I can’t always make a prediction on a must be true question, but on this one I think I can because the first and last premise linked together. My prediction is, “If you regret your career choices you are not a highly successful salesperson,” or the contrapositive of that statement, “If you are a highly successful salesperson then you do not regret your career choices.”





A)  The facts told us about successful
 salespersons. We don’t know jack shit about unsuccessful
 salespersons. No way.

B)  Again, we don’t know anything about unsuccessful salespersons. Next please.

C)  I think this is it. If you’re well known, then you’re successful. And you can’t be successful and regret your career choices. I like this one.

D)  The only thing we know about disorganized salespersons is that they can’t be highly successful. And we don’t know anything else about unsuccessful salespersons. This isn’t it.

E)  Nope! If you regret your career choices then you can’t
 be successful. That doesn’t mean everyone who doesn’t regret their career choices is
 successful. This is the classic error of conditional reasoning that I talk about on the first and second night of every class I teach. Learn it! If you don’t, the testmakers are going to continue to beat you up with it.





Our answer is C.
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Question 23



In modern “brushless” car washes, cloth strips called mitters have replaced brushes. Mitters are easier on most cars’ finishes than brushes are. This is especially important with the new clear-coat finishes found on many cars today, which are more easily scratched than older finishes are.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the statements above, if those statements are true?







(A)  When car washes all used brushes rather than mitters, there were more cars on the road with scratched finishes than there are today.



(B)  Modern “brushless” car washes were introduced as a direct response to the use of clear-coat finishes on cars.



(C)  Modern “brushless” car washes usually do not produce visible scratches on cars with older finishes.



(D)  Brushes are more effective than mitters and are preferred for cleaning cars with older finishes.



(E)  More cars in use today have clear-coat finishes rather than older finishes.






There’s no conclusion here, just a couple fun facts about car washes. The question simply asks us to identify a statement that is supported by the given statements. So all the information given to us can be assumed to be solid-gold-plated fact, and our job is to find an answer choice that seems to be best supported by those facts and nothing else
 . Here we go:





A)  No, because today's cars are more easily scratched. Furthermore, there are many other ways for a car to get scratched besides car washes. For example, maybe there are more rocks on the road today than in the old days.

B)  The facts give us zero information about anybody’s motivation for taking any action. There is no way in hell this can be the answer.

C)  “Usually”? Where do the facts tell us that mitters “usually” don’t leave scratches on any certain type of cars? Yes, mitters are better. Yes, older finishes were better. But it’s possible that almost all cars get scratched every time. I also hate the use of the word “visible” in this answer, because “visibility” of scratches was never mentioned in the facts. I don’t think this can be it.

D)  Efficacy of cleaning was mentioned nowhere in the argument. There is no way this can be it.

E)  This can’t be the answer, because the facts say clear-coat is found on “many cars today” which leaves open the possibility that most cars actually still have older finishes.





I didn't love C, but I hated A, B, D and E. Sometimes we just have to pick the best of a bad lot. Our answer is C, because it's the least unreasonable.
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Question 23



Certain bacteria that produce hydrogen sulfide as a waste product would die if directly exposed to oxygen. The hydrogen sulfide reacts with oxygen, removing it and so preventing it from harming the bacteria. Furthermore, the hydrogen sulfide tends to kill other organisms in the area, thereby providing the bacteria with a source of food. As a result, a dense colony of these bacteria produces for itself an environment in which it can continue to thrive indefinitely.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the information above?







(A)  A dense colony of the bacteria can indefinitely continue to produce enough hydrogen sulfide to kill other organisms in the area and to prevent oxygen from harming the bacteria.



(B)  The hydrogen sulfide produced by the bacteria kills other organisms in the area by reacting with and removing oxygen.



(C)  Most organisms, if killed by the hydrogen sulfide produced by the bacteria, can provide a source of food for the bacteria.



(D)  The bacteria can continue to thrive indefinitely only in an environment in which the hydrogen sulfide they produce has removed all oxygen and killed other organisms in the area.



(E)  If any colony of bacteria produces hydrogen sulfide as a waste product, it thereby ensures that it is both provided with a source of food and protected from harm by oxygen.






This question asks us to find an answer choice with “the most support” from the statements given. On this type of question, all we have to do is find the answer choice that, ideally, must be true
 according to the given facts. The correct answer doesn’t have to be the conclusion of the argument, it just has to be unavoidable truth according to the facts we were given.  Anything speculative will be immediately out of contention.





A)  This seems pretty good. The argument says a dense colony of bacteria can “thrive indefinitely.”  This only makes sense if the bacteria can “indefinitely continue” to manufacture its own oxygen-free environment and food. I bet this is the answer.

B)  We know that hydrogen sulfide kills other organisms, but we don’t know if this does so via oxygen, or via a really bad smell, or via a bazooka, we’re simply not told. No way.

C)  Nah. We don’t know that the bacteria can eat “most organisms.” Maybe they’re very very picky. We aren’t told, so this can’t be the answer.

D)  Nah. Just because the bacteria can thrive indefinitely in certain favorable environments doesn’t mean they can thrive only
 in those environments. Humans do very well in Hawaii, but they can also survive in Alaska.

E)  The argument was only about certain
 bacteria, not about all
 bacteria. Answer E is too broad because it would apply to all
 bacteria. This is out.





Because A was strongly suggested by the given facts, and because B through E were all speculative, our answer must be A.
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Question 23



Ecologist: Without the intervention of conservationists, squirrel monkeys will become extinct. But they will survive if large tracts of second-growth forest habitat are preserved for them. Squirrel monkeys flourish in second-growth forest because of the plentiful supply of their favorite insects and fruit.







Which one of the following can be properly inferred from the ecologist’s statements?







(A)  No habitat other than second-growth forest contains plentiful supplies of squirrel monkeys’ favorite insects and fruit.



(B)  At least some of the conservationists who intervene to help the squirrel monkeys survive will do so by preserving second-growth forest habitat for the monkeys.



(C)  Without plentiful supplies of their favorite insects and fruit, squirrel monkeys will become extinct.



(D)  If conservationists intervene to help squirrel monkeys survive, then the squirrel monkeys will not become extinct.



(E)  Without the intervention of conservationists, large tracts of second-growth forest habitat will not be preserved for squirrel monkeys.






This is tricky, but it’s a pattern that reappears every once in a while on the LSAT. Basically, it goes like this: if A is true then B is true. But if C is true, then B cannot be true. Therefore A and C cannot be true simultaneously, because it would cause B to be both true and not true simultaneously, thus causing the universe to implode upon itself. Or something like that.

Here, if conservationists don’t intervene, then squirrel monkeys are toast. But if large tracts of second-growth forest habitat are preserved, then squirrel monkeys are not toast. Therefore, conservationists can’t not intervene while large tracts of second-growth forest habitat are preserved, because if both those things happened then the monkeys would both survive and not survive, which doesn’t make sense.

The question says, “Which one of the following can be properly inferred from the ecologist’s statements.” This just means “which one of the following must be true based on the ecologist’s statements.”





A)  There’s nothing in the passage that suggests second-growth forest is the only habitat with plentiful supplies of insects and fruit.

B)  We don’t know how
 conservationists who intervene will do so. We just know they can’t not intervene if habitat is preserved, because that would cause a paradox.

C)  This answer confuses its sufficient and necessary conditions. Habitat preservation, and the insects and fruits that come along with that, is sufficient to save the monkeys, but it’s not necessary.

D)  Same error as C made. If conservationists don’t
 intervene, then the monkeys are effed. That doesn’t mean that if the conservationists do
 intervene, then the monkeys are for sure saved. There are probably lots of ways that the monkeys could get effed.

E)  Yep! If both these things happened at once, then the monkeys would be both saved and not saved. Which can’t happen.





So our answer is E.
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Question 23



Politician: The current crisis in mathematics education must be overcome if we are to remain competitive in the global economy. Alleviating this crisis requires the employment of successful teaching methods. No method of teaching a subject can succeed that does not get students to spend a significant amount of time outside of class studying that subject.







Which one of the following statements follows logically from the statements above?







(A)  If students spend a significant amount of time outside of class studying mathematics, the current crisis in mathematics education will be overcome.



(B)  The current crisis in mathematics education will not be overcome unless students spend a significant amount of time outside of class studying mathematics.



(C)  Few subjects are as important as mathematics to the effort to remain competitive in the global economy.



(D)  Only if we succeed in remaining competitive in the global economy will students spend a significant amount of time outside of class studying mathematics.



(E)  Students’ spending a significant amount of time outside of class studying mathematics would help us to remain competitive in the global economy.






This is the very rare argument on the LSAT where the elements actually fit tightly together. All we need to do is bring them together to their obvious conclusion. The argument doesn’t actually say
 this, but it’s strongly implied (proven, actually) that “we need to get students to spend a significant time outside of class studying math if we are to remain competitive in the global economy.” Or, put slightly differently (contrapositive), “If we don’t get students to spend a significant amount of time outside of class studying math, we are not going to remain competitive in the global economy.” Either one of those would be the correct answer, and I’d wager that one of them will be goddamn almost exactly
 the answer here.





A)  Nope. Getting students to study math at home is necessary
 if we are to overcome the crisis in math education, but not sufficient
 to prove we will overcome the crisis. This ain’t it.

B)  Hmm. This is not exactly what we were looking for, but it’s also something that’s been proven by the facts. Note that the question didn’t ask us for the conclusion
 of the argument. All the question asked for is something that “follows logically” (i.e.
 is proven), by the facts that were given. So the answer could be the conclusion of the argument, but it doesn’t have to be. The given facts do prove that we can’t overcome the crisis in math if we don’t get kids to study math outside class. So B has been proven by the facts. Just because the argument could actually be used to go much further than this, like I thought it would, doesn’t change the fact that B can be proved with the evidence we’ve been given. So B is almost certainly our answer, even though I would have lost the wager I mentioned above.

C)  Huh? Math is necessary, but that doesn’t mean there aren’t a million other subjects that aren’t also necessary.

D)  No, this gets the logic backward. “Only if” introduces a necessary condition. D says it’s necessary to remain competitive in order to get students to study. The facts say it’s necessary to get students to study in order to remain competitive. This would be the correct answer (actually, it would exactly match our prediction) if it didn’t include the word “only.”

E)  This might be tempting if I wasn’t already sure that B was the correct answer. But the reason why E is not
 the answer is that just because something is necessary to achieve something else doesn’t mean it’s going to “help” you actually do that thing. For example, to play in the NBA it’s certainly necessary that you be able to breathe. (If you can’t breathe you’re dead, and dead folks can’t play ball.) But breathing doesn’t really “help” you play in the NBA, does it? I can breathe, so is my breathing “helping” me play in the NBA? Nah, I didn’t think so.





Our answer is B.
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Question 24



Mammals cannot digest cellulose and therefore cannot directly obtain glucose from wood. Mushrooms can, however; and some mushrooms use cellulose to make highly branched polymers, the branches of which are a form of glucose called beta-glucans. Beta-glucan extracts from various types of mushrooms slow, reverse, or prevent the growth of cancerous tumors in mammals, and the antitumor activity of beta-glucans increases as the degree of branching increases. These extracts prevent tumor growth not by killing cancer cells directly but by increasing immune-cell activity.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the information above?







(A)  Mammals obtain no beneficial health effects from eating cellulose.



(B)  If extracts from a type of mushroom slow, reverse, or prevent the growth of cancerous tumors in mammals, then the mushroom is capable of using cellulose to make beta-glucans.



(C)  The greater the degree of branching of beta-glucans, the greater the degree of immune-cell activity it triggers in mammals.



(D)  Immune-cell activity in mammals does not prevent tumor growth by killing cancer cells.



(E)  Any organism capable of obtaining glucose from wood can use cellulose to make beta-glucans.






Bunch of scientific facts here, with no logic. (There’s no evidence supporting an eventual conclusion, it’s just fact-fact-fact-fact-fact.) We’re asked to identify something that is “most strongly supported” by the given facts. So we’re just going to pick the one that has evidentiary support from the given facts, and avoid all answers that seem unsupported or speculative. If all else is equal, we’ll prefer a softer, weaker, more qualified, more relative answer choice here, because it’s easier to prove something soft than it is to prove something hard, strong, unqualified, and absolute.





A)  Speculative. The first sentence tells us mammals can’t digest cellulose, but that doesn’t mean mammals can’t get any health benefits at all
 from eating cellulose. Maybe it helps them stay regular.

B)  Speculative. Some mushrooms do
 use the cellulose / beta-glucan process, and beta-glucan extracts can be used to slow, reverse, or prevent tumor growth in mammals. But that doesn’t mean that the only
 kind of mushroom extract that can slow tumor growth is of the beta-glucan type. Maybe mushrooms can also kill tumors in a million other ways, we just don’t know.

C)  This one does have support from the argument in the last two sentences. “Antitumor activity of beta-glucans increases as the degree of branching increases,” and “extracts prevent tumor growth by increasing immune-cell activity.” If those two things are true, then it seems reasonable to conclude that greater branching leads to greater immune-cell activity. I bet this is the answer.

D)  Nah. Beta-glucans
 don’t kill tumor cells directly, but we don’t know how immune cells operate. I’d actually assume that they very well might
 kill cancer cells.

E)  No, the argument was only about mushrooms that can create beta-glucans. We don’t know if they’re the only organisms that can do this, or if there are thousands of other organisms that can do the exact same thing. This is speculative.





Our answer is C, because I can point to the facts in the given sentences that support it.
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Question 24



In response to several bacterial infections traced to its apple juice, McElligott now flash pasteurizes its apple juice by quickly heating and immediately rechilling it. Intensive pasteurization, in which juice is heated for an hour, eliminates bacteria more effectively than does any other method, but is likely to destroy the original flavor. However, because McElligott’s citrus juices have not been linked to any bacterial infections, they remain unpasteurized.







The statements above, if true, provide the most support for which one of the following claims?







(A)  McElligott’s citrus juices contain fewer infectious bacteria than do citrus juices produced by other companies.



(B)  McElligott’s apple juice is less likely to contain infectious bacteria than are McElligott’s citrus juices.



(C)  McElligott’s citrus juices retain more of the juices’ original flavor than do any pasteurized citrus juices.



(D)  The most effective method for eliminating bacteria from juice is also the method most likely to destroy flavor.



(E)  Apple juice that undergoes intensive pasteurization is less likely than McElligott’s apple juice is to contain bacteria.






This question asks us to find an answer choice with “the most support” from the statements given. On this type of question, all we have to do is find the answer choice that, ideally, must be true according to the given facts. The correct answer doesn’t have to be the conclusion of the argument, it just has to be unavoidable truth according to the facts we were given.  Anything speculative will be immediately out of contention.





A)  Even though the citrus juices have never been “linked” to any bacterial infections, they could still be teeming with bacteria. The facts even state that the citrus juices are not pasteurized. There’s no way this is it, because it’s speculative.

B)  Even though the apple juices are flash pasteurized, they could still be teeming with bacteria. And the citrus juices, which have never been linked to any bacterial infections, might be pure as the driven snow. This is out.

C)  Even though the citrus juices are unpasteurized, they still might taste like ass for a million different reasons, including, but not limited to, actual contamination from Mr. McElligott’s very own ass. No way.

D)  This one is way closer than A, B, or C. The facts mention intensive pasteurization as the most effective method for eliminating bacteria. And the facts also say that intensive pasteurization is “likely” to destroy the original flavor. But that is simply not the same thing as saying that intensive pasteurization is the method most
 likely to destroy flavor. There could be way worse pasteurization methods flavor-wise: how about Mr. McElligott’s trademarked Ass-Pasteurization? I don’t think this is the answer, but if E is horrible we can reconsider.

E)  Yep. McElligott’s apple juice only undergoes flash pasteurization, even though it has been linked to several bacterial infections in the past. And intensive pasteurization is a more effective bacteria-elimination method than flash pasteurization. So if given the choice, we would have to choose something intensively pasteurized over McElligott’s nasty stuff. This is our answer, because it has the most support from the given facts.





The answer is E.
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Question 24



Biologist: We know the following things about plant X. Specimens with fuzzy seeds always have long stems but never have white flowers. Specimens with curled leaves always have white flowers, and specimens with thorny seedpods always have curled leaves. A specimen of plant X in my garden has a long stem and curled leaves.







From the biologist’s statements, which one of the following  can be properly inferred about the specimen of plant X in the biologist’s garden?







(A)  It has white flowers and thorny seedpods.



(B)  It has white flowers but lacks thorny seedpods.



(C)  It has white flowers but lacks fuzzy seeds.



(D)  It has fuzzy seeds and thorny seedpods.



(E)  It lacks both white flowers and fuzzy seeds.






I only diagram when I absolutely have to, and this is probably one of those situations. There’s no way I can just read this and remember everything; the terms don’t inherently make sense with one another. I have to treat this question kind of like math. It’s not actual
 math, but it reduces the variables to abstractions like you’d do in algebra. This is a powerful—but dangerous—technique because abstraction can lead to silly mistakes. Only diagram when necessary. And if this all makes you very uncomfortable, just go ahead and skip this question (bubble in a guess!) and move on. It’s your test, after all. And I promise that you do not
 have to be able to master this question to do quite well on the LSAT.

My diagram looks like this:





1)  FS —> LS

2)  FS —> WF






3)  CL —> WF

4)  TS —> CL






	Combining together 4 and 3, we get TS —> CL —> WF

	The contrapositive of 2 is WF —> FS






	So combining 4, 3, and 2 together we get TS —> CL —> WF —> FS












The specimen in question has a long stem. This is absolutely useless to us, because the only thing we know about plants with long stems is—uhhhh—nothing at all. A long stem means it’s possible
 that you have fuzzy seeds, but it’s not necessary because the arrow only goes one way. So the long stem is basically useless to us.

The specimen in question also has curled leaves. Aha! If it has curled leaves, then it also has to have white flowers. And if it has white flowers, then it can’t have fuzzy seeds. We know those two things for sure.

The question asks us for something that can be “properly inferred” from the biologist’s statements. All this means is “which one must be true” according to the biologist’s statements. The answer must be either white flowers, or non-fuzzy seeds, or both.





A)  It’s true that the specimen has to have white flowers, but we don’t know about the thorny seedpods. This could
 be true, but it doesn’t have to be true. We’re looking for an answer that must
 be true. So this can’t be it.

B)  Again, we don’t know about the thorns for sure one way or the other. Next please.

C)  Yep! This is exactly what I predicted.

D)  Just like A and B, we don’t know for sure about the thorns.

E)  This is wrong, because the specimen must
 have white flowers.





Our answer is C.
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Question 24



Human resources director: While only some recent university graduates consider work environment an important factor in choosing a job, they all consider salary an important factor. Further, whereas the only workers who consider stress level an important factor in choosing a job are a few veteran employees, every recent university graduate considers vacation policy an important factor.







If all of the statements of the human resources director are true, then which one of the following must be true?







(A)  All people who consider work environment an important factor in choosing a job also consider salary an important factor.



(B)  At least some people who consider work environment an important factor in choosing a job consider vacation policy an important factor as well.



(C)  At least some veteran employees do not consider work environment an important factor in choosing a job.



(D)  All people who consider vacation policy an important factor in choosing a job also consider salary an important factor.



(E)  No one for whom salary is an important factor in choosing a job also considers stress level an important factor.






This is just a set of random facts about what different groups of employees consider important when choosing a job. We can’t argue with it, because there’s no logic and no conclusion. It’s just a bunch of evidence, all of which we have to assume is true. The question asks us to find something else that must be true if all of this evidence is true.

We can’t answer this one in advance, we just have to go through the answer choices.

We’re probably looking for something weak and/or confined specifically to these
 facts. Any answer choice about “all people” or “all choices” or the like will probably be eliminated, because these facts are only about employees choosing jobs.





A)  Any recent university grad who considers work environment an important factor definitely also considers salary important. But we have no idea who else might consider work environment important, and there might be someone out there who values work environment and not salary. The facts leave open the possibility that all Steve Jobs cares about, for example, is work environment, and he doesn’t give a shit about salary. So this isn’t the answer.

B)  This is proven by the facts. The first sentence says some recent grads consider work environment important. The last sentence says all
 recent grads consider vacation policy important. So there have to be at least some
 people (the recent grads) who consider both work environment and vacation policy important. This is the answer.

C)  We were not told whether veteran workers do or do not consider work environment important. Maybe they all do, maybe none of them do. This is out.

D)  We know all recent grads consider salary and vacation policy important. But we have no idea whether all
 people (recent grads, non-recent grads, people who never graduated at all) who consider vacation policy important do or do not also consider salary important.

E)  There could be veteran employees who consider salary and stress to be important factors.





Our answer is B.
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Question 25



False chicory’s taproot is always one half as long as the plant is tall. Furthermore, the more rain false chicory receives, the taller it tends to grow. In fact, false chicory plants that receive greater than twice the average rainfall of the species’ usual habitat always reach above-average heights for false chicory.







If the statements above are true, then which one of the following must also be true?







(A)  If two false chicory plants differ in height, then it is likely that the one with the shorter taproot has received less than twice the average rainfall of the species’ usual habitat.



(B)  If a false chicory plant has a longer-than-average taproot, then it is likely to have received more than twice the average rainfall of the species’ usual habitat.



(C)  It is not possible for a false chicory plant to receive only the average amount of rainfall of the species’ usual habitat and be of above-average height.



(D)  If the plants in one group of false chicory are not taller than those in another group of false chicory, then the two groups must have received the same amount of rainfall.



(E)  If a false chicory plant receives greater than twice the average rainfall of the species’ usual habitat, then it will have a longer taproot than that of an average-sized false chicory plant.






All we’re looking for here is something that has to be true according to the facts that we are presented with on the page. After reading the first two sentences, I predict that the answer might be, “The more rain false chicory receives, the longer its taproot tends to be.
 ” This must
 be true because 1) false chicory always has a taproot half as long as it is tall, and 2) false chicory tends to grow when it receives rain. After reading the third sentence, I think another good answer might be something like, “False chicory plants that receive greater than twice the average rainfall of the species’ usual habitat always have above-average taproot length for false chicory.” I know this must
 be true because 1) false chicory always has a taproot half as long as it is tall, and 2) false chicory plants that receive greater than twice the average rainfall of the species’ usual habitat always reach above-average heights for false chicory.

We have two proposed answers, so I think we’re in good shape here.





A)  If this answer had said, “If two false chicory plants differ in height, then the length of their taproot also differs,” then it would absolutely be the answer. That ain’t what it says though.

B)  This answer assumes that one cause of an above-average taproot (lots of rain) is the most likely cause of an above-average taproot. But maybe it's more likely that extra sunlight will cause above-average growth. Or exposure to nuclear radiation. Or fertilizer. Etcetera.

C)  This is pure speculation. We were given no facts about the range of growth allowable for false chicory plants that get average rainfall. No way.

D)  This seems likely, but it doesn’t have
 to be true. Rainfall “tends” to be associated with greater growth, but it’s possible that there are exceptions. This feels like a trap.

E)  This almost exactly matches our second prediction, above. Bingo.





Our answer is E.
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Question 25



To face danger solely because doing so affords one a certain pleasure does not constitute courage. Real courage is manifested only when a person, in acting to attain a goal, perseveres in the face of fear prompted by one or more dangers involved.







Which one of the following statements can be properly inferred from the statements above?







(A)  A person who must face danger in order to avoid future pain cannot properly be called courageous for doing so.



(B)  A person who experiences fear of some aspects of a dangerous situation cannot be said to act courageously in that situation.



(C)  A person who happens to derive pleasure from some dangerous activities is not a courageous person.



(D)  A person who faces danger in order to benefit others is acting courageously only if the person is afraid of the danger.



(E)  A person who has no fear of the situations that everyone else would fear cannot be said to be courageous in any situation.






Here, I have to tell myself a little story to try to make the argument make sense. The argument is presented entirely in the abstract, so I will invent some details that are consistent with the argument. The first sentence says, “To face danger solely because doing so affords one a certain pleasure does not constitute courage.” Here, I am thinking of skydivers. Basically, the argument is saying, “Skydiving, if done only for pleasure, is not courageous.”

The second sentence says, “Real courage is manifested only when a person, in acting to attain a goal, perseveres in the face of fear prompted by one or more dangers involved.” Using my skydivers, this makes some sense.  Recreational skydivers are jumping from planes for the sheer thrill of it. This isn’t Seal Team Six, skydiving at night with guns in order to storm Osama Bin Laden’s compound and take out the world’s most notorious terrorist. There is no perseverance in recreational skydiving; there is no danger that is prompting the decision to jump from a plane.

The question asks us to find an answer that must be true based on the facts that were given. I’m not sure our skydivers will be all that useful, but the example was at least useful in helping us understand the facts. Let’s see.





A)  Okay, I think our skydivers are perfect after all. The fact that Seal Team Six was facing danger in order to avoid the possible future pain of another 9/11 does not limit their courageousness according to the facts we were given. The facts only say you have to be acting to attain some goal (no matter what that is) when you persevere through fear and face a danger. This is out.

B)  I think it is almost guaranteed that some of the bad-asses in Seal Team Six experienced at least some fear when storming Osama’s compound. According to the facts, it is actually necessary
 to persevere in the face of fear to properly be called courageous. (Fear is necessary because of the word only
 .) This ain’t it.

C)  The facts never said you couldn’t derive pleasure while persevering in the face of fear. I’m sure that some of the bad-asses in Seal Team Six were excited, yet afraid, while storming the compound. They’re still courageous. I’m still looking.

D)  Yeah, I think this has to be true. “Benefiting others” is totally irrelevant here. The salient point is that you have to be afraid
 in order to be called courageous. If there were any crazy motherfuckers on Seal Team Six who were not
 afraid while storming Osama’s compound in the middle of the night, then the argument would not
 call those dudes courageous. I like this answer.

E)  This is way too big and broad. Let’s take one of those crazy motherfuckers from Seal Team Six. He wasn’t afraid of storming Osama’s compound, so he wasn’t courageous then. But maybe he’s deathly afraid of worms. His 4-year-old daughter is about to eat a worm on the playground, but the badass springs into action. His goal: stop the kid from eating the worm. His fear: the worm. He perseveres through the fear, and swoops the kid up right before she eats the worm. According to the facts, he wasn’t courageous at Osama’s compound but he is courageous on the playground. So E isn’t the answer.





Our answer is D.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST


June 2009




Section 2




Question 25



The law of the city of Weston regarding contributions to mayoral campaigns is as follows: all contributions to these campaigns in excess of $100 made by nonresidents of Weston who are not former residents of Weston must be registered with the city council. Brimley’s mayoral campaign clearly complied with this law since it accepted contributions only from residents and former residents of Weston.







If all the statements above are true, which one of the following statements must be true?







(A)  No nonresident of Weston contributed in excess of $100 to Brimley’s campaign.



(B)  Some contributions to Brimley’s campaign in excess of $100 were registered with the city council.



(C)  No contributions to Brimley’s campaign needed to be registered with the city council.



(D)  All contributions to Brimley’s campaign that were registered with the city council were in excess of $100.



(E)  Brimley’s campaign did not register any contributions with the city council.






I like questions like this, because if you give me a rule, and some facts, I’m pretty good at determining whether the facts comply with the rule or not.






	RULE: All mayoral campaign contributions in excess of $100 made by someone who has never lived in Weston must be registered with the city council.

	FACT: Brimley’s mayoral campaign accepted contributions only from residents and former residents of Weston.

	CONCLUSION: Brimley’s mayoral campaign complied with the Rule.







Sounds pretty good to me, actually. The Rule only applies to contributions from people who have never lived in Weston. If a campaign decides to only accept contributions from people who have
 lived in Weston, then how can they possibly break the Rule?

We’re asked to find something that “must be true” based on the given statements. That means that the conclusion
 must also be accepted as fact. It’s now a fact that Brimley’s campaign complied with the Rule. We can’t predict this answer in advance; we just have to see which one fits and which four do not fit.





A)  No, a former
 resident of Weston could have contributed a zillion dollars to the campaign, and that wouldn’t have broken the Rule, even if it was unregistered. This doesn’t have to be true.

B)  No, if Brimley didn’t accept donations from people who had never lived in Weston, I don’t see why any of the donations would ever have to have been registered, regardless of their amount.

C)  Yes. The Rule only applied to donations from people who had never lived in Weston. If Brimley only accepted donations from current and former Weston residents, then none of the donations would be within the purview of the Rule. This must be true.

D)  No, we don’t know whether any donations were or were not registered. They certainly didn’t have to be, based on the Rule.

E)  This is possible, but maybe Brimley voluntarily registered all the donations.





Our answer is C, because it’s the only one that I know for a fact to be true, if all the given information is true.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST


June 2009




Section 3




Question 25



Manager: I recommend that our company reconsider the decision to completely abandon our allegedly difficult-to-use computer software and replace it companywide with a new software package advertised as more flexible and easier to use. Several other companies in our region officially replaced the software we currently use with the new package, and while their employees can all use the new software, unofficially many continue to use their former software as much as possible.







Which one of the following is most strongly supported by the manager’s statements?







(A)  The current company software is as flexible as the proposed new software package.



(B)  The familiarity that employees have with a computer software package is a more important consideration in selecting software than flexibility or initial ease of use.



(C)  The employees of the manager’s company would find that the new software package lacks some of the capabilities of the present software.



(D)  Adopting the new software package would create two classes of employees, those who can use it and those who cannot.



(E)  Many of the employees in the manager’s company would not prefer the new software package to the software currently in use.







My reaction after the first sentence:
 Oh yeah? You recommend that we don’t change? I don’t believe you (I never believe anyone, no matter what they say), but I will listen to your horrible bullshit evidence before destroying you. Please proceed. My reaction after the second sentence
 : You, sir, are an idiot. Just because people are reticent to change is no justification for not changing. Public opinion is always irrelevant. Please throw yourself off the nearest tall building, forthwith.

We’re asked to find something “strongly supported” by the manager’s statements, and I think this is actually a hidden assumption question. The manager seems to have necessarily assumed, i.e.
 implied, that if people aren’t willing to change, then we shouldn’t change. If that’s not
 true, then the argument would fail. “If people aren’t willing to change, it’s still okay for us to change.” That’s what I said, and it ruined the manager’s position. So I think the manager’s statements “strongly support” the inference that he
 believes that if everyone isn’t totally on board, then we shouldn’t do it. Let’s see.





A)  Nah, not what I’m looking for. And anyway, there is actually no support in the argument for this idea. Flexibility is briefly mentioned, but it’s not the focus of the argument. Nor is there any evidence, or suggestion, that the current package is flexible. No way.

B)  Hmm. I don’t love this answer, but the argument does make the assumption that “since everyone doesn’t automatically adopt the new software, we shouldn’t do it.” If that’s true, then it seems like the manager is choosing familiarity over whatever benefits the new software might bring. I could choose this if I hated the rest of the answers.

C)  There’s no support for this in the manager’s statements whatsoever. True, some employees of other companies
 have stuck with the old software, but 1) those employees don’t work for this
 company, and 2) they might have stuck with it out of plain old laziness rather than demand for features that are only found in the old package.

D)  Huh? Totally speculative. No evidence for this whatsoever.

E)  Dammit. I think we have to pick this one. If this is not
 true, then why would the manager suggest that we cancel the planned switch? If zero, or only a few, employees would prefer the old software, then shouldn’t we go ahead and switch to the new one? E is almost a necessary assumption of the argument. In retrospect, I don’t like B because maybe “familiarity” isn’t why the employees at the other companies are sticking with the old software. Maybe they’re just lazy. Or maybe the old software is
 more flexible, or maybe the new software is not
 easier to use initially. If any of those things are true, then B wouldn’t be the answer. E must be true in order for the argument to make sense, so let’s choose E as “most strongly supported” by the argument. Tough question.





The answer is E.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST


October 2003




Section 3




Question 25



Most serious students are happy students, and most serious students go to graduate school. Furthermore, all students who go to graduate school are overworked.







Which one of the following can be properly inferred from the statements above?







(A)  Most overworked students are happy students.



(B)  Some happy students are overworked.



(C)  All overworked students are serious students.



(D)  Some unhappy students go to graduate school.



(E)  All serious students are overworked.






“Most” means “50 percent or more.” So over half of serious students are happy, and over half of serious students go to grad school. If both of these things are true, then after the first sentence we know for sure that there must be at least one serious student who is both happy and
 going to grad school. (It’s impossible to have 51 percent in one group and 51 percent in another group without some overlap.) And if the last sentence is true, that all grad students are overworked, then the happy
 guy (or guys, perhaps: there’s at least one, and maybe more) who went to grad school must also be overworked.

We’re asked to find something “properly inferred” by these statements, which just means “must be true.” I bet the answer is, “At least one happy student is overworked,” because the given statements, when combined, do support this inference.





A)  No, this is definitely not supported. There could be a million unhappy, overworked students that were never mentioned by these facts. That could totally outweigh the one (or more) happy, overworked students.

B)  Yep. This exactly matches our prediction, since “some” means “one or more.”

C)  Nah, the facts (with two “mosts”) can’t be used to support any conclusion that uses the word “all.”

D)  No, we weren’t told anything about “unhappy” students.

E)  Same explanation as C.





Our answer is B.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST


October 2008




Section 1




Question 25



Some twentieth-century art is great art. All great art involves original ideas, and any art that is not influential cannot be great art.







Each of the following statements follows logically from the set of statements above EXCEPT:







(A)  Some influential art involves original ideas.



(B)  Some twentieth-century art involves original ideas.



(C)  Only art that involves original ideas is influential.



(D)  Only art that is influential and involves original ideas is great art.



(E)  Some twentieth-century art is influential and involves original ideas.






This is a “must be true… EXCEPT” question. Four of the answers (the incorrect ones) must be true based on the given facts. The correct answer could be something that the facts didn’t even mention, or something that the facts just didn’t prove
 .





A)  This is proven true by the given facts. We know that all great art involves original ideas, and we also know that all great art is influential. So there is some art (great art) that is both influential and involves original ideas. This answer is out, because it’s been proven true.

B)  This is also true. We know that some twentieth-century art is great, and we know that all great art involves original ideas. So there is some twentieth-century art (the great stuff) that involves original ideas. This is out.

C)  Nope. We know that only art involving original ideas is great, and we know that only influential art is great, but that doesn’t mean that only art involving original ideas is influential. For example, there could be a horrible piece of shit that is not great at all, has no original ideas, but is nonetheless influential. Perhaps it influences other artists to try their hardest to not make such a horrible piece of shit! Since this answer does not have to be true according to the given facts, it’s going to be the correct answer on a “must be true… EXCEPT” question.

D)  Yes, these were the two necessary conditions about great art that we were given at the outset. This answer just restates two premises, which means it must be true according to the premises.

E)  Yes, this is true because some twentieth-century art is great, and all great twentieth-century art has to be both influential and involve original ideas. This must be true.





Our answer is C, because it’s the only one that could be false.






Must Be True Questions: HARDEST
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Question 25



It is difficult to grow cacti in a humid climate. It is difficult to raise orange trees in a cold climate. In most parts of a certain country, it is either easy to grow cacti or easy to raise orange trees.







If the statements above are true, which one of the following must be false?







(A)  Half of the country is both humid and cold.



(B)  Most of the country is hot.



(C)  Some parts of the country are neither cold nor humid.



(D)  It is not possible to raise cacti in the country.



(E)  Most parts of the country are humid.






It’s hard to grow cacti in humidity. It’s hard to grow oranges in cold. It’s either easy to grow cacti or easy to grow oranges in most parts of a certain country. What can we conclude from this? Well… it must be either warm or dry in most parts of the country, right? Because anywhere that it’s both cold and humid is going to be hard to grow oranges and cacti. We’re looking for a must be false here, so it’s probably something like, “It is both cold and humid in most parts of the country.”





A)  That’ll do it. If it’s both humid and cold in half the country, then there’s no way that it’s easy to grow cacti or oranges in “most” (which means more than half) of the country. This is probably the answer.

B)  This could be true. If it's hot everywhere, then oranges shouldn't be a problem. And since this answer says nothing about humidity, then cacti could be fine as well.

C)  This could be true. These areas would be favorable to both cacti and
 oranges.

D)  This could be true. It’s possible that we only grow oranges everywhere… we don’t necessarily have to grow any cacti at all. We’d still be able to grow oranges or cacti in most of the country.

E)  This could be true. Like D, we could just grow oranges.





B through E are all possible, and A is definitely false. So our answer is A.







Must Be True Questions: HARDEST
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Question 25



Essayist: Common sense, which is always progressing, is nothing but a collection of theories that have been tested over time and found useful. When alternative theories that prove even more useful are developed, they gradually take the place of theories already embodied in common sense. This causes common sense to progress, but, because it absorbs new theories slowly, it always contains some obsolete theories.







If all of the essayist’s statements are true, then which one of the following must be true?







(A)  At least some new theories that have not yet been found to be more useful than any theory currently part of common sense will never be absorbed into the body of common sense.



(B)  Of the useful theories within the body of common sense, the older ones are generally less useful than the newer ones.



(C)  The frequency with which new theories are generated prevents their rapid absorption into the body of common sense.



(D)  Each theory within the body of common sense is eventually replaced with a new theory that is more useful.



(E)  At least some theories that have been tested over time and found useful are less useful than some other theories that have not been fully absorbed into the body of common sense.






This is just a must-be-true question. We can’t really predict it in advance, we just have to find an answer choice that has been proven
 by the given facts.





A)  This is a mess, and it’s only got a 20 percent chance of being the correct answer, so we shouldn’t waste much time with it. Let’s scan down the other answers to see if we can find something we understand.

B)  This doesn’t have to be true according to the facts as presented. The common sense theory that if it's raining, one should seek shelter is very old and very useful. This can’t be the answer.

C)  We don’t know what the cause is for common sense absorbing new theories slowly. It could be the frequency with which new theories are generated, or it could be something else entirely, like, “Old people don’t like new ideas, so we have to wait for them to die before common sense adjusts.” This isn’t the answer.

D)  No, each
 theory doesn’t have to be replaced. See rain/shelter again. We can easily dismiss this answer because we know that must–be-true questions tend to prefer more weakly-stated answer choices. “Each” is too absolute; there’s no way the given facts justify this.

E)  This has to be true, because “some obsolete theories” are always contained in the body of common sense. They were useful at one time, but now they are obsolete and will eventually be replaced. Newer theories are constantly being developed in the meantime, and even though they are more useful than the obsolete theories, they aren’t all immediately absorbed into common sense. Therefore there are at least some theories (the new, useful theories) that, even though they haven’t yet been absorbed into common sense, are still more useful than some theories that have been tested over time and found useful (the now obsolete theories). Note that use of the phrase “at least some” simply means “one or more.” This is the type of very weak wording that must-be-true questions love. It’s easier to prove something weak than to prove something strong.





The answer is E.
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Question 26



Reza: Language requires the use of verbal signs for objects as well as for feelings. Many animals can vocally express hunger, but only humans can ask for an egg or an apple by naming it. And using verbal signs for objects requires the ability to distinguish these objects from other objects, which in turn requires conceptual thought.







If all of Reza’s statements are true, then which one of the following must also be true?







(A)  Conceptual thought is required for language.



(B)  Conceptual thought requires the use of verbal signs for objects.



(C)  It is not possible to think conceptually about feelings.



(D)  All humans are capable of conceptual thought.



(E)  The vocal expressions of animals other than humans do not require conceptual thought.






There’s no logic here, and no premises supporting a conclusion. Instead, it’s just a bunch of facts. Fact 1: Language requires verbal signs for both
 objects and feelings. Fact 2: Animals can vocally express hunger, which, I think it is fair to assume, is a feeling. Fact 3: Only humans (note that the “only” means there can’t be anybody else besides humans) can name an egg or an apple, which are objects. Fact 4: To use verbal signs for objects (like humans can) requires conceptual thought.

There’s one valid conclusion that could be drawn from all this, but it is left unstated: Language requires conceptual thought. Why? Well, language requires verbal signs for objects, and verbal signs for objects require conceptual thought, therefore language requires conceptual thought.





A)  Yes, this is exactly what we were looking for. Fact 1, plus Fact 4, equals this statement. Therefore this statement must be true if Fact 1 and Fact 4 are true.

B)  Nope. This gets Fact 4 backward. Verbal signs for objects require conceptual thought. That doesn’t mean that conceptual thought requires verbal signs for objects. The arrow only goes one way.

C)  Garbage. This just takes a couple terms from the argument and mixes them up into something unsupported by the facts.

D)  No, certainly not. In order to have language, you have to have conceptual thought. And “humans” do have language, but that doesn’t mean all
 humans have language. Think of an infant perhaps, or pick your dumbest Congressman.

E)  We have no idea whether or not this is true. It’s entirely possible that the screeches of bonobos in Zaire (which may or may not even exist, I’m just pulling an example out of my ass) might require conceptual thought. But just because conceptual thought is required, doesn’t mean the bonobos are naming objects when they screech.





Our answer is A, because it is the only answer that’s directly supported by the given facts.








Explanation




(Example: “Which of the following, if true, contributes most to an explanation of the puzzling situation described above?”)


These questions are fun, because they set up a mystery and then ask you to explain that mystery. For example, the argument might go something like, “Firefly
 was a bitchin’ space western TV series on Fox. The show had great characters, fun stories, and a rabid fan base. Fox canceled the show after one season.” Make sure you understand the mystery before looking at the answer choices. Why the hell would Fox cancel a show with so much going for it? That’s the mystery.

The correct answer on an Explanation question should, obviously, explain
 that mystery. The correct answer should, ideally, make you say “Ah ha!” One type of common incorrect answer for an Explanation question is something simply irrelevant, like, “Fox is owned by Rupert Murdoch.” That’s true, but it doesn’t explain anything. Another type of common incorrect answer on an Explanation question will actually make the mystery even harder to understand, like, “Fox executives claim to want to produce great shows.” Here, the correct answer could be something like, “Fox executives don’t like shows with great characters.” Or, “Fox executives don’t like fans.” Or something broader, like, “Fox executives are just plain stupid.”






Explanation Questions: EASIER


June 2003




Section 1




Question 1



Considering that Mark Twain is Samuel Clemens, I have always found it amazing that very few people know that Samuel Clemens was a writer, since almost everybody knows that Mark Twain was one.







Which one of the following, if true, would most effectively resolve the apparent paradox above?







(A)  Most people probably have not read anything by Samuel Clemens.



(B)  Everyone who knows that Samuel Clemens was a writer also knows that Mark Twain was one.



(C)  Most people do not know that Mark Twain is Samuel Clemens.



(D)  Many people believe apparently conflicting things about authors.



(E)  Some people know that “Mark Twain” is a pseudonym for Samuel Clemens.






This speaker is an idiot. Most books by Mark Twain/Samuel Clemens say “Mark Twain” on them, not “Samuel Clemens.” Not everyone knows that Mark Twain was Samuel Clemens. That’s why everyone knows Mark Twain is a writer, but fewer people know Samuel Clemens was a writer. Yes, I’m bringing in my outside knowledge of American literature here, but it’s not necessary to solve the question. I could arrive at the same conclusion if the question had said “Joe Schmoe” and “John Doe” instead of Mark Twain and Samuel Clemens.

We’re asked to resolve the paradox, which just means make the given facts make sense. The given facts do
 make sense, because most people don’t know Mark Twain was Samuel Clemens. That’s got to be the answer.





A)  This isn’t what I’m looking for, and I have such a strong prediction here, so I’m going to look through all the answers quickly to see if I find my answer before spending too much time on an answer I don’t like. Besides, if people haven’t read Samuel Clemens then they haven’t read Mark Twain either (they’re the same guy), so why would people know Mark Twain’s work but not Samuel Clemens’?

B)  Probably true, but it doesn’t explain why some people know Mark Twain but not Sam Clemens.

C)  This exactly matches my prediction. It explains how people can know Mark Twain was a writer but not Sam Clemens, even though they’re the same person.

D)  How could this possibly explain anything about Mark Twain / Sam Clemens? Nope.

E)  If this is true, then it makes it harder
 to understand why people know that Mark Twain wrote but don’t know that Sam Clemens wrote.





Our answer is C.






Explanation Questions: EASIER


June 2010




Section 4




Question 1



A research study revealed that, in most cases, once existing highways near urban areas are widened and extended in an attempt to reduce traffic congestion and resulting delays for motorists, these problems actually increase rather than decrease.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to explain the discrepancy between the intended results of the highway improvements and the results revealed in the study?







(A)  Widened and extended roads tend to attract many more motorists than used them before their improvement.



(B)  Typically, road widening or extension projects are undertaken only after the population near the road in question has increased and then leveled off, leaving a higher average population level.



(C)  As a general rule, the greater the number of lanes on a given length of highway, the lower the rate of accidents per 100,000 vehicles traveling on it.







(D)  Rural, as compared to urban, traffic usually includes a larger proportion of trucks and vehicles used by farmers.



(E)  Urban traffic generally moves at a slower pace and involves more congestion and delays than rural and suburban traffic.






The facts here are true in real life. If you build more/wider roads, the only thing you’re ever going to get is worse
 traffic and delays. This is because more people will choose to drive on the wider roads (traffic, like work, expands to fill available space), so maybe it wasn’t such a brilliant idea to widen the roads in the first place.

We’re asked to “explain the discrepancy,” which we’ve already done a pretty good job of. I’m not sure that the correct answer will be the same explanation as the one we’ve come up with, but at least my answer will help us be critical of the answer choices. Our proposed answer, “More people will choose to drive on the expanded roads,” would explain
 why expanded roads lead to worse traffic. We will demand that whatever answer we choose also offer an explanation of how this could happen.





A)  Yeah, well, this exactly matches our prediction. Guaranteed correct answer.

B)  No, this wouldn’t explain anything. If the population rises, then traffic rises: that makes sense. But then if we widen the roads, why the hell would traffic get worse, not better? A answered this question, but B does not.

C)  Accidents, without an additional connecting premise, are totally irrelevant to the traffic issue we are trying to explain.

D)  Urban vs. rural traffic is also irrelevant to the traffic issue we are trying to explain.

E)  Same explanation as D.





Our answer is A, because it matches our prediction and explains
 the alleged mystery.






Explanation Questions: EASIER


June 2003




Section 3




Question 1



Big-budget movies often gross two or three times the cost of their production and marketing. However, most of the movie industry’s total revenue comes from low-budget movies.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to resolve the apparent discrepancy above?







(A)  Big-budget movies need to sell many more tickets than do low-budget movies, just to recoup their production costs.



(B)  There are many more low-budget movies produced than there are big- and medium-budget movies.



(C)  The movie industry’s revenues, when adjusted for inflation, have declined sharply in the last 30 years.



(D)  Big-budget movies, because of their elaborate special effects, cost more in insurance premiums than low-budget movies do.



(E)  The more time a company spends on making a movie the more expensive the movie is.






Like Section 1, question 1, we’re asked to explain a set of facts that might not, at first blush, seem to make sense. The mystery is this: How can big-budget movies have gigantic gross revenues, yet the movie industry as a whole gets most of its revenue from low-budget films?

The explanation, to me, is kind of obvious: There are probably a whole hell of a lot more small films than there are large films. That would be a perfect answer, because if it’s true then it explains
 the previously contradictory evidence. It makes the evidence make sense.





A)  No, this would do nothing whatsoever to explain how the industry as a whole gets most of its revenues from small films.

B)  Yes, this exactly matches my prediction.

C)  Again, this simply does nothing to explain the apparently contradictory facts.

D)  Movie costs are simply not relevant. Revenues
 are what we’re being asked to explain.

E)  Again, this has nothing to do with revenues.





Our answer must be B, because B is the only answer that explains how it’s possible for big-budget movies to individually
 rake in way more money than smaller movies, while the movie industry as a whole
 gets most of its revenues from small-budget films. You should definitely be answering this type of question before you even look at the answer choices.






Explanation Questions: EASIER
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Question 2



Statistical studies show that last year there was the greatest drop in the violent crime rate over the course of a year since such statistics were first gathered. But they also reveal that at the same time public anxiety about violent crime substantially increased.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to resolve the apparent discrepancy described above?







(A)  Longer prison sentences were the primary cause of the decrease in the violent crime rate over the course of last year.



(B)  As in the past, last year’s increase in public anxiety about violent crime has been consistently underreported in the news media.



(C)  Most people can realistically assess the likelihood that they will become victims of violent crime.



(D)  People who feel the most anxiety about violent crime usually live in areas with relatively high violent crime rates.



(E)  The proportion of violent crimes covered in the news media nearly doubled over the course of last year.






Gotta make a prediction here before looking at the answer choices. We won’t necessarily predict the answer exactly, but we’ll at least have an idea what type
 of answer would be good. We’re told there’s an “apparent discrepancy,” and the answer should “resolve” or “explain” that mystery. The mystery is this: Why would anxiety about violent crime rise, even while crime statistics fall?

I think “television” would be a great answer. What if the networks news shows competed ruthlessly this year to show as much blood and gore as possible? If they did, then the public would think
 crime was on the rise, even while actual crime was falling. This would be a great answer, because it would explain
 the mystery.





A)  No. The mystery isn’t, “Why did crime fall?” The mystery is, “Why did crime fall, even while anxiety about crime rose?” This answer choice would solve the wrong mystery.

B)  This gets close, by saying “media,” but it’s not close enough. Even if anxiety was underreported, that doesn’t explain why anxiety was rising in the first place.

C)  This makes it harder
 to understand why people would be increasingly anxious while crime is falling. No way.

D)  No, I don’t see how this explains anything. I’m sure it’s true that the people who are the most
 nervous about crime live in the areas most likely to actually have crime, but that still doesn’t explain why people are increasingly nervous while crime is falling.

E)  Yeah. This matches our prediction. If crime is falling, but TV is acting like it’s rising
 , then people will probably be more nervous about crime even though they actually should be less nervous.





Our answer is E.
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Question 4



Industry experts expect improvements in job safety training to lead to safer work environments. A recent survey indicated, however, that for manufacturers who improved job safety training during the 1980s, the number of on-the-job accidents tended to increase in the months immediately following the changes in the training programs.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to resolve the apparent discrepancy in the passage above?







(A)  A similar survey found that the number of on-the-job accidents remained constant after job safety training in the transportation sector was improved.



(B)  Manufacturers tend to improve their job safety training only when they are increasing the size of their workforce.



(C)  Manufacturers tend to improve job safety training only after they have noticed that the number of on-the-job accidents has increased.



(D)  It is likely that the increase in the number of on-the-job accidents experienced by many companies was not merely a random fluctuation.



(E)  Significant safety measures, such as protective equipment and government safety inspections, were in place well before the improvements in job safety training.






Why on earth would improved job safety training tend to precede, a couple months later, an increased
 number of on-the-job accidents? What’s going on here? Is this the world’s worst training program? Like, “Be sure to lift with your back”? Well, I suppose that’s one explanation. Although that might not fit with the given facts, since the job safety programs were supposed to be “improved,” and I’m not sure “lift with your back” could properly be called “improved.”

So there must be some other
 explanation. Some students will be able to predict the exact answer in advance here. Other students will be able to predict an explanation,
 one that might be good, but might not be found in the answer choices. That’s OK! If you can come up with a good explanation, that’ll help you be more critical of the answer choices, and see which one actually works and which four don’t.

One prediction might be, “Companies that are about to subject their workers to extremely dangerous conditions will frequently improve their safety programs to pre-emptively protect themselves from lawsuits.” For example, imagine you’re an oil company and you’re about to start doing some super-dangerous underwater drilling with nuclear warheads, and you know that workers are going to die, and you know their families are likely to sue you. So six months before you start doing the drilling, you start an improved job safety program to 1) falsely convince your workers you give a shit about them and 2) more importantly, improve your legal position when someone inevitably dies and and their family sues you. You’ll be able to call experts to testify about your state-of-the-art job safety program, which might protect you from liability.

Get it? That’s a super-cynical answer, and it’s probably not going to be the actual answer. But it’s on the right track, because it would explain
 why improved job safety programs might precede increased on-the-job accidents.





A)  I’m not sure the transportation sector is relevant, since the mystery here is about manufacturing. And anyway, this answer wouldn’t explain anything.

B)  Aha! It’s not what we predicted, but it’s even better. If you were about to add 10,000 workers to your plant of 500, maybe you’d also institute an improved job safety program at the same time. But you’re still going to have way more on-the-job accidents than you did before, because now you have 10,500 workers instead of 500 workers. This is a great explanation for the given mystery.

C)  Nah. Even if this is true, it wouldn’t explain why on-the-job accidents tend to increase after
 the training programs are put in place.

D)  Huh? There’s no explanation here.

E)  If anything, this would only make it harder
 to understand why accidents increased after the training programs.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only one that solves the mystery we were assigned to solve.






Explanation Questions: EASIER


December 2003




Section 2




Question 5



Medical specialists report that patients with back muscle injuries who receive a combination of drugs and physical therapy do only as well as those who receive physical therapy alone. Yet the specialists state that drugs are a necessary part of the treatment of all patients who receive them for back muscle injuries.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to reconcile the medical specialists’ two claims?







(A)  Medical specialists treat all patients who have serious back muscle injuries with either physical therapy alone or a combination of drugs and physical therapy.



(B)  Medical specialists who prescribe these treatments make accurate judgments about who needs both drugs and physical therapy and who needs physical therapy alone.



(C)  Some back muscle injuries have been completely healed by a combination of drugs and physical therapy.



(D)  Some back muscle injuries that have been aggravated by improper attempts at physical therapy, such as home massage, have been successfully treated with drugs.



(E)  Patients with injuries to other muscles show more improvement when treated with both drugs and physical therapy than when treated with physical therapy alone.






There’s not really a mystery here, because we don’t know how the patients in the two groups were divided. Were they randomly selected for the two groups? Or were they put in the two groups for some specific reason? The question says we need to “reconcile” the fact that the two groups have similar outcomes with the fact that doctors claim one group needs the drugs. But there’s nothing here that needs to be reconciled, really, because it was never stated that the two groups were similar to begin with. Here’s a more obvious example that might help:


Medical specialists report that emergency room patients with cuts who receive 100 stitches do only as well as those who receive 2 stitches. Yet the specialists state that the additional 98 stitches are a necessary part of the treatment of all patients who receive them for cuts. How can we reconcile these two claims?!?!?!


Well, just maybe
 it’s because the people who got 100 stitches had massive wounds inflicted by machetes, whereas the people who got 2 stitches had cut themselves while trimming their fingernails and probably shouldn’t have even gone to the emergency room! Sometimes a cut is not a cut: there are degrees.

Same thing with back injuries. If the group who got the drugs had far worse starting conditions than the group who did not
 get the drugs, then perhaps it is unsurprising that the two groups ended up at the same place even though they got two different treatments. Here’s another example:


Travel specialists report that commuters who took both an automobile and BART to work arrived at work only as reliably as those who took BART alone. Yet the travel specialists state that auto travel was a necessary part of the commute for all commuters who used a car. How can we reconcile these two claims?!?!?!


Well, some people live right next to a BART station and some people have to drive to get to a BART station. No shit.

Okay, I think we’re ready to answer the question. We’re looking for an answer that points out that the two groups of back injury patients might not have been identical to begin with. Perhaps a cut is not a cut, a commute is not a commute, a back injury is not a back injury. Let’s see.





A)  This doesn’t indicate that the two groups were differently-situated to begin with, so I don’t think it can be our answer.

B)  Hmm. I can make a case for this answer, but it’s a bit complicated. Let’s go through the rest of the answers and return to B only if we need to.

C)  So what? Probably “some” back muscle injuries were also completely healed using just physical therapy. This answer doesn’t explain anything.

D)  Again, so what? Probably “some” back muscle injuries that were aggravated by improper massage were also successfully treated without drugs. This doesn’t explain anything.

E)  Injuries to other muscles are simply irrelevant. No way.





I really hate A, C, D, and E, so now I’m going to go back and make my case for B. It’s related to our prediction above, that “a back injury is not a back injury.” If B is true, then the medical specialists put the patients into the groups for some reason
 . Why would they have done this? Well… probably because one group had worse injuries than the other group. I know that’s not exactly what the answer says, but at least we can make a case that that’s what it could
 mean. It’s usually a bad sign when we have to work hard to sell an answer choice like this. Most of the time, the simplest explanation is the best one. But here, because all the other answer choices are terrible, we have to pick the best of a bad lot.





Since we can make a case for B, and can’t really make a case for any of the others, B must be our answer.






Explanation Questions: EASIER


October 2005




Section 1




Question 6



Recent investigations of earthquakes have turned up a previously unknown type of seismic shock, known as a displacement pulse, which is believed to be present in all earthquakes. Alarmingly, high-rise buildings are especially vulnerable to displacement pulses, according to computer models. Yet examination of high-rises within cities damaged by recent powerful earthquakes indicates little significant damage to these structures.







Which one of the following, if true, contributes to a resolution of the apparent paradox?







(A)  Displacement pulses travel longer distances than other types of seismic shock.



(B)  Scientific predictions based on computer models often fail when tested in the field.



(C)  While displacement pulses have only recently been discovered, they have accompanied all earthquakes that have ever occurred.



(D)  The displacement pulses made by low- and medium-intensity earthquakes are much less powerful than those made by the strongest earthquakes.



(E)  Computer models have been very successful in predicting the effects of other types of seismic shock.






The mystery here is, “If displacement pulses are present in all earthquakes, and if computer models show that displacement pulses are supposed to be especially damaging to high-rise buildings, then how come high-rise buildings haven’t actually been damaged in recent earthquakes?” My first idea is that perhaps displacement pulses aren’t actually in every earthquake. The facts only say that they are “believed to be” in every earthquake. Well, maybe that belief is just wrong. If the recent earthquakes didn’t have any displacement pulses, then that would be a good explanation for why the high-rises are still standing. Let’s see:





A)  Nah, this wouldn’t explain why the high-rises are still standing. This could only make displacement pulses even scarier, and even more
 likely to destroy stuff.

B)  Oh, I didn’t think of this. But yeah, maybe the computer models are wrong. The facts say displacement pulses are supposed to be especially damaging to high-rises, “according to computer models.” But if computer models can be wrong, that would explain how high-rises were able to survive the quakes. I like this answer.

C)  This, like A, could only make it harder to understand why the high-rises are still standing. We wanted an explanation—this just deepens the mystery.

D)  This is irrelevant, because the recent quakes were described as “powerful.” I don’t think that means “low-” or “medium-intensity.”

E)  Again, this would make the mystery harder to understand, because it supports the idea that the computer models are correct.





Our answer is B, because it provides a basis for understanding how the facts could all be correct simultaneously. Computer models say X, but X didn’t happen, but that’s okay because computer models can be wrong.






Explanation Questions: EASIER


June 2005




Section 2




Question 6



University budget committee: Athletes experience fewer injuries on artificial-turf athletic fields than on natural-grass fields. Additionally, natural-grass fields are more expensive to maintain than fields made of artificial turf. Nevertheless, this committee recommends replacing the university’s current artificial-turf field with a natural-grass field.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to resolve the apparent discrepancy in the committee’s position?







(A)  The university’s current artificial-turf athletic field has required extensive maintenance since its original installation.



(B)  Most injuries sustained on artificial-turf fields take longer to heal and require more expensive physical therapy than do injuries sustained on natural-grass fields.



(C)  It is difficult for spectators at athletic events to determine whether an athletic field is artificial turf or natural grass.



(D)  Maintaining artificial-turf fields involves the occasional replacement of damaged sections of turf, whereas natural-grass fields require daily watering and periodic fertilization.



(E)  Athletes who have spent most of their playing time on natural-grass fields generally prefer not to play on artificial-turf fields.






The mystery is this: How the hell can you say natural turf causes more injuries and is more expensive to maintain, therefore let’s switch to natural turf? That makes no sense, you asshole.
 The correct answer is going to somehow make this make sense.





A)  I don’t care if the existing artificial turf field “has required extensive maintenance.” The facts say that natural grass fields are more expensive to maintain
 . So why are you recommending that we switch to natural grass? This answer explains nothing.

B)  Oh, this might do it. The reason we’re going to switch to natural grass is that the injuries caused on natural grass, even if there are more of them, are less severe. Like, on grass people keep stepping in gopher holes and spraining their ankles—let’s say we get 10 sprained ankles per week. That sucks; that’s a lot of Ace bandages. And on artificial turf, we get zero
 sprained ankles, which is great. Unfortunately, once every month, someone on the football team gets driven headfirst into the rock-hard artificial turf and becomes an instant quadriplegic. Ohhhhhh okay I get it now
 . Yes, I agree now, we should
 switch to natural grass, even if it’s more expensive and causes more (but less severe) injuries. This explains it!

C)  This might be the answer if it said, “Natural grass provides a far superior aesthetic experience for spectators.” That would at least be something
 better about natural grass than artificial turf. But this answer actually does the opposite of that: it removes one potential reason for preferring natural grass. This ain’t it.

D)  Huh? This doesn’t sound like a reason to prefer natural grass.

E)  This is the second-best answer, because it at least provides one potential reason why people might prefer natural grass to artificial turf. This is extremely weak, however, because it leaves open the possibility that athletes who have spent most of their playing time on artificial turf would prefer not
 to play on natural grass. We don’t know whether most athletes are used to natural grass or used to artificial turf, so this answer basically does nothing. B, with the implied paraplegics, was a much better explanation.





Our answer is B.






Explanation Questions: EASIER


June 2008




Section 4




Question 6



Wood-frame houses withstand earthquakes far better than masonry houses do, because wooden frames have some flexibility; their walls can better handle lateral forces. In a recent earthquake, however, a wood-frame house was destroyed, while the masonry house next door was undamaged.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to explain the results of the earthquake described above?







(A)  In earthquake-prone areas, there are many more wood-frame houses than masonry houses.



(B)  In earthquake-prone areas, there are many more masonry houses than wood-frame houses.



(C)  The walls of the wood-frame house had once been damaged in a flood.



(D)  The masonry house was far more expensive than the wood-frame house.



(E)  No structure is completely impervious to the destructive lateral forces exerted by earthquakes.






If you’re asked to explain the mystery, you better make damn sure you know what the mystery is: Wood houses resist earthquake far better than masonry ones do, so how the hell do we explain the fact that a recent earthquake knocked down a wood-framed house while leaving a masonry house untouched?

I always try to predict the answer on a question like this, and I have two potential explanations in mind. First, what if the wood-framed house is built on quicksand and the masonry house is built on bedrock? I don’t actually know anything about tectonics or earthquake resistance, but if there is something different about the land the two houses are built on, it might explain why one did better than the other in the earthquake. My second explanation is similar: What if the wood house was 200 years old, and was built by a one-eyed drunkard in a single afternoon using rotten boards, while the masonry house was a brand new building engineered by MIT seismic retrofitting experts, out of the world’s finest stone, by the world’s finest stonemasons imported from Italy? Wouldn’t that explain the puzzling situation? I think it would.





A)  Nah. The only question here is, “Why did this particular
 wood-frame house collapse, while this particular
 masonry house survived?” The prevalence of wood vs. masonry houses in the area simply has no bearing on the issue. Even if we were to reason that with a lot of wood-framed houses around, one of them is bound to collapse, that still wouldn’t explain why, when we’ve located the one wood-framed house in the area that fell, we’d see a perfectly fine masonry house standing right next door. This explains only half the mystery, which is no explanation at all.

B)  Again, the prevalence of wood vs. masonry houses in the area has no bearing on why one particular house fell or another particular house stood. True, this answer would explain why it was possible to find a masonry house that didn’t fall: there are a lot
 of masonry houses around! But it wouldn’t explain why, when we found a masonry house that stood, we’d see a wood house right next to it that collapsed.

C)  This is a good explanation for why a wood-framed house collapsed, even though a masonry house right next door didn’t: This was a particularly shitty wood-framed house! The previous flood ruined this wood-framed house, so the next tiny earthquake knocked it down, even while the (generally far less earthquake-resistant) masonry house next door survived. It’s a big mistake to dismiss this answer on the grounds that, “Well, wouldn’t a flood that damaged the first house have also damaged the second?” because 1) maybe one house was on higher ground than the other, and anyway 2) maybe masonry houses are impervious to flood damage. C is a good explanation, and it is similar to our predictions, so I could be pretty happy with it.

D)  “Expensive” and “able to withstand earthquakes” are not necessarily the same thing. True, one of my predictions above was about a super-nice masonry house compared to a super-shitty wood house. But answer D doesn’t necessarily mean that the wood house was super-shitty. What if the wood house cost $1,000,000, and the masonry house cost $20,000,000? If that were true, then the masonry house would be “far more expensive” but it would hardly explain why a million-dollar wood house collapsed. My prediction had more to do with the extreme shittiness of the drunkard’s wood house than anything else.

E)  This doesn’t explain anything about the difference between the wood house that collapsed and the masonry house that stood.





Our answer is C.






Explanation Questions: EASIER


June 2003




Section 3




Question 7



If cold fusion worked, it would provide almost limitless power from very inexpensive raw materials, materials far cheaper than coal or oil. But replacing all the traditional electric generators that use these fuels with cold-fusion power plants would result in a reduction of no more than 25 percent in the average residential electric bill.







Each of the following, if true, would help to resolve the apparent discrepancy between the predictions above EXCEPT:







(A)  Cold-fusion power plants would be more expensive to build and maintain than traditional electric generators are.



(B)  Environmental regulations now placed on burning coal or fuel oil are less costly than the regulations that would be placed on cold fusion.



(C)  Most electric companies would be willing to incorporate cold-fusion technology into their power plants.



(D)  Only a relatively small portion of any residential electric bill is determined by the electric company’s expenses for fuel.



(E)  Personnel costs for the distribution of power to consumers are unrelated to the type of raw materials an electric company uses.






This argument contains two premises that don’t seem compatible. First, cold fusion (if it worked) would provide “almost limitless power from very inexpensive raw materials.” That sounds pretty good, right? Sign me up! But—oops—there’s a second premise that says sorry, unfortunately, replacing all the traditional electric generators with cold-fusion power plants would result in no more than a 25 percent reduction in the average residential electric bill. What? How can this be?

That’s the entire point of the question. We’re told that there is an “apparent discrepancy” in the facts, and we’re asked to identify whether the answer choices help to “resolve” or “explain” this discrepancy. Actually, we’re told that four
 of the answer choices do this. This means that the correct answer choice is the one that does not
 explain the discrepancy. I can think of a few potential reasons, but I won’t go into all of them here. The first idea I have is that the cost of raw materials is probably not the most important factor in your electricity bill. Other factors might include monster salaries for the CEOs of the power companies, all those expensive commercials they run where they tell you how much they care about you, naming rights for sports stadiums; this shit adds up. Let’s see.





A)  Okay, this would make sense. If cold-fusion power plants were super-expensive to build and maintain, then the fact that they produce almost-free energy would be outweighed by the expensive capital investments. This would explain how cold fusion would not reduce your power bill. So this is not
 our answer.

B)  This is also a good explanation. If regulation of cold fusion would be more expensive than regulation of current technology, then even if we switch over to this new wonder-power, our bills might still be pretty steep. This is a good explanation of the paradox, so it’s not
 the answer.

C)  This is nice, but it doesn’t explain a goddamn thing.  Who cares if most companies are willing to switch? That doesn’t explain why our bills wouldn’t go down more than 25 percent. If D and E are good explanations, we’re going to be left with C as our correct answer.

D)  This is pretty much what we predicted, that there are other factors besides fuel that determine the price we pay for electricity. So even if the fuel costs go way down, our bills might not go down that much. This is a good explanation of the apparent discrepancy, so it is not
 our answer.

E)  Same thing as D. Maybe personnel costs (including massive CEO salaries and bonuses, of course) outweigh fuel costs. This explains the paradox, so it’s not
 the answer.





C was totally irrelevant, so that’s our correct answer to this EXCEPT question.






Explanation Questions: EASIER


October 2003




Section 1




Question 8



Vervet monkeys use different alarm calls to warn each other of nearby predators, depending on whether the danger comes from land or from the air.







Which one of the following, if true, contributes most to an explanation of the behavior of vervet monkeys described above?







(A)  By varying the pitch of its alarm call, a vervet monkey can indicate the number of predators approaching.



(B)  Different land-based predators are responsible for different numbers of vervet monkey deaths.



(C)  No predators that pose a danger to vervet monkeys can attack both from land and from the air.



(D)  Vervet monkeys avoid land-based predators by climbing trees but avoid predation from the air by diving into foliage.



(E)  Certain land-based predators feed only on vervet monkeys, whereas every predator that attacks vervet monkeys from the air feeds on many different animals.






The behavior that needs explaining is this: Why do the vervet monkeys give different calls when the attack is coming by air than they do when the attack is coming by ground? It’s because they want to avoid the attacks, right? This might be obvious, but it’s unstated. So our answer choice can be as simple as, “They take different escape routes depending where the attack comes from.” Or it can be something more specific, like, “If the attack is coming from above, the monkeys duck. If the attack is coming from below, they jump.”





A)  The number of predators is not relevant to whether they’re coming by land or by air.

B)  Some land predators are more dangerous than others? So what?

C)  No predators can come from both land and air? Again, so what? This answer only helps explain anything if you provide the additional information, “… and
 the monkeys have different escape behaviors depending on what type of predator is coming.” But the answer doesn’t actually say this last, important part. You simply have to work too hard to make this the correct answer.

D)  This is exactly what I was looking for. This explains why they issue different calls.
 That’s what we were asked to explain.

E)  It’s not relevant whether the predators also munch other creatures.





Our answer is D.






Explanation Questions: HARDER


December 2006




Section 3




Question 10



Human settlement of previously uninhabited areas tends to endanger species of wildlife. However, the Mississippi kite, a bird found on the prairies of North America, flourishes in areas that people have settled. In fact, during the five years since 1985 its population has risen far more rapidly in towns than in rural areas.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to explain why the Mississippi kite population does not follow the usual pattern?







(A)  Residents of prairie towns have been setting off loud firecrackers near kites’ roosting spots because of the birds’ habit of diving at people and frightening them.



(B)  Towns on the prairies tend to be small, with a low density of human population and large numbers of wild birds and animals.



(C)  Since the international migratory bird protection treaty of 1972, it has been illegal to shoot kites, and the treaty has been effectively enforced.



(D)  Wildlife such as pigeons and raccoons had already adapted successfully to towns and cities long before there were towns on the North American prairies.



(E)  Trees are denser in towns than elsewhere on the prairie, and these denser trees provide greater protection from hail and windstorms for kites’ nests and eggs.






OK, so why
 is the Mississippi kite doing well in populous areas, when human settlement “tends to endanger species of wildlife”?

Well, there could be a million reasons. Perhaps the Mississippi kite eats garbage, which humans generate a lot of. That’s gross, but it would be a good explanation. Or maybe the kite eats dog poop off the street, which wouldn’t be there if humans didn’t have pets. That’s even grosser, but no less perfect an explanation.

Or maybe the Mississippi kite lives longer when humans are around, because drunken humans always squish the Mississippi kite’s only predator in their roads. Or maybe the Mississippi kite’s babies have a better success rate when they are fledged in the perfect nesting sites offered by hipsters’ white-man ‘fros. Or maybe the Mississippi kite is more successful at mating when humans are around, because the Mississippi kite sits on the wire outside humans’ bedrooms and gets turned on when the humans watch porn.

These are all ridiculous, but each of them would explain why kites are doing so well, when humans usually endanger wildlife. Our answer needs to explain it at least as well as our silly predictions.





A)  This doesn’t explain why kites are doing well. Actually, this would make it harder
 to understand why the kites are thriving.

B)  So what? This doesn’t explain why the kites are doing better
 after the humans arrived.

C)  I can see why a treaty against shooting kites would be better for the kites than having no treaty at all. But it still doesn’t explain why humans are actually good
 for kites. (It’s humans that were pulling the trigger before the treaty, after all.) We need an answer that says something like, “Humans are good
 for the kites for some reason.” This answer only says, “Humans aren’t bad for the kites, at least as far as shooting them goes.”

D)  Huh? This just isn’t relevant.

E)  There we go. Humans usually cause trouble for wildlife, but kites are an exception because they like the dense trees planted by humans. This answer is similar to our hipster afro prediction above. It shows why
 kites might do better with humans around.





Our answer is E.






Explanation Questions: HARDER


June 2006




Section 4




Question 11



Consumer activist: When antilock brakes were first introduced, it was claimed that they would significantly reduce the incidence of multiple-car collisions, thereby saving lives. Indeed, antilock brakes have reduced the incidence of multiple-car collisions. I maintain, however, that to save lives, automobile manufacturers ought to stop equipping cars with them.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to resolve the apparent conflict in the consumer activist’s statements?







(A)  Drivers and passengers in automobiles with antilock brakes feel less vulnerable, and are thus less likely to wear seat belts.



(B)  Under some circumstances, automobiles with traditional brakes stop just as quickly as do automobiles with antilock brakes.



(C)  For inexperienced drivers, antilock brakes are easier to use correctly than are traditional brakes.



(D)  Antilock brakes are considerably more expensive to manufacture than are traditional brakes.



(E)  Antilock brakes are no more effective in preventing multiple-car accidents than in preventing other kinds of traffic accidents.







Whatchu talkin ‘bout, Willis?
 How the hell do you go from, “ABS reduces multicar pileups,” to, “Therefore, to save lives, we should stop
 equipping cars with ABS”? How does that make sense?

It’s good
 that it doesn’t make sense, because the question asks us to “resolve the conflict” between the statements. It’s critical here that we first understand what the conflict is, then see if we can predict a way to make it make sense before
 looking at the answer choices. If you don’t know why it doesn’t make sense, how can you possibly make
 it make sense? If you proceed to the answer choices too early here, you’re going to get confused and make it really tough on yourself.

I’m already certain what the disconnect is: If ABS reduces pileups, why would eliminating ABS save lives?
 I think the missing piece could be something like, “Sure, ABS saves a few lives by alleviating pileups, but ABS causes all sorts of other deaths in single-car crashes so it’s a net loss.” For example, maybe drivers with ABS take risks that they wouldn’t take without ABS. The ABS does save them from freeway pileups, but the increased risks they take on snowy mountain roads when they are all alone more than offset the reduced risk of pileups; ABS doesn’t do you any good when you’re hurtling off a cliff. Something like that.





A)  Yeah, this is pretty good. ABS stops pileups, but the drivers with ABS are idiots and stop wearing their seatbelts, so deaths get increased,
 not decreased. I bet this is the answer.

B)  No, this might make ABS vs. no-ABS a wash, but it wouldn’t explain why getting rid
 of ABS is actually better.

C)  Well, this would actually make it harder
 to understand why getting rid of ABS is a good idea.

D)  Cost is simply not relevant to this argument. Lives are the only thing being argued about.

E)  Well, we know that ABS prevents multi-car accidents, so this answer would force ABS to be equally good at preventing other accidents as well. So this answer would, like C, make it harder
 to understand why we should get rid of ABS.





Our answer is A, because it’s the only one that explains what we’re supposed to be explaining.






Explanation Questions: HARDER


June 2008




Section 4




Question 13



The highest mountain ranges are formed by geological forces that raise the earth’s crust: two continent-bearing tectonic plates of comparable density collide and crumple upward, causing a thickening of the crust. The erosive forces of wind and precipitation inexorably wear these mountains down. Yet the highest mountain ranges tend to be found in places where these erosive forces are most prevalent.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to reconcile the apparent conflict described above?







(A)  Patterns of extreme wind and precipitation often result from the dramatic differences in elevation commonly found in the highest mountain ranges.



(B)  The highest mountain ranges have less erosion-reducing vegetation near their peaks than do other mountain ranges.



(C)  Some lower mountain ranges are formed by a different collision process, whereby one tectonic plate simply slides beneath another of lesser density.



(D)  The amount of precipitation that a given region of the earth receives may vary considerably over the lifetime of an average mountain range.



(E)  The thickening of the earth’s crust associated with the formation of the highest mountain ranges tends to cause the thickened portion of the crust to sink over time.






Here, the conflict is that 1) erosion wears mountains down, yet 2) the highest mountain ranges tend to be found in places where the erosive forces are the most prevalent. OK, how can these two things be true simultaneously?

My guess is that it probably has something to do with erosion happening very slowly, and mountains being created much quicker than they are eroded. I’m thinking about Mount Everest: the tectonic plates crashed together and thrust the mountains into the sky. The weather way the hell up there is brutal. 100-plus MPH winds, nasty ice storms, etcetera. So Mount Everest is subjected to some of the worst erosion on the planet. Still, this erosion happens very slowly; the wind doesn’t immediately knock the mountain down. If this story is correct, then the highest mountains can be eroding faster than other mountains, but still be the highest mountains. This might not be the exact answer, but I’m looking for this or a similar explanation.





A)  This might be it, because it’s consistent with my story about Mt. Everest. If A is true, then it says that huge mountains actually create their own weather. So any giant mountain is going to be instantly subjected to extreme wind and precipitation, and therefore intense erosion. I hope all the other answers suck so we can pick A.

B)  This wouldn’t explain why the big mountains are subject to eroding forces. In fact, it would only make the mystery worse, because it would suggest that big mountains are not good at resisting erosion, so how can they still be big? I like A better.

C)  This doesn’t explain anything about big mountains, so it can’t possibly be the answer.

D)  This is way too mushy. Precipitation can vary? So what? This doesn’t explain anything.

E)  This only talks about how mountains get formed—there’s nothing here about erosive forces.





I like A best, because it’s the only one that explains why big mountains are subject to the worst erosive forces.






Explanation Questions: HARDER


June 2004




Section 3




Question 13



Up until about 2 billion years ago, the sun was 30 percent dimmer than it is now. If the sun were that dim now, our oceans would be completely frozen. According to fossil evidence, however, life and liquid water were both present as early as 3.8 billion years ago.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to resolve the apparent discrepancy described above?







(A)  Our atmosphere currently holds in significantly less heat than it did 3.8 billion years ago.



(B)  The liquid water present 3.8 billion years ago later froze, only to melt again about 2 billion years ago.



(C)  A significant source of heat other than the sun contributed to the melting of ice sheets approximately 2 billion years ago.



(D)  Evidence suggests that certain regions of ocean remained frozen until much more recently than 2 billion years ago.



(E)  When large portions of the globe are ice-covered, more of the sun’s heat is reflected and not absorbed by the earth than when only the poles are ice-covered.






This is a very hard question for every class I teach, and I wouldn’t worry about it too much if I were you. We have to determine how it’s possible that 1) up until 2 billion years ago, the sun was 30 percent dimmer, and if it were that dim today our oceans would be frozen, but 2) 2 billion years ago the oceans were liquid. (Actually, even further than that, “as early as 3.8 billion years ago,” which includes 2 billion years ago.) How is this possible? Something must have been different back then! We’re asked to explain this puzzling set of circumstances.





A)  If the atmosphere was holding in more heat back then, that might make it possible that, even with a dimmer sun back then, the oceans wouldn’t have frozen. This could be the answer.

B)  The evidence says, “Life and liquid water were both present as early as 3.8 billion years ago.” I think this is supposed to mean that the oceans were never frozen any time in the last 3.8 billion years. So I think this answer choice is cheating: It changes the rules. The correct answer is supposed to explain
 how the mystery could have happened. This one says, “Well, actually, there wasn’t a mystery after all.” That’s not what we’re looking for.

C)  If this were true, it still wouldn’t explain why the oceans weren’t frozen 3.8 billion years ago.

D)  This definitely doesn’t explain anything. We’re trying to explain why the oceans were not
 frozen from 3.8 billion to 2 billion years ago. This answer doesn’t even attempt to explain that.

E)  This answer seems to address a situation where much of the earth is
 covered by ice, which, again, doesn’t seem to explain how the oceans could be liquid.





Because I hated B–E, and because A was at least a partially reasonable explanation, our answer is A.





Again, this is a terribly difficult question (I actually think it’s a shitty question) and I simply wouldn’t spend too much time worrying about it if I were you. Your time is better spent elsewhere.






Explanation Questions: HARDER


October 2008




Section 1




Question 13



People aged 46 to 55 spend more money per capita than people of any other age group. So it is puzzling that when companies advertise consumer products on television, they focus almost exclusively on people aged 25 and under. Indeed, those who make decisions about television advertising think that the value of a television advertising slot depends entirely on the number of people aged 25 and under who can be expected to be watching at that time.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to explain the puzzling facts stated above?







(A)  The expense of television advertising slots makes it crucial for companies to target people who are most likely to purchase their products.



(B)  Advertising slots during news programs almost always cost far less than advertising slots during popular sitcoms whose leading characters are young adults.



(C)  When television executives decide which shows to renew, they do so primarily in terms of the shows’ ratings among people aged 25 and under.



(D)  Those who make decisions about television advertising believe that people older than 25 almost never change their buying habits.



(E)  When companies advertise consumer products in print media, they focus primarily on people aged 26 and over.






There is nothing “puzzling” about this whatsoever. The reason that marketers would pursue young people is that young people 1) have longer to spend and 2) will eventually be in the big-spending age group. They might 3) also be more malleable: Maybe my dad is already totally set in his ways and impervious to advertising, whereas I might see a new brand of whiskey advertised on TV and decide it’s worth giving it a try. Any of these would be a good explanation of the supposedly “puzzling” facts.





A)  No, this doesn’t explain it. This actually makes it harder to understand, since 46 to 55 year olds spend the most money, and are therefore “most likely to purchase.”

B)  No, this also makes it worse. Why would advertisers choose to advertise where it is expensive to advertise, rather than where it is cheap?

C)  This might be implied by the facts, but it doesn’t explain
 the facts. The correct answer must help us understand why advertisers are pursuing young people. The fact that TV executives renew shows that are popular with young people is an effect
 of the advertisers’ preferences, not the cause
 of the advertisers’ preferences.

D)  Okay, this helps explain it. This goes to the point I made above about my dad not changing his preferences, where a younger person might change his preferences. There’s no point in advertising to someone who isn’t going to change his mind, so this answer would provide a reason why advertisers choose young people.

E)  This doesn’t help explain anything at all; this actually makes it harder to understand. If this is true, then why do TV advertisers go for younger people?





Our answer is D, because it’s the only explanation for the given facts.






Explanation Questions: HARDER


December 2004




Section 4




Question 15



The cost of a semester’s tuition at a certain university is based on the number of courses in which a student enrolls that semester. Although the cost per course at that university has not risen in four years, many of its students who could afford the tuition when they first enrolled now claim they can no longer afford it.







Each of the following, if true, helps to resolve the apparent discrepancy above EXCEPT:







(A)  Faculty salaries at the university have risen slightly over the past four years.



(B)  The number of courses per semester for which full-time students are required to enroll is higher this year than any time in the past.



(C)  The cost of living in the vicinity of the university has risen over the last two years.



(D)  The university awards new students a large number of scholarships that are renewed each year for the students who maintain high grade averages.



(E)  The university has turned many of its part-time office jobs, for which students had generally been hired, into full-time, nonstudent positions.






The cost per course hasn’t gone up, but the college kids now can’t afford tuition. What happened? Well, I guess they could be taking more courses. Or their sources of funding could have dried up. Or their other important bills (pizza, weed, etcetera) have skyrocketed. Or probably a lot of other explanations. This is an “explain… EXCEPT” question, so the incorrect answers will be good explanations like these and the correct answer will leave us scratching our heads. It will either be completely irrelevant, or will make the puzzlement worse, as would something like, “Every student in the school was given an additional $500 tax credit this year.”





A)  Salaries rising is irrelevant. The argument specifically says that the cost per course hasn’t risen, so who cares what faculty are getting paid? This is probably the correct answer, because it explains nothing.

B)  This is an explanation, and it matches one of our predictions, so this isn’t the answer for an EXCEPT question.

C)  This is an explanation, and it’s similar to one of our predictions (other bills have increased) so this isn’t the answer for an EXCEPT question.

D)  This would explain it, because maybe the students all had scholarships when they started, and then smoked too much weed, and have now lost their scholarships. This isn’t the answer for an EXCEPT question.

E)  This is an explanation, and matches one of our predictions (funding has dried up) so it isn’t the answer for an EXCEPT question.





Because B through E were all good explanations, and because A was not, our answer is A.






Explanation Questions: HARDER


June 2004




Section 3




Question 15



In 1975, a province reduced its personal income tax rate by 2 percent for most taxpayers. In 1976, the personal income tax rate for those taxpayers was again reduced by 2 percent. Despite the decreases in the personal income tax rate, the total amount of money collected from personal income taxes remained constant from 1974 to 1975 and rose substantially in 1976.







Each of the following, if true, could help to resolve the apparent discrepancy described above EXCEPT:







(A)  The years 1975 and 1976 were ones in which the province’s economy was especially prosperous.



(B)  The definition of “personal income” used by the province was widened during 1975 to include income received from personal investments.



(C)  The personal income tax rate for the wealthiest individuals in the province rose during 1975 and 1976.



(D)  The province’s total revenue from all taxes increased during both 1975 and 1976.



(E)  A large number of people from other provinces moved to the province during 1975 and 1976.






How can the tax rate
 for most taxpayers go down, but total tax revenue remain constant or go up? This isn’t so much of a mystery, really. If your income goes way up, your total taxes can go up even if your tax rate goes down a little. And the tax decrease only hit most
 taxpayers, not all taxpayers. Maybe the province jacked rates up for a few taxpayers, and gave everyone else a small cut? There are lots of explanations to this “apparent discrepancy.”

The question is an “explain… EXCEPT” question. There are four incorrect answers that will be good explanations to the discrepancy. The remaining answer choice will either be irrelevant or make the apparent discrepancy worse somehow.





A)  This is the equivalent of our prediction, “If your income goes way up, your total taxes can go up even if your tax rate goes down a little.” This is a good explanation, and therefore not the correct answer.

B)  This, if true, would broaden the tax base. So even if rates went down a bit, total taxes might go up. This is a good explanation, and therefore not the correct answer.

C)  This is the equivalent of our prediction, “Maybe the province jacked rates up for a few taxpayers, and gave everyone else a small cut?” So this is a good explanation, and therefore not the correct answer.

D)  Wait. “All taxes”? The argument was really only about personal income taxes, rather than corporate income taxes or sales taxes or whatever other taxes might exist. So I don’t see how something about “all taxes” can explain anything. Since this is irrelevant to the “discrepancy,” I think it’s probably our answer.

E)  This, if true, would broaden the tax base just like B. Way more people, slightly lower rates, more total revenue. This is a good explanation, so it’s not our answer.





Our answer is D, because it’s the only one that doesn’t explain the mystery.






Explanation Questions: HARDER


September 2006




Section 4




Question 16



In a study, shoppers who shopped in a grocery store without a shopping list and bought only items that were on sale for half price or less spent far more money on a comparable number of items than did shoppers in the same store who used a list and bought no sale items.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to explain the apparent paradox in the study's results?







(A)  Only the shoppers who used a list used a shopping cart.



(B)  The shoppers who did not use lists bought many unnecessary items.



(C)  Usually, only the most expensive items go on sale in grocery stores.



(D)  The grocery store in the study carries many expensive items that few other grocery stores carry.



(E)  The grocery store in the study places relatively few items on sale.






When I was a sophomore at UC Davis, my roommate Craig and I used to actually do this. We’d go to Safeway, without a list, and buy only
 those items that were 50 percent off, or buy-one-get-one-free, or better. Of course we would always end up with like two dozen homerun pies, six flats of Safeway Select soda, and way too much other junk food crap… but we’d look at our receipt and be proud of how much we’d “saved.” But did we really save? The study mentioned here suggests we didn’t. The study says that shoppers who go with a list spend far less money on the same number of items as do shoppers who shop like Craig and I did… even for the same number of items
 . How can this possibly be?

This is an Explanation question, and we’ve done a good job of understanding exactly what we’re supposed to explain. Now let’s see if we can predict the answer. I think it’s probably something like, “Shoppers with lists avoid getting sucked into ‘deals’ that aren't really deals, the way sale shoppers tend to.” Let’s see.





A)  Wow. Shopping cart, really? This is one of the least-relevant answer choices I have ever seen.

B)  This is a trap. The study said that the discount shoppers and the shoppers with lists bought a comparable number of items.

C)  This might do it. Suppose the grocery store only ever put their most expensive items on “sale.” If that was true, then if you bought only sale items you’d be buying only the most expensive items (with a discount). This isn’t exactly what we predicted, but it’s sort-of similar. This answer is best so far.

D)  This doesn’t explain the surprising difference in per-item spending between sale shoppers and list shoppers. No way.

E)   This isn’t relevant either. The sale shoppers bought only sale items… why would it matter if many items or few items were on sale?





Our answer has to be C.






Explanation Questions: HARDEST


December 2009




Section 3




Question 17



A recent study of major motion pictures revealed that the vast majority of their plots were simply variations on plots that had been used many times before. Despite this fact, many people enjoy seeing several new movies each year.







Each of the following, if true, would contribute to an explanation of the apparent discrepancy in the information above EXCEPT:







(A)  Movies based on standard plots are more likely to be financially successful than are ones based on original plots.



(B)  If the details of their stories are sufficiently different, two movies with the same basic plot will be perceived by moviegoers as having different plots.



(C)  Because of the large number of movies produced each year, the odds of a person seeing two movies with the same general plot structure in a five-year period are fairly low.



(D)  A certain aesthetic pleasure is derived from seeing several movies that develop the same plot in slightly different ways.



(E)  Although most modern movie plots have been used before, most of those previous uses occurred during the 1940s and 1950s.






Why do people go see essentially the same movie over and over and over? That’s the “apparent discrepancy” we’re asked to explain. It’s an “explain… EXCEPT” question, so the four incorrect answers will explain the mystery of why people go see movies with recycled plots. The one correct answer will be irrelevant, or will make it even harder to understand why people would go see a movie with a recycled plot.





A)  Wait, what? This explains nothing, and is therefore probably the answer. We want to know why people choose to go
 to movies with recycled plots… not why those movies get made in the first place. We already know people go
 to these movies. But why
 ? Saying that the movies are financially successful doesn’t answer the question.

B)  Okay, this one basically says, “People are dumb and can’t tell that they’re paying to see essentially the exact same movie they saw last week.” That’s an explanation. So this isn’t the answer.

C)  Okay, this one says, “Yes, most movies are recycled plots from other movies, but there are a LOT of different plots that are being recycled, so any given moviegoer isn’t really going to notice.” That’s an explanation, so this isn’t the answer.

D)  Okay, this one says, “People actually want
 to see the same plot over and over and over.” If that’s true, then it’s an explanation. So this isn’t the answer.

E)  Okay, this one says, “Yes, most movies are recycled plots… from before you were born. So why would you care?” If that’s true, then that’s an explanation. So this isn’t the answer,





Our answer is A, because it’s the only one that doesn’t explain why people would go to see a movie with a recycled plot.






Explanation Questions: HARDEST


September 2007




Section 3




Question 20



There are two ways to manage an existing transportation infrastructure: continuous maintenance at adequate levels, and periodic radical reconstruction. Continuous maintenance dispenses with the need for radical reconstruction, and radical reconstruction is necessitated by failing to perform continuous maintenance. Over the long run, continuous maintenance is far less expensive; nevertheless, it almost never happens.







Which one of the following, if true, most contributes to an explanation of why the first alternative mentioned is almost never adopted?







(A)  Since different parts of the transportation infrastructure are the responsibility of different levels of government, radical reconstruction projects are very difficult to coordinate efficiently.



(B)  When funds for transportation infrastructure maintenance are scarce, they are typically distributed in proportion to the amount of traffic that is borne by different elements of the infrastructure.



(C)  If continuous maintenance is performed at less-than-adequate levels, the need for radical reconstruction will often arise later than if maintenance had been restricted to responding to emergencies.



(D)  Radical reconstruction projects are, in general, too costly to be paid for from current revenue.



(E)  For long periods, the task of regular maintenance lacks urgency, since the consequences of neglecting it are very slow to manifest themselves.






The mystery here is this: If continuous maintenance is far less expensive in the long run, why the hell don’t we do it? Why do we wait until everything breaks down, and then have to do radical reconstruction? Are we stupid?

The answer is probably yes. Ask any dentist; people generally prefer to put things off as long as possible, even if the inevitable consequences are much worse in the long run. We are stupid and lazy.

Since we’re asked to explain the mystery, I think “we are stupid and lazy” could be on the right track. Let’s see if that gets us anywhere.





A)  I’m sure there are lots of reasons why radical reconstruction is difficult/expensive etcetera. But this only makes it harder
 to understand why we don’t just handle our goddamn business on a regular basis, thus alleviating the need for radical reconstruction. The correct answer must answer the following question: “Why don’t we just do the routine maintenance?” This answer choice doesn’t answer that question.

B)  This doesn’t answer the question either. Obviously funds will be distributed according to the amount of traffic, but why don’t we use those funds for routine maintenance?

C)  The fact that even less-than-adequate routine maintenance would have a positive effect doesn’t explain why we don’t do routine maintenance.

D)  This only makes it harder to understand why we don’t do routine maintenance.

E)  Yeah, this matches the given facts and also our dentist example above. Essentially, this answer says, “We are stupid and lazy.” Lack of routine maintenance has predictable consequences, but they are very slow to appear. So we don’t do anything until our teeth start falling out of our head, at which point radical reconstruction is our only option.





Our answer is E.






Explanation Questions: HARDEST


September 2006




Section 2




Question 21



Several people came down with an illness caused by a type of bacteria in seafood. Health officials traced the history of each person who became ill to the same restaurant and date. Careful testing showed that most people who ate seafood at the restaurant on that date had not come in contact with the bacteria in question. Despite this finding, health officials remained confident that contaminated seafood from this restaurant caused the cases of illness.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to resolve the apparent discrepancy indicated above?







(A)  Most people are immune to the effects of the bacteria in question.



(B)  Those made ill by the bacteria had all been served by a waiter who subsequently became ill.



(C)  All and only those who ate contaminated seafood at the restaurant on that date were allergic to the monosodium glutamate in a sauce that they used.



(D)  The restaurant in question had recently been given a warning about violations of health regulations.



(E)  All and only those who ate a particular seafood dish at the restaurant contracted the illness.






Health officials concluded that contaminated seafood in this restaurant was
 the culprit, even though most people who ate seafood didn’t get the illness. Why would health officials conclude this? I think the word “most,” in the third sentence, is the key here. Just because most
 people who ate seafood at the restaurant on a given night didn’t get exposed to a certain bacteria doesn’t mean that the seafood wasn’t rife with bacteria. Never forget: “Most” cigarette smokers do not
 get cancer. But cigarettes still do cause cancer.

So officials were still suspicious of the seafood, even if most
 people didn’t get infected by the seafood. We’re asked to find an answer choice that will explain why officials concluded that the seafood really did cause the illness.





A)  This is nice, but it doesn’t do anything at all to explain why officials concluded the seafood caused the illness.

B)  No. If this were true, the officials wouldn’t suspect the seafood
 caused the illness. They’d suspect that the waiter
 (perhaps his bad hygiene) caused the illness.

C)  Nope, if this were true then the officials would suspect MSG was the culprit, not seafood.

D)  Just because a restaurant got “warnings” about health regulations doesn’t do anything
 to prove that they got people sick on any given night. You could argue that all restaurants get warnings from time to time, and that restaurants are particularly careful after getting warnings. Furthermore, this doesn’t point to the seafood
 . We need an answer that would make seafood the obvious culprit.

E)  Okay, this is the best answer. If this is true, then it explains why most
 people who ate seafood didn’t get exposed to the bacteria, but officials still concluded that seafood was the problem. If E is true, then there was one particular seafood dish
 that caused the sickness. The “Seafood Surprise,” probably. If there was just one contaminated dish, then only people who ate that dish would get sick.





The answer is E.






Explanation Questions: HARDEST


October 2003




Section 3




Question 21



Labor representative: Social historians have shown conclusively that if workers strike when the working conditions at their jobs are poor, those conditions usually significantly improve after five years. Although workers in this industry are familiar with this fact, they nonetheless refuse to strike even though their working conditions are poor.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to resolve the apparent discrepancy described by the labor representative?







(A)  Until recently it was widely believed that strikes do not generally improve working conditions.



(B)  Most factories in this industry change ownership every two years.



(C)  Working conditions in many other industries are worse than conditions in this industry.



(D)  Workers typically plan to work in this industry only three years.



(E)  Wages in this industry have increased each year.






Not sure there’s a big mystery here. Why would workers not want to strike, even though most strikes result in improved conditions after five years? Because five years is a long fucking time, that’s why! Because they might be too old to work by then. Because they and their kids might starve
 by then. Because five years is a long-ass time to wait for any benefit, let alone “improved work conditions.” Maybe they’d rather just get another job, instead of strike for five years with no income, only to return to an “improved” version of the shitty job they had before.





A)  This might have explained why workers of the past wouldn’t have stricken. (Struck? Striked? Who cares.) But it wouldn’t explain why workers don’t now
 strike.

B)  Irrelevant. How would this explain why workers don’t strike? If you say, “They don’t strike because they think they’ll have a new boss within two years, and that boss will be better,” isn’t that awful speculative? I could just as easily say, “The new boss will be worse.”

C)  I don’t see how other industries are relevant here.

D)  OK, this is a good one. Why wouldn’t workers strike if they know conditions will improve within five years of the strike? Well, because they were only going to work for three years in the first place. If that’s true, then the strike would give them no income at all, and better work conditions for whoever comes in to replace them. This is a great explanation.

E)  Huh? No explanation here.





Our answer is D.






Explanation Questions: HARDEST


September 2007




Section 3




Question 22



Most economists believe that reducing the price of any product generally stimulates demand for it. However, most wine merchants have found that reducing the price of domestic wines to make them more competitive with imported wines with which they were previously comparably priced is frequently followed by an increase in sales of those imported wines.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to reconcile the belief of most economists with the consequences observed by most wine merchants?







(A)  Economists’ studies of the prices of grocery items and their rates of sales rarely cover alcoholic beverages.



(B)  Few merchants of any kind have detailed knowledge of economic theories about the relationship between item prices and sales rates.



(C)  Consumers are generally willing to forgo purchasing other items they desire in order to purchase a superior wine.



(D)  Imported wines in all price ranges are comparable in quality to domestic wines that cost less.



(E)  An increase in the demand for a consumer product is compatible with an increase in demand for a competing product.






Wine A and Wine B are the same price. The shopkeeper lowers the cost of Wine A, and the result is an increase in the sales of Wine B. Why would this happen?

Maybe wine drinkers are insufferable douchebags. They can’t formulate their own opinion about what they like based on taste, so they have to use price as a surrogate for quality. If a wine is too cheap, they turn their nose up at it and buy the more expensive one. Let’s see if that’s listed in the answers.





A)  What? Who cares? This does nothing to explain the situation.

B)  Again, who cares? The right answer must explain
 why lowering the price of Wine A led to an increase in sales of Wine B. These first two answers suck.

C)  This may be true, but it does nothing to explain why a decrease in the price of A led to an increase in the sales of B. No way.

D)  Yes, but… Why would people buy Wine B instead of Wine A if Wine A is cheaper?!?!
 We’re still looking for an answer to that question.

E)  This doesn’t match our prediction, but I am willing to give this one a bit more attention simply because A, B, C, and D sucked so badly. Maybe the shopkeeper lowered the price of A and customers flocked in to buy A and also bought more of B while they were there.
 This is like Trader Joe’s selling cases and cases of Two Buck Chuck and also doing a decent business in other, more expensive wines simultaneously. That’s definitely feasible. E wasn’t great, but the rest of the answers were horrible.





So our answer is E.






Explanation Questions: HARDEST


June 2004




Section 2




Question 25



Burying beetles do whatever they can to minimize the size of their competitors’ broods without adversely affecting their own. This is why they routinely destroy each other’s eggs when two or more beetles inhabit the same breeding location. Yet, after the eggs hatch, the adults treat all of the larvae equally, sharing in the care of the entire population.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to explain burying beetles’ apparently contradictory behavior?







(A)  Burying beetles whose eggs hatch before their competitors’ are more likely to have large broods than are burying beetles whose eggs hatch later.



(B)  The cooperation among adult burying beetles ensures that the greatest possible number of larvae survive.



(C)  Burying beetles are unable to discriminate between their own larvae and the larvae of other burying beetles.



(D)  Many of the natural enemies of burying beetles can be repelled only if burying beetles cooperate in defending the breeding site.



(E)  Most breeding sites for burying beetles can accommodate only a limited number of larvae.






Hmm. Burying beetles “do whatever they can” to minimize the size of their competitors’ broods without adversely affecting their own. So they destroy each other’s eggs, the selfish bastards. But, they care for each other’s larvae
 equally. Why would this be? Why are they so selfish sometimes, and other times cooperative?

If you can’t answer this one before looking at the answer choices, then you probably can’t answer it at all. The answer is going to be something like, “Burying beetle larvae all look identical.”





A)  Not what I’m looking for.

B)  Not what I’m looking for. Burying beetles don’t want “the greatest possible number of larvae” to survive. They want their own
 larvae to survive. So why do they care for each other’s larvae? This is probably the second-best answer, but it really doesn’t explain what we were looking to explain.

C)  Mhmm, exactly what I predicted. The adult burying beetles have no choice but to cooperate in raising larvae, because the larvae all look the same.

D)  Nah. “Defending the breeding site” wasn’t what the mystery was about. The mystery was, “Why do the beetles kill each other’s eggs but not kill each other’s larvae”.

E)  This, if true, would only make the mystery harder
 to understand. If this is true, why don’t they kick each other’s larvae out of the breeding site?





Our answer is C.






Explanation Questions: HARDEST


June 2006




Section 4




Question 25



A study conducted over a 6-month period analyzed daily attendance and average length of visit at the local art museum. The results showed that when the museum was not featuring a special exhibition, attendance tended to be lower but patrons spent an average of 45 minutes longer in the museum than when it was featuring a special exhibition.







Each of the following, if true, could help to explain the differing average lengths of visits to the museum EXCEPT:







(A)  Visitors to the museum during special exhibitions tend to have narrower artistic interests, and do not view as many different exhibits during their visit.



(B)  A plan to extend normal museum hours during special exhibitions was considered but not enacted during the period studied.



(C)  Many people who go to special exhibitions go simply for the prestige of having been there.



(D)  Admission tickets to the special exhibitions at the museum are issued for a specific 1-hour period on a specific day.



(E)  Many people who go to special exhibitions are on organized tours and do not have the opportunity to browse.






Hmm. Why would more people go to the museum when there was a special exhibition, but stay longer at the museum when there was not
 a special exhibition? The question invites us to explain this mystery.

To me, it doesn’t seem that mysterious at all. One possible explanation is that people who are not serious about art go to the museum to see the special Picasso exhibit, and once they see it they leave, because they really don’t give a shit about art. When the special Picasso exhibit isn’t there, fewer people go but the people who are there actually do
 give a shit, and spend lots of time looking at other artists besides the big-name Picasso. That would explain it, right? Well, there are apparently a lot
 of explanations, because this is an “explain… EXCEPT” question. The correct answer will be the only one that does not
 explain the attendance/length of attendance differential. Let’s see.





A)  Yeah, this is pretty much exactly what we predicted. So this is out.

B)  So what? I don’t see how a proposed change to the hours that was considered, but not enacted, can possibly explain anything. This is a good candidate.

C)  This would explain it—it’s a slight variation on what we predicted, above. This is out.

D)  This would seem to explain it—people who go to see the special exhibition get kicked out after an hour. This is out.

E)  This would also explain it.





Our answer is B.






Explanation Questions: HARDEST


October 2004
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Question 25



A certain medication that is frequently prescribed to lower a patient’s cholesterol level is generally effective. A recent study of 1,000 subjects ranging widely in age indicates, however, that the cholesterol level of someone taking the medication is typically 12 to 15 percent higher than the average for that person’s age group.







Which one of the following, if true, most helps to explain how both of the claims made above could be true?







(A)  A recently developed cholesterol-lowering medication is more effective than the medication described above.



(B)  Another medication is prescribed to treat high cholesterol just as often as the medication described above is.



(C)  In most cases, people with high cholesterol levels are not treated with drug therapy but are put on restrictive low-cholesterol diets.



(D)  The medication described above is usually prescribed only for people whose cholesterol level is at least 30 percent above the average for their age group.



(E)  Within the population as a whole, approximately the same number of people have relatively high cholesterol levels as have relatively low cholesterol levels.






I find this question to be insultingly obvious. Why would people who take an effective
 cholesterol drug still have higher cholesterol than other people? OMG it’s a mystery!

No, it’s not a mystery. The reason they are taking the drug is that without the drug they would have even higher
 cholesterol. The drug is effective in keeping the cholesterol in check, but even an effective drug doesn’t have to be perfectly
 effective.

This is a very common theme on the LSAT; I’ve seen it all before. Be on the lookout for it! Here’s another example: “Billy has been paying extra on his student loan payments each month, in hopes of eliminating his student debt ahead of schedule. But Billy still has more student debt than his peers. Therefore Billy’s plan of paying extra each month is ineffective.” No it’s not! He’d be in an even worse situation if he hadn’t been paying extra.

We’re asked to explain the purported mystery about the cholesterol drug. I’m almost certain that the answer will be something like, “The patients who take the drug used to have even worse cholesterol.”





A)  No, other drugs are not relevant.

B)  No, other drugs are not relevant.

C)  Who cares about “most cases”? The only relevant cases are the folks who do
 take the drug. We’re trying to explain why people who take the drug still have high cholesterol. Other people who use different therapies are not relevant.

D)  Yes. If the people used to have even higher
 cholesterol, then the drug could be effective but still leave them with high cholesterol. This matches our prediction.

E)  Huh? Totally irrelevant.





Our answer is D, because it’s the only answer that explains the mystery-that-wasn’t-really-a-mystery.








Main Conclusion




(Example: “Which one of the following most accurately expresses the conclusion of Wash’s argument?”)






Questions that ask you to identify the main conclusion are among the easiest questions on the LSAT, since you should always be looking for the conclusion of an argument anyway. (How can you be arguing with the speaker if you don’t understand their main point?) On this type of question, you absolutely should predict the correct answer before looking at the answer choices. If you’re having any trouble, try asking the speaker, “Why are you wasting my time with this?” to see if it helps you zero in on the speaker’s main point.
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Question 4



This region must find new ways to help business grow. After all, shoe manufacturing used to be a major local industry, but recently has experienced severe setbacks due to overseas competition, so there is a need for expansion into new manufacturing areas. Moreover, our outdated public policy generally inhibits business growth.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion drawn in the argument?







(A)  The region needs to find new ways to enhance business growth.



(B)  Shoe manufacturing is no longer a major source of income in the region.



(C)  Shoe manufacturing in the region has dramatically declined due to overseas competition.



(D)  Business in the region must expand into new areas of manufacturing.



(E)  Outdated public policy inhibits business growth in the region.






If a question asks you to identify the conclusion of the argument, you must
 predict the answer before looking at the answer choices. It’s much easier and quicker that way.

Here are a couple ways to identify the main conclusion of the argument: First, ask yourself, “Why is this person wasting my time with this?” This attitude will force you to pay attention to their main point. Second, take a look at which pieces of the argument reasonably support the other pieces of the argument.

Did the speaker come here to talk about shoes? No, not really… shoes were only mentioned to provide an example of why the region needs new ways to help business grow. Did the person come here to talk about “outdated public policy”? Well, not really. A hint here is the word “moreover,” which is never used to introduce a main conclusion; “moreover” is like “furthermore” in that it is indicating another reason
 for what the speaker is concluding, not the conclusion itself.

How about that first sentence? “This region must find new ways to help business grow.” For one thing, that sounds like a, “Hey guys, we have to do
 something.” Any time somebody says that, it’s probably the conclusion of their argument. Why
 do we have to do something? The rest of the argument supports that conclusion: Well, the shoe business is gone. So we need new manufacturing. Also our public policy sucks and inhibits business growth. THEREFORE we need to do something to help business!

That last bit has to be the conclusion.





A)  Yes, this is exactly what we predicted.

B)  This is a premise of the argument, used to support the conclusion that we must do something.

C)  Again, a premise.

D)  Again, a premise.

E)  Again, a premise.





Answers B, C, D, and E are all evidence that was used in the argument to support A, which was the main conclusion of the argument. So our answer is A. Note that if you couldn’t figure it out in advance, the answer choices would never help clarify it for you, since all they do is regurgitate each element of the argument.





The answer is A.
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Question 4



The purpose of the physical sciences is to predict the order in which events will succeed one another. Human behavior, also, can sometimes be successfully predicted. However, even successful predictions of human behavior do not provide an understanding of it, for understanding a human action requires knowing its goal, even though such knowledge of goals either cannot or need not be obtained in the case of nonhuman behavior.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the argument’s conclusion?







(A)  Successful predictions of human behavior do not constitute an understanding of that behavior.



(B)  One cannot predict an instance of human behavior without an understanding of the agent’s purpose in engaging in that behavior.



(C)  In some cases, but not in others, understanding an event consists in the ability to predict the occurrence of that event.



(D)  The goal of the physical sciences is to predict the order in which events will occur.



(E)  The methods used to predict human behavior must involve reference to the psychological states of human agents.






Meh, this is a bunch of bullshit right from the beginning. “The purpose of the physical sciences is to predict the order
 in which events will succeed one another”? I don’t buy that, right off the bat. But I’m not sure it matters, because I actually think it’s just a red herring, meant to distract you from the actual conclusion of the argument.  Key words are really important here. The word “for” in the middle of the last sentence indicates that it precedes some evidence, and immediately follows the conclusion of the argument. The keyword isn’t absolute proof
 that, “Successful predictions of human behavior do not provide an understanding of it,” is the conclusion of the argument, but it’s a very strong suggestion that that’s the conclusion. To test this theory, we can reorder the terms of the argument, and see if all the other terms tend to support what we suspect is the conclusion. Let’s see:






	Fact 1: The purpose of the physical sciences is to predict the order in which events will succeed one another.

	Fact 2: Human behavior can sometimes be successfully predicted.

	Fact 3: Understanding a human action requires knowing its goal.

	Fact 4: Knowledge of goals either cannot or need not be obtained in the case of nonhuman behavior.



THEREFORE


	Successful predictions of human behavior do not provide an understanding of it.







It’s not the easiest thing in the world to see, because of all the irrelevant bullshit. Here, I’d simply ignore facts 1, 2, and 4 because they actually don’t connect to, or prove, anything at all. But fact 3 DOES tend to support the conclusion. Like this:






	Fact 3: Understanding a human action requires knowing its goal.



THEREFORE


	Successful predictions of human behavior do not provide an understanding of it.







In other words, being able to predict a human action doesn’t prove that you understand it, because you must know the goal
 of a human action in order to understand that action.

Basically this argument sucks, and it’s a really hard question to parse. But all we’re asked to do is identify the conclusion of the argument, and I have a prediction. That answer is, “Successful predictions of human behavior do not provide an understanding of it.” If that’s one of the answer choices, then that’s what I’m picking and I’m getting the fuck out of Dodge.





A)  This is exactly what we were looking for, so I’m 99% certain it will be our answer.

B)  The argument says you can predict human behavior without understanding it. This is out.

C)  Nah, the conclusion was about understanding human behavior. This isn’t about understanding human behavior.

D)  This was certainly part of the argument, but it didn’t support the conclusion, nor was it the conclusion. This was just some bullshit added in to make the question harder.

E)  This misunderstands the argument in the same way as B.





Our answer is A. By the way, this was an extremely difficult question number 4. The earlier questions are usually, on average, easier than the later questions. But this one is definitely an exception.
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Question 5



Statistician: Two major studies found no causal link between medical procedure X and disorder Y, but these studies are flawed. One study looked at 1,000 people who had undergone procedure X and the other study looked at 1,100 people who had undergone procedure X. But because disorder Y occurs in only .02 percent of the population, researchers would need to include many more than 1,100 people in a study to detect even a doubling of the rate of disorder Y.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion of the statistician’s argument?







(A)  Contrary to the findings of two major studies, there is reason to think that procedure X causes disorder Y.



(B)  Two studies that discovered no causal link between procedure X and disorder Y are unsound.



(C)  Researchers should conduct more-extensive studies of procedure X to determine whether the procedure is causally linked with disorder Y.



(D)  The two studies cited did not reach a conclusion as to whether disorder Y results from procedure X.



(E)  Despite the opinions of many medical experts, it has not been established that there is a causal link between procedure X and disorder Y.






The argument basically says this: The samples were too small to make a valid conclusion, therefore the studies are flawed. That’s the gist of the argument. Since we’re asked for the conclusion of the argument, I think it’s, “The studies are flawed.” The rest of the argument tries to prove that point, so that must be the conclusion.





A)  Nope. The conclusion was only that the studies are flawed, no more. The argument did not
 attempt to prove that X does, in fact, cause Y. It’s entirely possible that the statistician actually believes that X does not
 cause Y, but still thinks that the two studies were crap. The argument only said, “The studies were crap.” So this answer goes way too far.

B)  Yep, this basically says, “The studies are flawed.” Since this is exactly what the statistician was trying to prove, I’m about 99 percent sure that this will be the correct answer. But let’s skim C through E just to be safe.

C)  Nope. The statistician simply didn’t say, “Let’s do more research.” All the statistician said was, “The studies are crap.”

D)  Nope. The statistician says the two studies did
 reach a conclusion: the studies “found,” i.e.
 concluded, that there’s no causal link between X and Y. Since this answer is the opposite
 of what the statistician said, there is no way it can be the statistician’s conclusion.

E)  “The opinions of many medical experts” is not mentioned in the statistician’s argument, so I don’t see how the hell this could be the conclusion of the statistician’s argument. The statistician was only
 concerned with showing that the two studies were crap.





B does the best job of describing this flaw, so B is definitely our answer.
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Question 5



Psychologist: Because of a perceived social stigma against psychotherapy, and because of age discrimination on the part of some professionals, some elderly people feel discouraged about trying psychotherapy. They should not be, however, for many younger people have greatly benefited from it, and people in later life have certain advantages over the young—such as breadth of knowledge, emotional maturity, and interpersonal skills—that contribute to the likelihood of a positive outcome.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion of the psychologist’s argument?







(A)  Certain psychotherapists practice age discrimination.



(B)  Elderly people are better able to benefit from psychotherapy than are younger people.



(C)  Elderly people should not be reluctant to undergo psychotherapy.



(D)  Characteristics associated with maturity are important factors in psychotherapy’s success.



(E)  Elderly people are less inclined to try psychotherapy than are younger people.






Any time I see a “should,” I suspect that’s going to be part of the conclusion of the argument. Because if someone’s going to tell us what we should
 or should not
 do, then they damn well better have some evidence to back it up.

So here, the phrase “they should not be” is probably the conclusion. Let’s see. Premise: Psychotherapy helps young people a lot. Premise: Old people have certain advantages that make it even more likely to be successful. Conclusion: Old people shouldn’t be discouraged from trying psychotherapy. Yep, it makes sense if we rearrange it that way. So, “Old people shouldn’t be discouraged from trying psychotherapy,” or (without the double-negative), “Old people should try psychotherapy,” is the conclusion of the argument.





A)  Nope. This was mentioned, but goes against
 the eventual conclusion of the argument.

B)  Nope. This supports the conclusion, but is not the conclusion itself.

C)  Yep, this is exactly what we predicted.

D)  This supports the conclusion, but is not the conclusion itself.

E)  This was mentioned, but it’s not the conclusion of the argument.





Remember: The conclusion of the argument is the answer to the question, “Why are you wasting my time with this.” This psychologist came here to waste our time with, “Old people shouldn’t be discouraged from trying psychotherapy.”





So our answer is C.






Main Conclusion Questions: EASIER


June 2006




Section 4




Question 7



Editorialist: There would seem to be little hazard for consumers associated with chemicals used in treated lumber because the lumber is used outside where fumes cannot accumulate. However, immediate steps should be taken to determine the safety of these chemicals since consumers could ingest them. If the lumber is used for children’s playground equipment, youngsters could put their mouths on the wood, and if it is used to contain soil in a vegetable garden, the chemicals could leach into the soil.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion of the editorialist’s argument?







(A)  The chemicals used in treated lumber are apparently not dangerous to the consumer.



(B)  Treated lumber is as dangerous when used outdoors as it is when used indoors.



(C)  The effects on humans from the chemicals in treated lumber should be studied.



(D)  Parents should not allow children to put their mouths on playground equipment.



(E)  Treated lumber is more dangerous than was once believed.






Questions that ask you to identify the main conclusion of an argument can frequently be answered by asking the speaker, “Why are you wasting my time with this?” When you ask that question, the speaker will answer with, “Well, basically I wanted to tell you this
 .” And whatever the this
 is should be the answer.

Here, I think the answer is, “Immediate steps should be taken to determine the safety of these chemicals.” The rest of the argument supports that assertion. Why
 should we immediately take steps to determine the safety? Well, kids might suck on the chemicals, or the chemicals might leach into your vegetables. The conclusion is, “Therefore, we should figure out if the chemicals are safe or not.”





A)  No, the argument doesn’t say this. The argument says, “We need to answer this question.”

B)  No, the argument doesn’t say this. The argument says, “We need to figure out whether this is dangerous or not.”

C)  Yes, we should study it. This is very close to our prediction.

D)  Nah, the editor isn’t trying to get parents to stop their slobbery kids from ingesting the chemicals. The editor is proposing a study to see if we should keep the chemicals away
 from the kids.

E)  No, the editor doesn’t go this far. All the editor is saying is, “We need to study this.”





Our answer is C.
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Question 9



Public health expert: Until recently people believed that applications of biochemical research would eventually achieve complete victory over the microorganisms that cause human disease. However, current medical research shows that those microorganisms reproduce so rapidly that medicines developed for killing one variety will only spur the evolution of other varieties that are immune to those medicines. The most rational public health strategy, therefore, would place much more emphasis than at present on fully informing people about the transmission of diseases caused by microorganisms, with a view to minimizing the incidence of such diseases.







Of the following, which one most accurately expresses the conclusion drawn by the public health expert?







(A)  A medicine that kills one variety of disease-causing microorganism can cause the evolution of a drug-resistant variety.



(B)  A patient who contracts a disease caused by microorganisms cannot be effectively cured by present methods.



(C)  There is good reason to make a particular change to public health policy.



(D)  No one who is fully informed about the diseases caused by microorganisms will ever fall victim to those diseases.



(E)  Some previous approaches to public health policy ignored the fact that disease-causing microorganisms reproduce at a rapid rate.






The argument basically goes as follows. Premise: Current medical research shows that microorganisms evolve more rapidly than new medicines can be created. Conclusion: Therefore we should increase our public health emphasis on informing people about transmission of disease. In other words, since science isn’t going to save us, lavarse sus manos, por favor
 .

We’re asked to find the conclusion, so my prediction is, “We should increase our public health emphasis on informing people about transmission of disease.” It’s critical that we make this prediction before we look at the answer choices. On a Main Conclusion question, if you can’t predict the answer, you can’t answer it at all.





A)  This is a premise of the argument, not the conclusion. It supports the idea that we should increase our public health emphasis on informing people about transmission.

B)  This isn’t even supported by the argument. The argument doesn’t say, “We’re fucked, we’ve lost the battle.” Rather, it says, “We should focus on informing people about transmission, because science isn’t going to ever completely eradicate disease. Because this answer is unsupported, it can’t possibly be the argument’s conclusion.

C)  This is an abstraction of our prediction above. “We should increase our public health emphasis on informing people about transmission (because science alone isn’t going to save us)” is a specific way of saying that. Like this: “There is a good reason (science alone isn’t going to save us) to make a particular change to public health policy (increase emphasis on education about transmission).” This isn’t easy, but it’s probably going to be the correct answer.

D)  This is unsupported by the given facts. Therefore it can’t be the conclusion.

E)  “Ignored” is too strong. Perhaps all previous approaches did
 take into account how rapidly microorganisms reproduce, but assumed that science would proceed even faster. We don’t know, so this can’t be the answer.





Our answer is C, because it’s the best match for our prediction.
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Question 11



Australia has considerably fewer species of carnivorous mammals than any other continent does but about as many carnivorous reptile species as other continents do. This is probably a consequence of the unusual sparseness of Australia’s ecosystems. To survive, carnivorous mammals must eat much more than carnivorous reptiles need to; thus carnivorous mammals are at a disadvantage in ecosystems in which there is relatively little food.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion of the argument?







(A)  Australia has considerably fewer species of carnivorous mammals than any other continent does but about as many carnivorous reptile species as other continents do.



(B)  In ecosystems in which there is relatively little food carnivorous mammals are at a disadvantage relative to carnivorous reptiles.



(C)  The unusual sparseness of Australia’s ecosystems is probably the reason Australia has considerably fewer carnivorous mammal species than other continents do but about as many carnivorous reptile species.



(D)  The reason that carnivorous mammals are at a disadvantage in ecosystems in which there is relatively little food is that they must eat much more in order to survive than carnivorous reptiles need to.



(E)  Because Australia’s ecosystems are unusually sparse, carnivorous mammals there are at a disadvantage relative to carnivorous reptiles.






There’s cause and effect here, which I know from experience is very frequently the conclusion of an argument. Let’s see. Rearranging terms, I get, “Australia has considerably fewer species of carnivorous mammals than any other continent, but about as many carnivorous reptiles.” Oh yeah, wow, that’s interesting—I wonder why that would be? “Oh, I’m glad you asked. Well, to survive, carnivorous mammals must eat much more than carnivorous reptiles need to. So carnivorous reptiles are at a disadvantage in ecosystems in which there is relatively little food. And Australia has an unusually sparse ecosystem. Therefore
 , the reason why Australia has a normal number of carnivorous reptiles but a relatively small number of carnivorous mammals is because of the sparse ecosystem.”

The conclusion is everything after the “therefore.”





A)  No, this was the mystery that the argument set out to explain.

B)  This was a premise of the argument, but there’s nothing here about Australia. The speaker definitely wanted to tell us a story specifically about Australia.

C)  Yes, this is exactly what we predicted.

D)  No, this is a premise that supports C.

E)  Close, but this is also a premise that supports C. “Carnivorous mammals are at a disadvantage, therefore there are fewer of them.”





Our answer is C.
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Question 12



Some species are called “indicator species” because the loss of a population of such a species serves as an early warning of problems arising from pollution. Environmentalists tracking the effects of pollution have increasingly paid heed to indicator species; yet environmentalists would be misguided if they attributed the loss of a population to pollution in all cases. Though declines in population often do signal environmental degradation, they are just as often a result of the natural evolution of an ecosystem. We must remember that, in nature, change is the status quo.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the argument’s conclusion?







(A)  Environmentalists sometimes overreact to the loss of a specific population.



(B)  The loss of a specific population should not always be interpreted as a sign of environmental degradation.



(C)  Environmentalists’ use of indicator species in tracking the effects of pollution is often problematic.



(D)  The loss of a specific population is often the result of natural changes in an ecosystem and in such cases should not be resisted.



(E)  The loss of a specific population as a result of pollution is simply part of nature’s status quo.






This is a smart argument, for once. True, a decline in the population of a certain species of frog might
 indicate that the environment is being polluted. But there could be many different causes of a species going into decline. Maybe a predator has moved into the area and is feasting on the frogs, maybe a competing species has grown in numbers and is stealing the frogs’ food, maybe the frogs have simply decided that having kids isn’t worth the hassle and they’d rather save money for a vacation to Aruba every year… who knows? As a general principle, just because A causes B does not
 mean that C, D, E, and a million other things don’t also cause B.

The conclusion that the argument draws from all this is hey, let’s not freak out over every single decline in an indicator species. Sure, the decline could
 be due to pollution. But the decline could also be due to any number of other things. Let’s keep our pants on here.





A)  Close, but no. The argument doesn’t go so far as to claim that environmentalists “sometimes overreact.” Rather, the argument is saying, “Let’s not overreact.” Those aren’t quite the same things.

B)  Yep. This one matches our prediction.

C)  The argument doesn’t claim that using indicator species is often
 problematic. Rather, the argument warns against one potential problem, and says we should look out for it.

D)  This goes further than the argument actually goes. The argument doesn’t say we shouldn’t try to prevent species loss. Rather, it says we shouldn’t automatically blame pollution every time we do lose a species.

E)  The argument doesn’t say this. The argument says that “natural evolution of an ecosystem” is nature’s status quo, not that species loss due to pollution is nature’s status quo.





Our answer is B, because it’s the closest to, “Hey, there are other potential causes of species loss besides pollution.”
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Question 13



It is a mistake to think, as ecologists once did, that natural selection will eventually result in organisms that will be perfectly adapted to their environments. After all, perfect adaptation of an individual to its environment is impossible, for an individual’s environment can vary tremendously; no single set of attributes could possibly prepare an organism to cope with all the conditions that it could face.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion of the argument?







(A)  It is not possible for an individual to be perfectly adapted to its environment.



(B)  Natural selection will never result in individuals that will be perfectly adapted to their environments.



(C)  No single set of attributes could enable an individual organism to cope with all of the conditions that it might face.



(D)  Because an individual’s environment can vary tremendously, no individual can be perfectly adapted to its environment.



(E)  Ecologists once believed that natural selection would eventually result in individuals that will be perfectly adapted to their environments.






Basically any time someone says, “It is a mistake to think XYZ,” anywhere in their argument, it’s very likely that that’s the main conclusion of the argument. (You can’t just claim somebody is wrong… usually you have to prove it.) So when the question asks you to identify the main conclusion here, I think it’s the first sentence. “It is a mistake to think… that natural selection will eventually result in organisms that will be perfectly adapted to their environments.”





A)  Nothing here about natural selection, which I think was a key component in that first sentence. This one is a premise that supports the conclusion, but it’s not the conclusion itself. Let’s keep looking.

B)  OK, this is pretty much what we were predicting.

C)  Again, nothing here about natural selection. This sentence was definitely part of the argument, but I think it was another premise, not the conclusion.

D)  Again, this was a premise of the argument.

E)  And this was yet another premise.





The point of the argument is that those ecologists were wrong
 . Answer B does the best job of saying they were wrong, so that’s our answer.
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Question 14



Social critic: The operas composed by Bizet and Verdi are nineteenth-century European creations, reflecting the attitudes and values in France and Italy at the end of that century. Several recent studies impugn these operas on the grounds that they reinforce in our society many stereotypes about women. But only a small minority of contemporary North Americans, namely opera lovers, have had any significant exposure to these works.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the conclusion that the social critic’s argument, as it is stated above, is structured to establish?







(A)  Bizet and Verdi constructed images of women that have significantly influenced contemporary stereotypes.



(B)  Nineteenth-century French and Italian images of women are quite different from contemporary North American images of women.



(C)  The operas of Bizet and Verdi have not significantly contributed to stereotypical images of women in contemporary North America.



(D)  Opera is not an important factor shaping social attitudes in contemporary North America.



(E)  People cannot be influenced by things they are not directly exposed to.






I think the conclusion of this argument is implied, rather than stated. To figure out the conclusion of an argument, I ask the speaker, “Why are you wasting my time with this?”
 Here, I don’t think any of the sentences in the argument are actually the reason why the social critic came here to waste our time. I think the critic’s main point is something like, “The studies are wrong.” Everything the critic says seems to support that idea, even though he didn’t specifically say so. Watch:





1)  There are some operas. (Bizet, Verdi, France, Italy, blah blah blah… details unimportant).

2)  Studies say these operas reinforce stereotypes about women.

3)  But
 only opera nerds ever see these operas.

4)  Therefore
 the studies are wrong!





The conclusion of the argument is, “The studies are wrong.” If the social critic didn’t want to say that, then why did she say anything at all? That’s clearly what she came here to say. So let’s pick an answer choice that, at its core, says that.





A)  Nothing here about the studies being wrong. (Actually, I think this might weaken the argument. If I’m trying to identify the main conclusion of an argument, the correct answer is certainly not going to weaken
 the argument.)

B)  Nothing here about the studies being wrong.

C)  This suggests that the studies are wrong. I like this one best so far.

D)  Nothing here about the studies being wrong. (This might strengthen the argument, but it’s not the main conclusion.)

E)  Nothing here about the studies being wrong. (This might strengthen the argument, but it’s not the main conclusion.)





Our answer is C.





On a main conclusion question, you must
 identify the core of the argument before you look at the answer choices. There’s simply no way around it. The answer choices aren’t going to make it easier to understand, if you don’t know what you’re looking for.
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Question 16



Sociologist: Some economists hold that unregulated markets should accompany democratic sovereignty because they let people vote with their money. But this view ignores the crucial distinction between the private consumer and the public citizen. In the marketplace the question is, “What do I want?” At the voting booth the question is always, “What do we want?” Hence, supporters of political democracy can also support marketplace regulation.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the conclusion drawn by the sociologist?







(A)  Voters think of themselves as members of a community, rather than as isolated individuals.



(B)  Unregulated markets are incompatible with democratic sovereignty.



(C)  Where there is democratic sovereignty there should be unregulated markets.



(D)  Private consumers are primarily concerned with their own self-interest.



(E)  Opposition to unregulated markets is consistent with support for democracy.






This question simply asks us to identify the conclusion of the argument. The conclusion here is the last sentence. We know this for two reasons. First, the use of the word “hence” is a pretty big clue. You don’t usually start a sentence with the word “hence” unless you’re about to lay down your main point. (This isn’t 100 percent always the case, but it’s a damn good clue.) Second, and this is how we know for sure
 that the last sentence is the conclusion, the entire rest of the argument seems to support the final sentence. If everything you say supports one other statement, then that one other statement is the conclusion of your argument. Why is the sociologist wasting our time? Well, the sociologist is wasting our time in order to prove to us that “supporters of political democracy can also support marketplace regulation.” That’s our prediction.





A)  This isn’t what we’re looking for, so we don’t have to waste time with it until we’ve scanned all the answer choices.

B)  This is similar to what we’re looking for, but it’s not quite right. We want, “Democracy is consistent with regulation.” That’s not quite the same as, “Democracy is incompatible with deregulation.” I doubt this is it.

C)  This answer is wrong for two reasons. First, it gets the argument backward. The point of the argument was, “People can support both democracy and regulation,” whereas this answer seems to connect democracy with de
 regulation. Furthermore, even if this answer didn’t make the first mistake it would still be wrong, because the sociologist didn’t go so far as to say democratic sovereignty should
 have regulated markets. All she said is that it is possible
 to support both. This one is out.

D)  Not at all what we’re looking for. Let’s not waste time with this until we at least read E.

E)  This is written in a confusing way, but it’s exactly what the sociologist said in her conclusion. “Consistent with” just means “possible.” The sociologist concluded that it is possible
 to be a supporter of both democracy and regulation. That’s what answer E says. Note the double negative… “opposition to unregulated markets” can mean “support for regulated markets.”





The answer is E.






Main Conclusion Questions: HARDEST


October 2008




Section 1




Question 18



There is little plausibility to the claim that it is absurd to criticize anyone for being critical. Obviously, people must assess one another and not all assessments will be positive. However, there is wisdom behind the injunction against being judgmental. To be judgmental is not merely to assess someone negatively, but to do so prior to a serious effort at understanding.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion drawn in the argument?







(A)  To be judgmental is to assess someone negatively prior to making a serious effort at understanding.



(B)  It is absurd to criticize anyone for being critical.



(C)  There is some plausibility to the claim that it is absurd to criticize anyone for being critical.



(D)  Not all assessments people make of one another will be positive.



(E)  There is wisdom behind the injunction against being judgmental.






Tough argument to follow. The first sentence has four negatives in it: “little plausibility,” “absurd,” “criticize,” and “being critical.” What it means, at root, is “it’s permissible to criticize someone for being critical.” Okay, why does the speaker conclude this? Here comes the evidence: First, the speaker acknowledges that people must assess one another and not all such assessments will be positive. (I guess just this means that it’s natural, or unavoidable, that people will criticize each other.) However, says the author, it’s not good to be judgmental. “Judgmental” is defined by the author as criticizing someone before making a serious effort at understanding.

So, boiling it all down, the author has said this: “It's okay to criticize someone for being critical but it’s not cool to be judgmental.”

We’re asked to find the main conclusion drawn in the argument, and I think it’s got to be, “It’s not cool to be judgmental.” Let’s see.





A)  No, this definition was part
 of the argument, but it’s not the reason the speaker was here to waste our time. The speaker only told us the definition of “judgmental” as part of a larger effort to tell us that it's not cool to be judgmental.

B)  No, the author says there is little plausibility to this claim. In other words, the author believes the opposite of this.

C)  No, saying “there is little plausibility” does not mean “there is some plausibility.” Rather, “there is little plausibility” means “it’s implausible.” And this part of the argument was not the conclusion anyway.

D)  This, like A, was part of the argument. But not the argument’s conclusion.

E)  This is a douchy way of saying, “It’s not cool to be judgmental.”





Our answer is E.






Main Conclusion Questions: HARDEST


October 2003




Section 3




Question 18



Tallulah: The columnist attributes the decline of interest in novels to consumerism, technology, and the laziness of people who prefer watching television to reading a novel. However, in reaching this conclusion, the columnist has overlooked important evidence. It is surely relevant that contemporary fiction is frequently of poor quality—indeed, much of it is meaningless and depressing—whereas many good newspapers, magazines, professional journals, and books of other types are currently available.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion of Tallulah’s argument?







(A)  Contemporary fiction is unpopular because it is meaningless, depressing, and of poor overall quality.



(B)  The columnist’s claim that novels are being displaced by consumerism, technology, and television is false.



(C)  The view expressed by the columnist was formed without considering all of the pertinent evidence.



(D)  People read as much as they used to, but most of the works they now read are not novels.



(E)  A large number of high-quality newspapers, magazines, professional journals, and nonfiction books are currently published.






I rarely have any trouble figuring out the main conclusion of an argument because of the highly confrontational reading approach that I employ on every question. If I’m being a dick, and arguing with everything the speaker says, it’s almost impossible for me not
 to know what their main point was when I’m done reading. If I don’t know their main point, then I probably wasn’t arguing very effectively, was I?

If I ever have any trouble figuring out the main point, I’ll ask the speaker, “Okay, why were you wasting my time with this?” The answer to that question will be the speaker’s main point. So, here we go:

Me: “Um, Tallulah, why are you wasting my time with this?”

Tallulah: “Well, I wanted to tell you that the columnist is missing something. The decline of interest in novels is not
 solely due to consumerism, technology, and laziness. Instead, the decline is also partly due to the poor quality
 of contemporary fiction.”

So Tallulah’s main point is basically, “The columnist ignored the fact that contemporary fiction sucks.”





A)  This is pretty good. I hope the rest of the answers suck, because this is
 what Tallulah is saying, and it’s damn near her main point. The only problem I have with this answer is that it says nothing about how the columnist was wrong. So there might be a more complete answer further down the list.

B)  Hmm. My problem with this answer is that Tallulah doesn’t necessarily disagree that novels are being replaced by consumerism, technology, and television. Tallulah might say, “Yes, novels are
 being replaced by those things… but the reason
 that’s happening is that today’s novels are so bad.” I don’t love this answer.

C)  Yes. Tallulah absolutely does say this, and it’s the best description of her main point so far. Her main point is not simply, “The columnist is 100 percent wrong,” which is what B says. And her main point is not simply, “Today’s novels suck,” which is what A says. Her argument is more nuanced than either A or B. She wanted to say that “the columnist ignored relevant information.” That’s what C says, and it’s the best answer so far. Note that C also most closely matches my prediction, above.

D)  Not even close.

E)  Not even close. If you chose D or E, you’re just not following the argument carefully enough. These two are nowhere near Tallulah’s main point.





Our answer is C.






Main Conclusion Questions: HARDEST


December 2008




Section 3




Question 19



Leslie: I’ll show you that your quest for the treasure is irrational. Suppose you found a tablet inscribed, “Whoever touches this tablet will lose a hand, yet will possess the world.” Would you touch it?







Erich: Certainly not.







Leslie: Just as I expected! It is clear from your answer that your hands are more important to you than possessing the world. But your entire body is necessarily more important to you than your hands. Yet you are ruining your health and harming your body in your quest for a treasure that is much less valuable than the whole world. I rest my case.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion drawn in Leslie’s argument?







(A)  Erich would not sacrifice one of his hands in order to possess the world.



(B)  Erich should not risk his physical well-being regardless of the possible gains that such risks might bring.



(C)  Erich is irrationally risking something that is precious to him for something that is of no value.



(D)  Erich can be convinced that his quest for the treasure is irrational.



(E)  Erich is engaging in irrational behavior by pursuing his quest for the treasure.






I would touch that shit! My left hand is mostly useless anyway. If I possessed the world, I could buy myself a new Luke Skywalker hand that would kick the shit out of my old hand. Sign me up.

I hate Leslie in the face: what an annoying argument she’s making. “Based on my stupid, impossible, hypothetical question about owning the whole world, you shouldn’t continue your treasure hunt.” Oh, just shut the fuck up.

Anyway, Leslie’s main conclusion is, “Your treasure hunt is irrational.” We know this because the rest of Leslie’s argument supports that idea: 1) My dumbass analogy proves that you value your hand more than the world, 2) your treasure hunt is ruining your body and is worth less than the world, 3) THEREFORE your treasure hunt is irrational. It wouldn’t make sense to say, “Your treasure hunt is irrational, THEREFORE you are ruining your health.” Right?





A)  This was part of the lame argument, but not the argument’s conclusion.

B)  This seems like it goes further than Leslie might actually go. She isn’t saying Erich should take no physical risks at any cost;
 she’s just saying that this particular risk is irrational.

C)  This is conclusively wrong because of “no value.” Leslie never said that treasure has “no value.”

D)  Leslie is trying to convince Erich that his quest is irrational. She is not arguing that it’s actually possible to convince
 Erich that his quest is irrational.

E)  Well, yeah. This is the closest one to, “Your treasure hunt is irrational.”





Our answer is E.






Main Conclusion Questions: HARDEST
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Question 20



Industrial engineer: Some people have suggested that the problem of global warming should be addressed by pumping some of the carbon dioxide produced by the burning of fossil fuels into the deep ocean. Many environmentalists worry that this strategy would simply exchange one form of pollution for an equally destructive form. This worry is unfounded, however; much of the carbon dioxide now released into the atmosphere eventually ends up in the ocean anyway, where it does not cause environmental disturbances as destructive as global warming.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the conclusion of the industrial engineer’s argument as a whole?







(A)  Global warming from the emission of carbon dioxide into the atmosphere could be reduced by pumping some of that carbon dioxide into the deep ocean.



(B)  Environmentalists worry that the strategy of pumping carbon dioxide into the deep ocean to reduce global warming would simply exchange one form of pollution for another, equally destructive one.



(C)  Worrying that pumping carbon dioxide into the deep ocean to reduce global warming would simply exchange one form of pollution for another, equally destructive, form is unfounded.



(D)  Much of the carbon dioxide now released into the atmosphere ends up in the ocean where it does not cause environmental disturbances as destructive as global warming.



(E)  To reduce global warming, the strategy of pumping into the deep ocean at least some of the carbon dioxide now released into the atmosphere should be considered.






Come on
 . Even if we accept that “much of the carbon dioxide now released into the atmosphere eventually ends up in the ocean anyway,” and that this process “does not cause environmental disturbances as destructive as global warming,” that does not
 mean that pumping CO2 directly into the ocean wouldn’t be destructive. The industrial engineer is full of shit.

We’re asked to identify “the conclusion of the argument as a whole.” My prediction is, “Environmentalists' fears about the danger of pumping CO2 into the ocean are unfounded.” We’re looking for an answer that encompasses 1) the engineer’s belief that this is relatively safe, and 2) the engineer’s belief that the environmentalists are wrong. Neither of these, alone, would be as good as both of them together.





A)  The engineer doesn’t go so far as to say that the plan would actually work to reduce global warming. Rather, he only addresses the environmental impact of the deep ocean CO2 pumping. I don’t think this can be it.

B)  If this said, “And they are wrong,” at the end of it, it would be a pretty good answer. But it doesn’t, so let’s look for something better.

C)  Best answer so far. It contains both of the concepts we were looking for, above. Now I’m hoping that D and E suck so we can pick C and get out of here.

D)  This was a premise of the argument, but not the conclusion.

E)  Again, as with A, the engineer doesn’t actually say whether he thinks this plan will stop global warming. He is really only concerned with how the environmentalists are wrong.





C is the best answer.






Main Conclusion Questions: HARDEST


June 2005




Section 3




Question 21



Baumgartner’s comparison of the environmental hazards of gasoline-powered cars with those of electric cars is misleading. He examines only production of the cars, whereas it is the product’s total life cycle—production, use, and recycling—that matters in determining its environmental impact. A typical gasoline-powered car consumes 3 times more resources and produces 15 to 20 times more air pollution than a typical electric car.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the conclusion of the argument?







(A)  Baumgartner makes a deceptive comparison between the environmental hazards of gasoline-powered and electric cars.



(B)  The use of a typical gasoline-powered car results in much greater resource depletion than does the use of a typical electric car.



(C)  Baumgartner uses inaccurate data in his comparison of the environmental hazards of gasoline-powered and electric cars.



(D)  The total life cycle of a product is what matters in assessing its environmental impact.



(E)  The production of gasoline-powered cars creates more environmental hazards than does that of electric cars.






Any time a speaker says, “So and so is wrong,” that’s probably the conclusion of the argument. That does seem to be the case here, because the rest of the argument (Baumgartner examined only car production; gas-powered cars consume more resources and produce more air pollution) seems to support the idea that Baumgartner’s analysis is misleading. Why is Baumgartner wrong? Well, he’s wrong because of this, and this, and this. In conclusion, Baumgartner is wrong.

We’re asked to find the conclusion, and I think it’s basically, “Baumgartner is wrong/misleading/incomplete,” something like that.





A)  Sure, I could go with this. “Deceptive” means just about the same thing as “misleading,” which was the word the author actually used. Let’s read all five answer choices, but I’d be happy with this answer.

B)  Nah. This was part of the argument, but it wasn’t the main point. The author never would have even been boring you with the bit about resource depletion if he didn’t want to show you that Baumgartner is misleading. Ask the author: “Why are you wasting my time with this?” The answer here is, “Well, I wanted to warn you about this sleazy Baumgartner guy.” So A is a better answer than B.

C)  No, this is too specific and not justified by the evidence. The author didn’t say Baumgartner used “inaccurate data”—more like, “Baumgartner didn’t study enough different types
 of data,” or data from enough different areas. Those concepts might be related, but they’re not identical. So this feels like a trap to me.

D)  Same explanation as B. The author wouldn’t be wasting your time if it wasn’t to attack one specific guy: Baumgartner. D supports the conclusion that Baumgartner is sleazy, but D itself is just evidence, not the ultimate conclusion.

E)  No, the argument didn’t even say this. The point of the argument was, “Baumgartner is sleazy because he didn’t study the impacts of car usage
 .” The argument never claimed that Baumgartner was wrong about the environmental impacts of car production.





Our answer is A.
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Question 23



Each of many different human hormones can by itself raise the concentration of glucose in the blood. The reason for this is probably a metabolic quirk of the brain. To see this, consider that although most human cells can produce energy from fats and proteins, brain cells can use only glucose. Thus, if blood glucose levels fall too low, brain cells will rapidly starve, leading to unconsciousness and death.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main conclusion of the argument above?







(A)  Each of many different human hormones can by itself raise blood glucose levels.



(B)  The reason that many different hormones can each independently raise blood glucose levels is probably a metabolic quirk of the brain.



(C)  Although most human cells can produce energy from fats and proteins, brain cells can produce energy only from glucose.



(D)  If blood glucose levels fall too low, then brain cells starve, resulting in loss of consciousness and death.



(E)  The reason brain cells starve if deprived of glucose is that they can produce energy only from glucose.






The conclusion of the argument is, “The reason different hormones can raise the concentration of glucose in the blood is probably a metabolic quirk of the brain.” I know this because the rest of the argument supports that assertion. Why
 do we know that the speaker thinks the reason different hormones can raise the concentration of glucose in the blood is a metabolic brain quirk? Well, “Brain cells can use only glucose,” and, “If blood glucose falls too low, brain cells will rapidly starve, leading to death.”

The question asks us to identify the main conclusion of the argument. Remember, the main conclusion is the answer to the question, “Why are you wasting my time with this?” Here, the speaker wasted our time because he wanted to explain to us the causal relationship between hormones’ effect on glucose and brain metabolism: “The reason different hormones can raise the concentration of glucose in the blood is probably a metabolic quirk of the brain.” Our answer is going to be something very close to this.





A)  Not what we’re looking for. This type of question is really all or nothing. I’m either able to correctly identify the conclusion of the argument or I’m not. This isn’t it.

B)  Yep. Exactly what we predicted.

C)  Not what we’re looking for. We already found what we were looking for in B.

D)  Not what we’re looking for. We already found what we were looking for in B.

E)  Not what we’re looking for. We already found what we were looking for in B.





Our answer is B.






Main Conclusion Questions: HARDEST


June 2010




Section 2




Question 25



A law is successful primarily because the behavior it prescribes has attained the status of custom. Just as manners are observed not because of sanctions attached to them but because, through repetition, contrary behavior becomes unthinkable, so societal laws are obeyed not because the behavior is ethically required or because penalties await those who act otherwise, but because to act otherwise would be uncustomary.







Which one of the following comparisons is utilized by the argument?







(A)  As with manners and other customs, laws vary from society to society.



(B)  As with manners, the primary basis for a society to consider when adopting a law is custom.



(C)  As with manners, the main factor accounting for compliance with laws is custom.



(D)  As with manners, most laws do not prescribe behavior that is ethically required.



(E)  As with manners, most laws do not have strict penalties awaiting those who transgress them.






The point of the argument is that effective laws (which primarily work not because of sanctions, but because of custom) are like manners, which are most effective when they work in the same way. For example, adults aren’t really afraid of being penalized
 for farting in the elevator; they just wouldn’t do it because it would be “unthinkable” or “uncustomary” to do so.

This is a weirdly-worded question (“which comparison is utilized?”), but I think we can approach it as if it were just a Main Point question. Let’s find an answer choice that shows we understood the argument.





A)  No, this just isn’t the point of the argument.

B)  Uh, this is close because it uses the word “custom,” but I think it misses the point. The argument isn’t saying, “We should think about customs when we adopt laws.” Instead, the argument is saying, “A law is effective primarily when it becomes
 custom to obey it.” I’d like an answer that says something closer to that.

C)  Yep, this is pretty much exactly what we were looking for.

D)  This also misses the point. Laws can prescribe ethically required behavior—for example, it’s illegal, and unethical, to go into a kindergarten class and kill all the little brats—but the law works best when I follow it because of custom (even I would find it unthinkable to murder a classroom full of kindergarteners, no matter how annoying they are) rather than because of the penalties that would ensue if I were
 to do it.

E)  No, this again misses the point. The penalties can be quite stiff if I murdered the classroom of kindergarteners, but the law would still be effective primarily because of custom, not because of the presence or absence of penalties.





Our answer is C, because it best understands the point of the argument.
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Question 25



Economist: Although obviously cuts in personal income tax rates for the upper income brackets disproportionately benefit the wealthy, across-the-board cuts for all brackets tend to have a similar effect. Personal income tax rates are progressive (i.e., graduated), and if total revenue remains constant, then across-the-board cuts in these taxes require increasing the amount of revenue generated through nonprogressive taxes, thereby favoring the wealthy. Yet if nonprogressive taxes are not increased to compensate for the cuts, then the budget deficit will increase, requiring more government borrowing and driving up interest rates. This favors those who have money to lend, once again benefiting primarily the wealthy.







Which one of the following statements most accurately expresses the main conclusion of the economist’s argument?







(A)  Cuts in personal income tax rates for upper income brackets benefit the wealthy more than they benefit others.



(B)  Across-the-board cuts in personal income tax rates do not generate enough additional economic activity to prevent a net loss of revenue.



(C)  It is the wealthy who are favored by generating a high amount of revenue through nonprogressive taxes.



(D)  It is primarily the wealthy who benefit from increases in the budget deficit, which drive up interest rates.



(E)  Across-the-board personal income tax rate cuts generally benefit the wealthy more than they benefit others.






This argument contains a lot of horrifically bad logic, but we don’t need to get into all that, because the question only asks us to identify the argument’s main conclusion. So let’s just ask the economist: “Hey, you are full of shit, but um, may we please ask, why are you wasting our time with this?
 ” I’m pretty sure the economist is going to say, “Across-the-board cuts for all brackets have similar effects as cuts for the upper income brackets only (i.e., they disproportionately benefit the wealthy.)” The reason I believe this is that the rest of the argument seems designed to support that idea. Why
 do across-the-board cuts benefit the wealthy? Well, if we’re going to keep tax revenue constant, then we’ll have to increase nonprogressive taxes. And if we don’t
 increase nonprogressive taxes, then interest rates will rise, which also benefits the wealthy. So our prediction here is, “Across-the-board cuts disproportionately benefit the wealthy.”





A)  Nah, the main conclusion is about across-the-board cuts, not cuts for the upper brackets.

B)  This wasn’t even mentioned in the argument, so it’s hard to make a case for it as the argument’s main conclusion. At best, it’s an assumption of the argument. Not the conclusion though.

C)  This is a premise of the argument, but not the conclusion.

D)  This is a premise of the argument, but not the conclusion.

E)  Yep, this is exactly what we were looking for. It pays to predict the answer to main conclusion questions in advance. The answer choices are not your friend.





The answer is E.








Agree/Disagree




(Example: “Simon and River have committed to disagreeing on which of the following?”)






This is another very manageable question type once you know what to look for. (Sensing a theme here? Practice, practice, practice and you’ll be in good shape.) Here, we are asked to identify the answer that Simon and River have actually, already, in their statements
 , disagreed upon. Easily dismissed incorrect answer choices might give a statement that Simon and River agree on—there are usually one or two of these. But trickier incorrect answers will frequently be something that Simon and River probably
 disagree on. One common trap on this type of question is an answer choice that the second speaker clearly takes a position on, and which might seem contrary to the first speaker’s position, but the first speaker didn’t actually address. Don’t fall for that crap! You should be able to show me, in Simon’s statement, where he said “yes” to a particular answer choice, and then show me, in River’s statement, where she said “no” to that same statement. Or vice versa.

A common variation on this type of question is a question that asks you to identify a statement that the two speakers agree
 on. This is easy, as long as you don’t make the tragic mistake of reading too fast and thinking you’re supposed to be looking for a point of disagreement. It’s devastating when that happens.






Agree / Disagree Questions: EASIER


June 2006




Section 2




Question 1



Ilana: Carver’s stories are somber and pessimistic, which is a sure sign of inferior writing. I have never read a single story of his that ends happily.







Gustav: Carver was one of the finest writers of the past 30 years. Granted, his stories are characterized by somberness and pessimism, but they are also wryly humorous, compassionate, and beautifully structured.







On the basis of their statements, Ilana and Gustav are committed to disagreeing over whether







(A)  Carver’s stories are truly compassionate



(B)  Carver’s stories are pessimistic in their vision



(C)  stories that are characterized by somberness and pessimism can appropriately be called humorous



(D)  stories that are well written can be somber and pessimistic



(E)  there are some characteristics of a story that are decisive in determining its aesthetic value






What do they disagree about? Evidence, or conclusion? Well, I think they definitely disagree on the conclusion. Ilana’s conclusion is, “Carver’s writing is inferior.” Gustav’s conclusion is, “Carver was one of the finest writers of the past 30 years.” This is a pretty clear disagreement over the quality of Carver’s writing.

I am not sure they disagree on the evidence. Ilana says, “Carver is somber, pessimistic, and has no happy endings.” Gustav doesn’t disagree with these facts. But Gustav points to different
 facts: wry humor, compassion, and beautiful structure. Ilana doesn’t disagree with any of Gustav’s facts, because Ilana doesn’t get another chance to speak.

So basically I think it’s the conclusion they’re arguing about: Is Carver great? Or does Carver suck?





A)  Nah. Gustav takes a position on this, but Ilana doesn’t have a chance to retort.

B)  Ilana and Gustav agree on this point.

C)  Neither speaker takes a position on this general issue.

D)  Hmm. This is a tricky answer, but I think we’re going to have to pick this one. Part of Ilana’s argument was, “Somber stories are surely inferior.” Gustav, meanwhile, acknowledges that Carver’s stories are somber, but says Carver is one of the finest writers of the past 30 years. So Ilana seems to think that it is impossible that a story can be both somber and well-written, and Gustav seems to think that it is possible. This answer isn’t what we were looking for, but the evidence supports it: the speakers have
 committed to disagreeing on this point (on their way to disagreeing about Carver’s overall greatness or suckitude). Tricky, but I think this is our answer.

E)  Well, Ilana does seem to think that being “somber and pessimistic” is a decisive factor in determining that a story is inferior. But Gustav doesn’t disagree that any
 characteristic can be determinative. In fact, Gustav seems to suggest that “wry humor, compassion, and beautiful structure” might themselves be determinative (in a good way). So the speakers don’t disagree on the possibility that a characteristic will be determinative.





Our answer is D.
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Question 2



Elaine: The purpose of art museums is to preserve artworks and make them available to the public. Museums, therefore, should seek to acquire and display the best examples of artworks from each artistic period and genre, even if some of these works are not recognized by experts as masterpieces.







Frederick: Art museums ought to devote their limited resources to acquiring the works of recognized masters in order to ensure the preservation of the greatest artworks.







Elaine’s and Frederick’s statements provide the most support for the claim that they would disagree about whether







(A)  many artistic masterpieces are not recognized as such by art experts



(B)  museums should seek to represent all genres of art in their collections



(C)  art museums should seek to preserve works of art



(D)  an art museum ought to acquire an unusual example of a period or genre if more characteristic examples are prohibitively expensive



(E)  all of the artworks that experts identify as masterpieces are actually masterpieces






The first thing I’ll always look at on a “find a point of disagreement” question is whether the speakers disagree on evidence
 or conclusions. Here, I don’t think they disagree on evidence. Elaine presents a premise that, “The purpose of art museums is to preserve artworks and make them available to the public.” Frederick never mentions this… he seems to accept it. But Elaine’s conclusion is, “Museums should acquire and display the best examples from each period and genre (not just masterpieces),” and Frederick says, “No, recognized masters only.” So they disagree on their conclusion: they think museums should
 do different things.





A)  I don’t think either speaker takes a position on this.

B)  Yes. Elaine says yes to this (collect each period and genre) and Frederick says no (acquire recognized masters only). I bet this is the answer.

C)  The two speakers agree on this.

D)  Neither speaker mentions “unusual examples.” I can’t see how this could possibly be what they’re arguing about.

E)  Nah, neither speaker takes a position on whether or not the experts are always right.





Our answer is B.





If you’re having trouble on this type of question, maybe you’re just overthinking it? Pick the one that the two speakers are obviously fighting about.
 Avoid speculative answers; it’s not what they might
 argue about, it’s what they’re already
 fighting about. One speaker must have said “yes,” as clearly as possible, and the other speaker must have said “no,” as clearly as possible, to the correct answer.






Agree / Disagree Questions: EASIER
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Question 6



Chai: The use of the word “tree” to denote both deciduous and coniferous plant forms, while acceptable as a lay term, is scientifically inadequate; it masks the fact that the two plant types have utterly different lineages.







Dodd: But the common name highlights the crucial fact that both are composed of the same material and have very similar structures; so it is acceptable as a scientific term.







The conversation provides the strongest grounds for holding that Chai and Dodd disagree over whether







(A)  it is advisable to use ordinary terms as names for biological forms in scientific discourse



(B)  using the same term for two biological forms with different lineages can be scientifically acceptable



(C)  both deciduous and coniferous plant forms evolved from simpler biological forms



(D)  it is important that the lay terms for plant forms reflect the current scientific theories about them



(E)  biological forms with similar structures can have different lineages






Chai is a super-nerd. He says it’s inappropriate to call both conifers and deciduous trees “trees,” because it ignores the distinctions between them. So Chai wouldn’t want us to call a Budweiser and a Sierra Nevada both “beer,” since the two have some differences. Dodd wants Chai to relax: Conifers and deciduous trees have a lot in common, so it’s okay to call them both “trees.” Similarly, Dodd would probably think it’s okay to call Budweisers and Sierra Nevadas both “beers,” since the two do share quite a lot of characteristics, even if they also have some differences. (Speaking of beer, which one would you rather have a beer with? I’d pick Dodd.)

We’re asked to figure out what these two are actually arguing about. So, are they arguing about evidence? Or conclusions? Usually, they’re not arguing about evidence. Here, Chai and Dodd probably both would agree (they certainly wouldn’t disagree) that deciduous and coniferous trees have some differences. And they also wouldn’t disagree that they have some similarities. What they agree about is the implications, or conclusions that can be drawn, from the fact that they have both differences and similarities. Chai wants them to always be referred to by different names. Dodd says it’s okay to call them both “trees.”





A)  Huh? No, I don’t think they’re arguing about whether it’s okay to call a “Cupressus macrocarpa” a Monterey Cypress tree. At least I don’t see them arguing about that point. So let’s look for something better.

B)  Yeah, this seems more like it. Chai wants very precise terms (a different term for every tree) and Dodd seems to think it’s okay to lump them together as “trees.” I’d be happy with this answer if we don’t see anything better.

C)  No, they’re definitely not arguing about this. Actually, neither of them even mention it.

D)  Nope, neither speaker mentions current scientific theory.

E)  Nope, Chai would agree with this statement but Dodd doesn’t disagree.





We need to pick a statement that the two speakers disagree
 on. Our answer is B.






Agree / Disagree Questions: HARDER
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Question 9



Alice: In democracies, politicians garner support by emphasizing the differences between their opponents and themselves. Because they must rule in accord with their rhetoric, policies in democracies fluctuate wildly as one party succeeds another.







Elwell: But despite election rhetoric, to put together majority coalitions in democracies, politicians usually end up softening their stands on individual issues once they are elected.







The statements above provide the most support for the claim that Alice and Elwell disagree about whether







(A)  politicians heighten the differences between themselves and their opponents during elections



(B)  basic policies change drastically when one party succeeds another in a democracy



(C)  in a democracy the best way of ensuring continuity in policies is to form a coalition government



(D)  most voters stay loyal to a particular political party even as it changes its stand on particular issues



(E)  the desire of parties to build majority coalitions tends to support democratic systems






I predict the answer will be something like, “Politicians rule in accord with their rhetoric,” because Alice clearly agrees with this and Elwell says, “Politicians usually end up softening their stands.” Let’s check out the answer choices:





A)  Alice explicitly says this, but Elwell doesn’t disagree with it.

B)  Alice explicitly says this, and Elwell suggests that he disagrees with it by starting his response with “But” and then continuing with, “Politicians usually end up softening their stands.” I could be happy with B if I could eliminate C through E.

C)  Alice says absolutely nothing (explicit or implied) about “coalition governments” or “the best way of ensuring continuity.” So there is no way in hell this could be the answer.

D)  I don’t think either speaker takes a stand on voter loyalty. No way.

E)  Alice says nothing about “coalition governments” or “the support of democratic systems.” No way.





Our answer is B.
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Question 10



Samuel: Because communication via computer is usually conducted privately and anonymously between people who would otherwise interact in person, it contributes to the dissolution, not the creation, of lasting communal bonds.







Tova: You assume that communication via computer replaces more intimate forms of communication and interaction, when more often it replaces asocial or even antisocial behavior.







On the basis of their statements, Samuel and Tova are committed to disagreeing about which one of the following?







(A)  A general trend of modern life is to dissolve the social bonds that formerly connected people.



(B)  All purely private behavior contributes to the dissolution of social bonds.



(C)  Face-to-face communication is more likely to contribute to the creation of social bonds than is anonymous communication.



(D)  It is desirable that new social bonds be created to replace the ones that have dissolved.



(E)  If people were not communicating via computer, they would most likely be engaged in activities that create stronger social bonds.






Samuel’s premise: computer communication is usually private and anonymous between people who would otherwise interact in person. Samuel’s conclusion: Computer communication contributes to the dissolution of lasting communal bonds. Tova’s counterargument: Samuel is assuming that computer communication replaces intimate communication/interaction, when actually it replaces asocial or antisocial behavior.

I don’t think Tova has disagreed with Samuel’s premise here. But she seems to have disagreed with his conclusion. The way she got there was by pointing out an assumption that she thinks Samuel has made.





A)  Neither speaker said whether “a general trend of modern life” is to dissolve social bonds. This can’t be it.

B)  Neither speaker committed to this proposition either.

C)  Neither speaker talked about “anonymous” communication, so this can’t be it.

D)  Neither speaker talked about whether social bonds are a good thing or a bad thing, so this can’t be it.

E)  Samuel says yes to this, and Tova says no. So it’s our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 11



Cynthia: Corporations amply fund research that generates marketable new technologies. But the fundamental goal of science is to achieve a comprehensive knowledge of the workings of the universe. The government should help fund those basic scientific research projects that seek to further our theoretical knowledge of nature.







Luis: The basic goal of government support of scientific research is to generate technological advances that will benefit society as a whole. So only research that is expected to yield practical applications in fields such as agriculture and medicine ought to be funded.







Cynthia’s and Luis’s statements provide the most support for the contention that they would disagree with each other about the truth of which one of the following statements?



(A)  The government should help fund pure theoretical research because such research might have unforeseen practical applications in fields such as agriculture and medicine.



(B)  A proposed study of the effects of chemical fertilizers on crops, for the purpose of developing more-resistant and higher-yielding breeds, should not receive government funding.



(C)  Although some research projects in theoretical science yield practical benefits, most do not, and so no research projects in theoretical science should be funded by the government.



(D)  Research for the sole purpose of developing new technologies ought to be financed exclusively by corporations.



(E)  Knowledge gained through basic scientific research need not be expected to lead to new and useful technologies in order for the research to merit government funding.






Cynthia makes the bold claim that “the fundamental goal” of science is to discern the workings of the universe. Because of this, Cynthia further claims that the government should fund basic theoretical research. Luis says the government’s
 goal differs from Cynthia’s claim about the fundamental goal of science. Luis says the government wants to help discover technological advancements that would benefit society as a whole, and should therefore only fund research that “is expected to yield practical applications.”

So they might disagree on what the government should do. Cynthia wants the government to fund basic theoretical research; if we take “basic theoretical research” to mean “research not expected to yield practical applications,” then Luis definitely disagrees. Luis wants the government to fund only projects that are expected to yield practical applications. Note that those two things are not necessarily
 different. Perhaps a “basic theoretical project” could be expected to yield practical applications. Let’s see.





A)  Yes, I think they disagree on this point. Cynthia supports pure theoretical research, regardless of whether any practical benefits will result, but Luis would not want to fund these unless the benefits were foreseeable
 . I like this answer.

B)  Luis would like this study because it is expected to yield practical benefits. But Cynthia wouldn’t necessarily say this project should not be funded. Cynthia didn’t say that only
 theoretical projects should be funded.

C)  Neither Cynthia nor Luis would agree with this statement: it’s too absolute. Luis would acknowledge that those theoretical projects that are expected to yield practical benefits (even if there are only a few of them) should be funded. So both speakers would disagree with this statement. We’re looking for a statement that they would disagree with each other
 on, meaning one would agree with the statement and one would disagree with the statement.

D)  Neither speaker even comes close to taking a position on this statement. It’s way too absolute.

E)  Ooooh. I think Cynthia would clearly agree with this statement (she likes pure research for research’s own sake), and Luis would clearly disagree with this statement (he thinks only practical research should be funded). So this is going to be our answer.





Hmm, what’s wrong with A? Oh, I see it now. The problem with A is that Cynthia doesn’t necessarily agree with it. She doesn’t say that the government should fund theoretical research “because it might have unforeseen practical applications.” She wants research funded for “fundamental knowledge of the universe.” Because Cynthia may or may not agree with A, it can’t be our answer.





So our answer is E. Tough one!






Agree / Disagree Questions: HARDER


June 2009




Section 2




Question 11



Pat: E-mail fosters anonymity, which removes barriers to self-revelation. This promotes a degree of intimacy with strangers that would otherwise take years of direct personal contact to attain.







Amar: Frankness is not intimacy. Intimacy requires a real social bond, and social bonds cannot be formed without direct personal contact.







The dialogue most strongly supports the claim that Pat and Amar disagree with each other about whether







(A)  barriers to self-revelation hinder the initial growth of intimacy



(B)  E-mail can increase intimacy between friends



(C)  intimacy between those who communicate with each other solely by e-mail is possible



(D)  real social bonds always lead to intimacy



(E)  the use of e-mail removes barriers to self-revelation






Pat says 1) email promotes frankness, and 2) frankness, in turn, promotes intimacy. Amar disagrees with the second part of this. He thinks frankness is not
 intimacy, rather, intimacy requires a real social bond, and a social bond can’t be formed without direct personal contact.

So Amar has disagreed with one of Pat’s premises (frankness promotes intimacy) to arrive at a different conclusion (Pat says email promotes intimacy, Amar says it does not).





A)  Pat would agree with this statement, but Amar takes no position on it. So this isn’t their point of disagreement.

B)  Pat would probably agree with this statement, and Amar hasn’t taken a position on it. They were talking about email between strangers
 , not friends.

C)  Pat says yes, email can promote intimacy with strangers. Amar says no, intimacy requires direct personal contact. So this is their point of disagreement.

D)  Amar says social bonds are necessary
 for intimacy, but neither speaker says whether they are, or are not, sufficient
 . This is a very bad answer.

E)  Pat says yes to this, but Amar takes no position.





Our answer is C.
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Question 13



Davis: The only relevant factor in determining appropriate compensation for property damage or theft is the value the property loses due to damage or the value of the property stolen; the harm to the victim is directly proportional to the pertinent value.







Higuchi: I disagree. More than one factor must be considered: A victim who recovers the use of personal property after two years is owed more than a victim who recovers its use after only one year.







Davis’s and Higuchi’s statements most strongly support the view that they would disagree with each other about which one of the following?







(A)  It is possible to consistently and reliably determine the amount of compensation owed to someone whose property was damaged or stolen.



(B)  Some victims are owed increased compensation because of the greater dollar value of the damage done to their property.



(C)  Victims who are deprived of their property are owed compensation in proportion to the harm they have suffered.



(D)  Some victims are owed increased compensation because of the greater amount of time they are deprived of the use of their property.



(E)  The compensation owed to victims should be determined on a case-by-case basis rather than by some general rule.






To calculate the appropriate compensation for property damage, Davis says the only
 relevant factor is the amount of value the property has lost. So if there was $5000 damage to the car, the appropriate compensation is $5000, and that’s all you have to consider. Higuchi disagrees, claiming that you’ll have to also look at the amount of time
 a piece of property was out of service. So if there was $5000 damage to the car, that’s probably a good starting point, but there will also have to be compensation for the amount of time the car was in the shop. Was it out of service for a day? Or for a year?

We’re asked to figure out what these two have committed themselves to disagreeing on. I think they disagree on whether the only
 relevant factor is the amount of value that has been lost. Davis has said yes to this, and Higuchi has disagreed. Let’s see.





A)  Nah, nobody is talking about the difficulty, or lack thereof, in assessing compensation.

B)  No, Davis would agree with this statement and Higuchi probably wouldn’t disagree. The difference between Davis and Higuchi is that Higuchi wants to add additional
 factors to the analysis.

C)  I think both speakers would probably agree with this statement. We’re looking for an answer that’s a better match for our prediction.

D)  Yep. Davis says no to this statement, because Davis thinks the only
 relevant factor is the amount of value the property itself has lost. (Only
 , in this context, means “no other factors are relevant.”) Higuchi has explicitly said time should be taken into account, so the two are clearly in disagreement on this point.

E)  Neither speaker takes a position on this statement.





The best answer is D, because D is the one that the two are most clearly arguing about.






Agree / Disagree Questions: HARDER


June 2003




Section 3




Question 16



Logan: Newspapers have always focused on ephemeral matters while ignoring important societal changes. For this and other reasons, old newspapers are useless to both amateur and professional historians.







Mendez: But news stories, along with popular art, provide a wealth of information about what the people of an era thought and felt.







On the basis of their statements, Logan and Mendez are committed to disagreeing over whether







(A)  newspapers accurately report the most important changes taking place in a society



(B)  the study of previous eras should include investigations of the conventions of newspaper reporting



(C)  popular art is an important source of information about what the people of previous eras thought and felt



(D)  newspapers ought to focus more on the types of stories they have glossed over in the past



(E)  newspaper reports from former eras are useful sources of material for understanding the past






On questions like this, our role is to do something very lawyer-like: We need to determine what, exactly, the fight is about. You’ll need to do this right from the beginning in your 1L classes: you’ll need to identify the parties, and figure out who is suing whom, over what. So let’s see if we can do that here.

Logan thinks that old newspapers are useless to historians, because newspapers always focus on “ephemeral matters” while ignoring important societal changes. (Side note here: I do know what “ephemeral” means, but I don’t think you needed to know the definition in order to answer the question.) The important thing was, “Newspapers ignore important societal changes, therefore they are useless to historians.”

Mendez seems to disagree with Logan’s conclusion
 . Mendez does not argue about the “ephemeral” thing (whatever that means) or argue with Logan’s assertion that newspapers ignore important societal changes. But Mendez says news stories can “provide a wealth of information” about what the people of an era thought and felt. So Mendez seems to suggest that newspapers are
 useful to historians, even if Logan’s evidence is correct.

This is an extremely common pattern on these “point of disagreement” questions. Be on the lookout for two parties who actually agree
 on the evidence, but disagree
 on the conclusion that should be drawn from that evidence. It happens all the time.





A)  No, I don’t think they disagree on this. Logan would definitely disagree with this statement, but I think Mendez might also
 disagree with this statement. (So they agree with each other, at least on the evidence.) We need an answer that lays out a position they disagree with each other
 on. At the very best, Mendez hasn’t taken a position on this statement, which means it can’t be something they are “committed to disagreeing” over.

B)  Huh? Neither party said anything about whether historians should, or should not, study the newspaper field itself. This is a totally bogus answer.

C)  Logan said nothing about popular art, so this can’t possibly be the answer. We need to pick an answer that the two parties have committed themselves to disagreeing on. They might
 turn out to disagree
 on this, but we need an answer that is already proven, given their statements.

D)  Huh? Neither party is saying, “Newspapers should change their ways.” This isn’t even close.

E)  There we go. Logan has clearly said no to this: “Old newspapers are useless to historians.” Mendez has clearly said yes to this: “News stories provide a wealth of information.” So they’ve committed to disagreeing on this point.





Our answer is E.
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Question 17



Glen: An emphasis on law’s purely procedural side produces a concern with personal rights that leads to the individual’s indifference to society’s welfare. Law’s primary role should be to create virtuous citizens.







Sara: But such a role would encourage government to decide which modes of life are truly virtuous; that would be more dangerous than government’s being overprotective of individuals’ rights.







The dialogue provides the most support for the claim that Glen and Sara disagree about whether







(A)  citizens can be assumed to be capable of making good choices without governmental interference



(B)  virtuousness on the part of citizens is more important than the protection of citizens’ rights



(C)  there is an inherent danger in allowing government to decide what constitutes virtuous behavior among citizens



(D)  an emphasis on law’s purely procedural side results in government’s being overprotective of citizens’ rights



(E)  the cultivation of virtue among citizens should be the primary role of law






Remember, your job is to pick the answer that one of speakers says no
 to as clearly as possible, while the other speaker says yes
 as clearly as possible. Obviously you’re not going to pick anything that the two speakers agree
 on. But you also can’t pick anything that either or both of the two parties hasn’t taken a position on. Let’s see.





A)  I don’t think either Glen or Sara said anything about this.

B)  The problem with this answer is that actual virtuousness was never discussed. They are arguing about whether government should encourage virtuousness
 , not whether people should actually be virtuous. This is a trap.

C)  Glen took no position on this issue. Sara definitely did, but unless Glen took a position this can’t be the answer.

D)  Glen said yes to this, but Sara took no position. So this can’t be the answer.

E)  Glen says, explicitly, that law’s primary role should be to create virtuous citizens. So Glen explicitly agrees with this statement. But Sara says this would be “dangerous,” which is awful close to disagreeing. A through D were all deeply flawed in some way, so we have to go with E.





The answer is E.
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Question 19



Marc: The fact that the people of our country look back on the past with a great deal of nostalgia demonstrates that they regret the recent revolution.







Robert: They are not nostalgic for the recent past, but for the distant past, which the prerevolutionary regime despised; this indicates that although they are troubled, they do not regret the revolution.







Their dialogue provides the most support for the claim that Marc and Robert agree that the people of their country







(A)  tend to underrate past problems when the country faces troubling times



(B)  are looking to the past for solutions to the country’s current problems



(C)  are likely to repeat former mistakes if they look to the country’s past for solutions to current problems



(D)  are concerned about the country’s current situation and this is evidenced by their nostalgia



(E)  tend to be most nostalgic for the things that are the farthest in their past






Marc’s conclusion seems to be, “People regret the recent revolution.” Robert disagrees with this conclusion. Robert says, “They do not regret the revolution.” So clearly, the two speakers disagree on the conclusion of whether people regret the recent revolution.

Do they agree or disagree on the evidence? Marc says, “People look back on the past with nostalgia.” Robert says, “They are not nostalgic for the recent past, but for the distant past.” So the two speakers agree on the evidence that people are nostalgic, even if they potentially disagree on exactly when
 people are pining for.

The question asks us to identify a point that the two speakers agree
 on. My prediction is, “People are nostalgic.”





A)  Neither speaker mentions underrating past problems, so there is no possible way that this can be their point of agreement.

B)  This doesn’t mention “nostalgia,” which is what we were looking for. But it does at least mention looking to the past. Both speakers mention looking to the past, so this might
 be our answer. But I’d prefer something about nostalgia.

C) Neither speaker mentions repeating past mistakes, so this can’t possibly be their point of agreement.

D) Both speakers mention nostalgia, and Marc mentions “regret” while Robert mentions “trouble.” So both speakers use nostalgia as evidence of the people’s concern. This is closer to our prediction than B was, so it’s the current leader.

E) Neither speaker says that people “tend to be” more or less nostalgic about more recent or more distant events. No way.





Our answer is D.
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Question 21



Tania: A good art critic is not fair in the ordinary sense; it is only about things that do not interest one that one can give a truly unbiased opinion. Since art is a passion, good criticism of art cannot be separated from emotion.







Monique: Art is not simply a passion. The best art critics passionately engage with the artwork, but render their criticism only after shedding all of their biases and consulting general principles of aesthetics.







The dialogue most strongly supports the claim that Tania and Monique disagree about whether







(A)  art is not simply a passion



(B)  good art criticism is sometimes unbiased



(C)  art critics should not feel emotion toward artworks



(D)  fairness generally requires minimizing the influence of bias



(E)  the passionate engagement of the art critic with the artwork is the most important aspect of art criticism






Tania concludes that, “A good art critic is not fair in the ordinary sense.” Her evidence for this assertion is that 1) to be truly unbiased, you can’t be interested, and 2) art is a passion, so good criticism of art can’t be separated from emotion. Monique starts by partially disagreeing with Tania’s second premise. Art is “not simply a passion,” according to Monique, which leaves open the possibility that it is
 a passion, but is more than a passion. Monique then says the best art critics are able to engage passionately but shed their biases before doing so. Basically, Tania is saying, in somewhat different words, that good art criticism can’t be objective
 because it has to be emotional, while Monique is saying good art criticism can
 be objective because art critics can “shed their biases and consult general principles of aesthetics.”





A)  This is a nasty answer choice. Monique clearly says, “Art is not simply a passion,” and Tania says, “Art is a passion.” However, Tania does not say art is simply
 a passion. It’s possible that Tania thinks art is a passion and is also other things. This isn’t the answer.

B)  Tania says good art criticism can’t be truly unbiased, because it can’t be separated from emotion, while Monique says, “The best art critics… shed their biases.” That’s a pretty clear point of disagreement. We could be happy with this answer.

C)  Tania and Monique both seem to agree that good art critics should feel emotion toward art. They disagree on the implications
 of this: Tania says it makes art criticism inherently subjective, while Monique says art criticism can still be objective. But this answer isn’t about the implications.

D)  Neither speaker makes a statement about what fairness generally
 requires. They’re only dealing with the narrow realm of art criticism.

E)  Neither speaker takes a position as to what the most important aspect of art criticism might be.





Our answer is B.
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Question 23



Constance: The traditional definition of full employment as a 5 percent unemployment rate is correct, because at levels below 5 percent, inflation rises.







Brigita: That traditional definition of full employment was developed before the rise of temporary and part-time work and the fall in benefit levels. When people are juggling several part-time jobs with no benefits, or working in a series of temporary assignments, as is now the case, 5 percent unemployment is not full employment.







The dialogue most strongly supports the claim that Constance and Brigita disagree with each other about which one of the following?







(A)  what definition of full employment is applicable under contemporary economic conditions



(B)  whether it is a good idea, all things considered, to allow the unemployment level to drop below 5 percent



(C)  whether a person with a part-time job should count as fully employed



(D)  whether the number of part-time and temporary workers has increased since the traditional definition of full employment was developed



(E)  whether unemployment levels above 5 percent can cause inflation levels to rise






Constance gives a “traditional” definition of full employment, and Brigita disagrees with that definition. Brigita doesn’t seem to offer an alternative explanation, she just says Constance’s traditional definition is wrong. So they seem to disagree about the definition of full employment.





A)  Brigita dislikes the traditional definition of full employment when applied to today's conditions. Constance didn’t seem to take “contemporary economic conditions” into account when picking a definition of full employment. So we don’t know for sure what definition Constance would pick if she did take contemporary conditions into account. We need something more certain.

B)  Neither speaker even came close to taking a position on whether it is “a good idea” to let employment go higher or lower than 5 percent or any other percentage. This is a terrible answer.

C)  Neither speaker came close to taking a position on whether a part-time employee “should” count as fully employed. This is another terrible answer.

D)  Brigita would probably say, “Yes, this has happened,” but Constance doesn’t even mention temporary and part-time workers. So this can’t be the answer either.

E)  Constance says unemployment below
 five percent would cause inflation to rise, but takes no position on whether unemployment above
 five percent would cause inflation to rise. Brigita doesn’t even mention the word inflation. So this is another horrible answer.





Answers B, C, D, and E were fatally flawed, so let’s give A another chance. Reconsidering A, I see now that Constance has said the traditional definition of inflation “is correct,” which could imply that she believes the traditional definition of full employment is applicable today, under whatever economic conditions currently hold. It might be imperfect, but B through E were perfectly terrible.





So A is our answer.
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Question 25



Claude: Because of the relatively high number of middle-aged people in the workforce, there will be fewer opportunities for promotion into upper-management positions. Since this will decrease people’s incentive to work hard, economic productivity and the quality of life will diminish.







Thelma: This glut of middle-aged workers will lead many people to form their own companies. They will work hard and thus increase economic productivity, improving the quality of life even if many of the companies ultimately fail.







On the basis of their statements, Claude and Thelma are committed to agreeing about which one of the following?







(A)  The quality of life in a society affects that society’s economic productivity.



(B)  The failure of many companies will not necessarily have a negative effect on overall economic productivity.



(C)  How hard a company’s employees work is a function of what they think their chances for promotion are in that company.



(D)  The number of middle-aged people in the workforce will increase in the coming years.



(E)  Economic productivity will be affected by the number of middle-aged people in the workforce.






The devastating mistake you can make here is to read too fast and think you’re supposed to be looking for something the speakers dis
 agree on. I did that on my first attempt at writing this response, and wasted about a half an hour, and got frustrated and pissed off and lost all my mojo. It sucks when that happens while I’m writing. It would be devastating if it happened during the LSAT. Please remember, more than anything, that rushing is the enemy.

Okay, so what do these two folks agree
 on? Do they agree on their evidence, or their conclusion, or both? I think they agree on their evidence. Claude’s evidence is “high number of middle-aged people in the workforce.” I think Thelma agrees with that. Claude concludes that the middle-aged folks are going to lead to a diminishment of “economic productivity and the quality of life.” I think Thelma disagrees. Thelma says that economic productivity and the quality of life will be improved.

So I think Claude and Thelma use the exact same evidence to reach opposite conclusions. Let’s see what the answers have for us.





A)  This definitely wasn’t what we were looking for. The logic here seems to be backward, actually. Our ideal answer would be, “There is a glut of middle-aged workers in the workforce.” Let’s keep looking for that.

B)  Claude never considered companies failing, so how can he and Thelma possibly have agreed on this point? Let’s keep looking for something closer to our prediction.

C)  Claude says this, but I don’t think Thelma agrees. Thelma says people would leave and form their own companies, which is sort of disagreeing with Claude on this point. Still looking.

D)  This is the most commonly-chosen incorrect answer. The two speakers do agree that there are a high number of middle-aged people in the workforce. But neither speaker takes a position on whether there are an increasing
 number of middle-aged people in the workforce. Tricky.

E)  This is also goddamned tricky, but it seems like a good answer. Claude says economic productivity will diminish, and Thelma says it will increase. So they agree
 that economic productivity will be affected
 , even if they disagree on the direction of the effect. This is our answer.





The answer is E.








Identifying a Guiding Principle








(Example: “Which one of the following principles best justifies Niska’s actions?”)


In these questions, the prompts include a story, and you are asked to identify a principle that would “justify” or “make acceptable” the subject’s actions. It's extremely similar to a Strengthen question. For example, the story might include someone damaging Niska’s reputation, and Niska then getting revenge. The correct answer would say something like “It is always acceptable to get revenge if someone damages your reputation.”
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Question 7



Terry: Months ago, I submitted a claim for my stolen bicycle to my insurance company. After hearing nothing for several weeks, I contacted the firm and found they had no record of my claim. Since then, I have resubmitted the claim twice and called the firm repeatedly, but I have yet to receive a settlement. Anyone can make mistakes, of course, but the persistence of the error makes me conclude that the company is deliberately avoiding paying up.







Which one of the following principles is violated by Terry’s reasoning?







(A)  Consumers should avoid attributing dishonesty to a corporation when the actions of the corporation might instead be explained by incompetence.



(B)  Consumers should attempt to keep themselves informed of corporate behavior that directly affects their interests.



(C)  In judging the quality of service of a corporation, a consumer should rely primarily on the consumer’s own experience with the corporation.



(D)  In judging the morality of a corporation’s behavior, as opposed to that of an individual, mitigating circumstances are irrelevant.



(E)  Corporations ought to make available to a customer any information the customer requests that is relevant to the customer’s interests.






Wait a minute. Deliberately
 ? That’s a bold allegation. Terry has absolutely no evidence of anyone at the insurance company deliberately
 avoiding paying on the claim. The fact that the claim has not yet been paid, even after “resubmitting the claim twice and calling the firm repeatedly” does not necessarily indicate that the firm is deliberately
 failing to pay. Terry acknowledges that “anyone can make mistakes.” How does Terry know that the insurance company isn’t just stupid? Furthermore, how does Terry know that he
 is not stupid? Is he sure that he filed the paperwork properly? Is he sure that he was actually covered for the theft during the time it was stolen? Did he mail the paperwork to the proper address? Is he calling the proper phone number?

The question asks us to find a “principle violated by Terry’s reasoning.” I think it’s going to be something about not making wild allegations when you don’t have any evidence. Let’s see.





A)  Yep. Terry has definitely attributed dishonesty to a corporation (“they’re deliberately not paying up!”) when the actions of the corporation might instead be explained by incompetence (“anyone can make mistakes”). I like this answer a lot, because it precisely describes a rule that Terry seems to have broken.

B)  Huh? This is wildly off base. We don’t know whether Terry has kept himself informed, because the argument simply isn’t about this issue.

C)  Terry’s definitely not violating this rule; this rule describes exactly what Terry is
 doing. We need a rule that Terry is violating
 . Terry definitely violated the rule described in A, so I think that’s probably going to be our answer.

D)  Morality is simply not at issue here. It was never mentioned, so this can’t possibly be the answer. Same with mitigating circumstances.

E)  There are two enormous problems with this answer. First, we’re looking for a rule broken by Terry
 , and this rule only applies to corporations. Second, we’re not told whether the corporation has complied with any requests for information. Terry is asking for money
 , not information. This answer is terrible.





Our answer is A.
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Question 8



In jazz history, there have been gifted pianists who, because they had no striking musical ideas, led no memorable recording sessions. But precisely because they lacked such ideas, they were able to respond quickly to the ideas of imaginative and difficult leaders. Thus, these pianists are often heard adding masterful touches to some of the greatest jazz recordings.







Which one of the following principles is best illustrated by the information above?







(A)  The success of a group enterprise depends on the ability of the leader to recognize the weaknesses of others in the group.



(B)  The production of any great work requires contributions from those who are unimaginative but technically skilled.



(C)  People without forceful personalities cannot become great leaders in a field.



(D)  A trait that is a weakness in some settings can contribute to greatness in other settings.



(E)  No one can achieve great success without the help of others who are able to bring one’s ideas to fruition.






I don’t see any real conclusion here, even though the word “thus” is used. It’s basically just three facts: 1) Some gifted pianists had no striking musical ideas, and led no memorable recording sessions. 2) But these pianists were able to respond quickly to the ideas of imaginative/difficult leaders. 3) These pianists often added masterful touches to some of the greatest jazz recordings.

This makes sense to me. I don’t know shit about jazz, but the scenario sounds kinda like John Paxson adding “masterful touches” to Michael Jordan’s NBA championships. Paxson wasn’t himself a super-duper-star, but he worked well with a super-duper-star leader. Jordan was the crazy asshole genius, Paxson was the bit player who worked well with others and had flashes of greatness along the way.

We’re looking for an answer that is “best illustrated” by the given facts. So we need to pick the one that seems like the best fit, and reject anything that seems opposite, or even slightly different, from the given facts.





A)  Nah, this just isn’t what the facts were talking about.

B)  Hmm. We could pick this one if all the other answers sucked, but we should be skeptical. The facts were about bit players contributing flashes of greatness, almost as a bonus, rather than being about the necessity
 of such bit players. This would be a better answer if the facts had suggested something like, “Jordan never would have won without Paxson.” Instead, they were more like, “Jordan was the brilliant superstar, Paxson was the boring role player who knocked down some awesome three-pointers.” We’ll come back to this answer choice if we don’t find anything we love.

C)  Huh? The facts don’t make any prediction like this. In order for this to be the answer, we would have had to get the impression that the facts were suggesting something like, “Paxson could never have become great.” I just don’t see that in the facts.

D)  Not bad. The facts said, basically, that bit players who didn’t themselves have striking ideas (an apparent weakness) were then later able to add “flashes of greatness” to other artists’ recordings. That’s like Paxson (not a great player himself, a weakness) being able to add “flashes of greatness” to Jordan’s championships. This is the best answer so far. We don’t have to think about B anymore, because this one is a much better fit. Whereas B was about the role player being indispensable
 , which was unsupported by the facts, D is about the role player’s weakness (lack of striking ideas) being a strength (ability to work with great leaders, contributing flashes of greatness) in other settings (later recordings).

E)  This is wrong for the same reason B is wrong. The facts weren’t about the necessity
 of bit players.





Our answer is D.
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Question 9



Executive: In order to add to our profits, I was planning to promote and distribute herbal tinctures. However, some members of my advisory staff questioned the medical efficacy of such products. So I have consulted a variety of reliable medical publications, and these likewise claim that herbal tinctures are ineffective. Therefore, I must conclude that marketing such products would not produce the result I intended.







The executive’s reasoning most closely conforms to which one of the following generalizations?







(A)  To be reliable, a medical publication that evaluates consumer products must include at least some independent evidence.



(B)  If a majority of reliable sources conclude that a particular substance is medically ineffective, then that substance almost certainly is medically ineffective.



(C)  Consulting reliable publications is not, by itself, a reliable basis for determining whether or not the promotion of a new line of products will be profitable.



(D)  It would not be profitable to promote and distribute a new line of products if these products have adverse medical effects.



(E)  The promotion and distribution of a new line of products will not prove profitable if a number of reliable authorities declare them to be ineffective.






Nonsense. Just because the products don’t work doesn’t mean you won’t profit
 from selling them.





We’re asked to find a generalization that “conforms” to the executive’s reasoning. This is a funny type of question: I’m not sure I know exactly what it’s asking. My guess is that it means something like, “What’s going on here?” Anyway, I’m armed with one big weakener: “Dude, you have assumed that you can’t make money
 off of something that doesn’t work
 , which is not necessarily true.” I bet that’s enough to answer the question. Let’s see.





A)  Not what we’re looking for. We’re looking for an answer that points out the problem with the reasoning.

B)  Same as A, this just isn’t what we’re looking for. We need an answer that points out the disconnect in the reasoning between efficacy and profits.

C)  Same explanation as A and B.

D)  Close, but no. The facts never said that these “herbal tinctures” had any “adverse effects.” The argument didn’t say, “Taking cilantro pills will cause cancer, so we will lose money.” It was saying, “Taking cilantro pills won’t do jack shit, so we will lose money.” Those two statements are not the same thing.

E)  Yeah, this is basically it. “The shit isn’t going to work, therefore we won’t make money if we try to sell it.” That’s the hole in the reasoning, so our answer is E.





This is a terrific question for study, because it points out the futility of reading the question part before reading the argument part. Almost every LSAT question boils down to the same thing: What’s wrong with the argument?
 If you can say why the argument is bullshit, you’re always on the right track, regardless of what type of question it turns out to be.





The answer is E.
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Question 11



In comparing different methods by which a teacher’s performance can be evaluated and educational outcomes improved, researchers found that a critique of teacher performance leads to enhanced educational outcomes if the critique is accompanied by the information that teacher performance is merely one of several factors that, in concert with other factors, determines the educational outcomes.







Which one of the following best illustrates the principle illustrated by the finding of the researchers?



(A)  Children can usually be taught to master subject matter in which they have no interest if they believe that successfully mastering it will earn the respect of their peers.



(B)  People are generally more willing to accept a negative characterization of a small group of people if they do not see themselves as members of the group being so characterized.



(C)  An actor can more effectively evaluate the merits of her own performance if she can successfully convince herself that she is really evaluating the performance of another actor.



(D)  The opinions reached by a social scientist in the study of a society can be considered as more reliable and objective if that social scientist is not a member of that society.



(E)  It is easier to correct the mistakes of an athlete if it is made clear to him that the criticism is part of an overarching effort to rectify the shortcomings of the entire team on which he plays.






This is an interesting question. Like always, it’s critical to think
 about what’s going on in the argument before looking at the answer choices. I am always conscious of the fact that four out of five answer choices are professionally written garbage. Some of the wrong answers are time wasters, some of them are clever traps, and all of them are worthless. There is one credited answer that makes sense. It’s faster to predict what that answer might be, rather than blindly searching through the answer choices to try to find it.

So, what’s going on in this argument? Teacher performance evaluation leads to better educational outcomes if
 the teacher is told that the evaluation is merely one of many factors that determines educational outcomes. Why would this be? I guess what might be happening here is that teachers get nervous, or self-conscious, and therefore less effective, if they think their own performance is the only thing that matters. Or, on a slightly different track, maybe they get egotistical and pompous and blowhardy, and therefore less effective, if they think their own performance is the only thing that matters?

We’re asked to find an “illustration” of the principle “illustrated by” the facts. I think the principle “illustrated by” the facts is something like, “Teachers need to think that they’re not the only thing that matters, otherwise they’ll eff it up.” Both of the scenarios above (the nervous teacher who gets the flop sweats and effs up his lecture; the pompous know-it-all teacher who puffs up his chest and bores the hell out of his students) would be good illustrations of that principle. I’m not sure that either of these scenarios is really what’s happening, but I’m awful glad I thought about them before heading into the answer choices. The answer choices are a dangerous swamp, but we’ve armed ourselves with a couple ideas before wading in.





A)  Wow, this was not at all what I was expecting. The principle was about teacher knowledge and teacher efficacy. How could something about initial student interest be an “illustration” of the principle?

B)  This is a comically bad answer. I don’t know what this answer is talking about, but it is not
 talking about the scenario we were given.

C)  No, the argument is not about teachers evaluating themselves, nor is it about tricking anyone to think that other people are being evaluated. This answer is bizarre.

D)  No, I don’t think this is it either. The point wasn’t, “People are more objective when they aren’t evaluating themselves.” The point was, “People are better at whatever they do when they think the stakes aren’t too high.”

E)  Well, this isn’t what we predicted but it’s the only conceivable answer. This one can be read to mean, “Athletes will respond better to criticism if they feel like their own performance isn’t the only thing that matters.” That’s like teachers responding better to criticism if they are told their teaching isn’t the only thing that matters. I don’t love this answer, but A through D were horrifically bad. Our answer is E, because we can at least make a case for it.





Strange question. I thought the answer would be quite a bit narrower... something about teachers. As it turned out, E matched a broader principle about performers.





The answer is E.
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Question 11



Spreading iron particles over the surface of the earth’s oceans would lead to an increase in phytoplankton, decreasing the amount of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere and thereby counteracting the greenhouse effect. But while counteracting the greenhouse effect is important, the side effects of an iron-seeding strategy have yet to be studied. Since the oceans represent such an important resource, this response to the greenhouse effect should not be implemented immediately.







The reasoning above most closely conforms to which one of the following principles?







(A)  A problem-solving strategy should be implemented if the side effects of the strategy are known.



(B)  Implementing a problem-solving strategy that alters an important resource is impermissible if the consequences are not adequately understood.



(C)  We should not implement a problem-solving strategy if the consequences of doing so are more serious than the problem itself.



(D)  We should not implement a problem-solving strategy if that strategy requires altering an important resource.



(E)  As long as there is a possibility that a strategy for solving a problem may instead exacerbate that problem, such a solution should not be adopted.






This logic sounds pretty good to me. Basically it’s, “This could work to fix global warming, but it might have all sorts of unintended consequences. So let’s not do anything rash.”

We’re asked to find a principle that the reasoning “conforms with.” I think the answer will be something like, “If unintended consequences might happen, don’t do anything rash.” If that’s the principle, then the argument seems to be justified in not taking action.





A)  No, this could only be used to justify doing
 something: it provides a sufficient condition for taking action. If we added the word “only” to this answer choice we could make it correct. “A problem-solving strategy should be implemented only
 if the side effects are known,” would make knowing the side effects a necessary condition.

B)  Yep. This does exactly what we needed to do: make knowing the side effects necessary
 before taking action.

C)  Nah. The problem set out in the argument is that we don’t know
 how serious the side effects may be. So this principle addresses a different scenario.

D)  This isn’t what the argument is saying. The argument isn’t simply saying, “The ocean is too important ever to fuck with.” Instead, the argument is saying, “The ocean is very important, so let’s not do anything until we know what the side effects might be.
 ”

E)  This doesn’t apply to the argument either. The argument wasn’t saying, “The iron-seeding strategy might actually make global warming worse instead of better.” The argument says the iron-seeding strategy will work to counteract the greenhouse effect, but might have other side effects (like retarded dolphin babies, perhaps?) which should be studied before doing anything rash.





Our answer is B, because it best matches the judgment displayed in the given argument.
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Question 13



Whether a machine performs its intended function is plain for all to see, but recognition of excellence in art requires a rare subtlety of perception. So whereas engineers usually maintain their composure when their work is being evaluated, artists tend to become anxious under such circumstances.







The reasoning above conforms most closely to which one of the following propositions?







(A)  People who have an interest in working as artists are no more likely to have especially anxious personalities than are people who have an interest in working as engineers.



(B)  The value of a machine is independent of the feelings of those who create it, while the value of an artwork is not.



(C)  Evaluation of the work of engineers should be based on a different set of standards than is evaluation of the work of artists.



(D)  People who create things whose success can be easily ascertained worry less about others’ opinions of their work than do people who create things whose value cannot be easily ascertained.



(E)  Someone who creates a work that cannot be easily evaluated tends to be less confident about its value than are those who evaluate it.






There seems to be a hole in this logic. Premise: It’s obvious whether a machine works, but it’s not so obvious whether a piece of art works, because evaluating a piece of art requires “a rare subtlety of perception.” Conclusion: Artists get nervous when their work is being evaluated, but engineers don’t.

I think we can say there’s an assumption
 here: a missing bridge between the elements of the argument. Why do artists get nervous? Well, how about, “If evaluation of one’s work requires a rare subtlety of perception, then it makes one anxious when people are evaluating one’s work.” That’s what the argument was implying, right? But the argument didn’t outright say
 it, which is a problem in legal writing. In legal writing, you have to cover all your bases. Don’t assume anything. In law school, I remember asking my LWR teaching assistant “but isn’t it obvious
 ?” every time he marked up one of my memos. The answer was always, “No, it’s not obvious enough
 .” In legal writing, it’s always better to say the same thing five times than to take any chance that you’ve left something out.

We’re asked to find a proposition that “conforms with” the story about the artists and the engineers. I bet the correct answer will have something to do with the assumption the argument made.





A)  What? The argument isn’t about who chooses what career, and why. This is irrelevant.

B)  The argument isn’t about the “value” of art vs. machinery either. What does “value” even mean? Are we talking about financial value? Spiritual value? No way.

C)  Obviously a carburetor and a sculpture should be evaluated on different standards, but that’s not the point of the argument. The point of the argument is, “Artists get nervous and engineers don’t.” I think the correct answer is going to explain why
 this happens.

D)  Yes, this is a very good match for our prediction. Like a lot of Identify a Guiding Principle questions, this one is almost identical to a Necessary Assumption question. If D is not true, then why would the artists be anxious and the engineers composed? The lesson is this: Always look for holes in the argument! If you find a missing piece, that’s almost always going to be the correct answer, no matter what type of question you’re looking at.

E)  No, it’s not about what the artist thinks vs. what the evaluator thinks. Also, this answer brings up “value” again, which is an amorphous term not used in the argument.





Our answer is D, because it’s a missing component of the argument.
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Question 14



The authorship of the Iliad and the Odyssey has long been debated. Some traditional evidence suggests that Homer created both works, or at least large portions of them, but there is equally forceful evidence that he had nothing to do with either. Since there is no overwhelming evidence for either claim, we ought to accept the verdict of tradition that Homer is the principal author of both works.







Which one of the following most accurately expresses the principle underlying the argumentation above?







(A)  If there is no overwhelming evidence for or against a hypothesis, then one should suspend judgment as to its truth.



(B)  If a hypothesis goes against tradition, one should not accept the hypothesis without overwhelming evidence.



(C)  If there is no overwhelming evidence for or against a hypothesis, one should believe it.



(D)  One should accept the authority of tradition only if one has nontraditional evidence for the traditional hypothesis.



(E)  One should defer to the authority of tradition if two or more hypotheses conflict with it.






Wait a minute. The author is saying that, because there is evidence on both sides of a debate, we ought to accept one side over the other? Specifically, the argument is between traditional evidence on one side and “equally forceful” evidence on the other side, and the conclusion is to go with the traditional side? For God’s sake, why
 ?

The question asks us to find a principle that “underlies” the argument. In a way, this is like a Strengthen or Sufficient Assumption question: we should look for an answer that would make the logic work. I think it needs to be something like, “When in doubt, choose tradition.” It seems like that’s the principle this author is operating under.





A)  The author doesn’t “suspend judgment,” the author chooses sides. This is out.

B)  This answer doesn’t go all the way to “choose tradition.” Instead, it says, “Don’t choose the other side.” That’s not the same thing (because you could always do the smart thing, and not decide until you get new evidence) so I doubt this is the answer.

C)  This wouldn’t tell us which side to pick. We need an answer that says, “Go with tradition.”

D)  There’s nothing in the argument about “nontraditional evidence,” so this is out.

E)  This can’t be the answer because there are not “two or more hypotheses” conflicting with the traditional opinion.





I hate all five answers. We have to choose B here, since it was the only one that seemed close. But I really don’t love it.
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Question 16



Critic: As modern methods of communication and transportation have continued to improve, the pace of life today has become faster than ever before. This speed has created feelings of impermanence and instability, making us feel as if we never have enough time to achieve what we want—or at least what we think we want.







The critic’s statements most closely conform to which one of the following assessments?







(A)  The fast pace of modern life has made it difficult for people to achieve their goals.



(B)  The disadvantages of technological progress often outweigh the advantages.



(C)  Changes in people’s feelings about life can result from technological changes.



(D)  The perception of impermanence in contemporary life makes it more difficult for people to know what they want.



(E)  Changes in people’s feelings fuel the need for technological advancement.






This sounds like something a cranky old person would say. The conclusion is, “The speed of life has created feelings of impermanence and never having enough time.” Oh, boo hoo. Stop your whining. iPhones stress you out? So, you’d rather be slaving in a field all day? Didn’t think so.

The question asks us to find an answer that “conforms” to the critic’s statements. So I guess I’m just looking for something that seems to match what the cranky old guy is saying.





A)  I don’t think the critic said iPhones actually make it difficult to achieve your goals. Rather, according to the critic, they make you feel
 as if you don’t have enough time to achieve your goals. Those aren’t the same things, so this answer feels like a trap. Dirty bastards.

B)  The word “often” makes this answer bigger and broader than what the critic has actually claimed. This answer “proves too much.” I don’t think this is it.

C)  I think this one is probably the answer, because the critic has provided a direct example of this happening in practice. Technology has changed the critic’s feelings. Therefore it is possible that feelings can change because of technology. All we need is the one guy (the cranky old man) to prove C true. So I think this is our answer.

D)  The critic implied that people don’t know what they want, but didn’t say that this not knowing was caused by contemporary life. C was better.

E)  This is way off base. The critic is talking about changes wrought by
 technology, not changes forcing the need for technological advancement.





Our answer is C.
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Question 17



The tiny hummingbird weighs little, but its egg is 15 percent of the adult hummingbird’s weight. The volume and weight of an adult goose are much greater than those of a hummingbird, but a goose’s egg is only about 4 percent of its own weight. An adult ostrich, much larger and heavier than a goose, lays an egg that is only 1.6 percent of its own weight.







Which one of the following propositions is best illustrated by the statements above?







(A)  The eggs of different bird species vary widely in their ratio of volume to weight.



(B)  The smaller and lighter the average adult members of a bird species are, the larger and heavier the eggs of that species are.



(C)  The ratio of egg weight of a species to body weight of an adult member of that species is smaller for larger birds than for smaller ones.



(D)  The size of birds’ eggs varies greatly from species to species but has little effect on the volume and weight of the adult bird.



(E)  Bird species vary more in egg size than they do in average body size and weight.






You could put this data into a graph or a table if you wanted, but you probably don’t need to. The trend (to me) is apparent: Smaller birds have larger eggs in proportion to their body size.
 The question asks us to find a proposition best illustrated by the statements above. I’m pretty sure we’ve already answered the question.





A)  “Vary widely”? Uh… well… maybe that’s true. But the data could be used to prove that there is an apparent trend here (smaller bird = larger egg per bodyweight). This answer choice just says there’s a lot of variation. The data shows something more than that, doesn’t it? We could pick this answer if we don’t find what we’re looking for. But I’m pretty sure we’re going to find it.

B)  This feels like a trap. Do hummingbirds have “larger and heavier” eggs than ostriches do? Um… no they do not. They have larger and heavier eggs relative to the body size of the adult
 . This answer misses the relativity component. This can’t be it.

C)  Yes. Ostriches have smaller eggs in proportion to their adult size
 than hummingbirds do. This is what we were looking for. Let’s quickly scan D and E just to be sure.

D)  This answer choice freaks me out when it says “little effect on.” The data says nothing about causation. There was a correlation, but correlation does not imply (or deny) causation. We’ve already got an answer we love in C, so this one is out.

E)  The data in no way supports this proposition.





Answers A, B, D, and E were all flawed in some way, and C was exactly what we were looking for. So C is our answer.
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Question 18



Columnist: Taking a strong position on an issue makes one likely to misinterpret or ignore additional evidence that conflicts with one’s stand. But in order to understand an issue fully, it is essential to consider such evidence impartially. Thus, it is best not to take a strong position on an issue unless one has already considered all important evidence conflicting with that position.







The columnist’s reasoning most closely conforms to which one of the following principles?







(A)  It is reasonable to take a strong position on an issue if one fully understands the issue and has considered the evidence regarding that issue impartially.



(B)  To ensure that one has impartially considered the evidence regarding an issue on which one has taken a strong position, one should avoid misinterpreting or ignoring evidence regarding that issue.



(C)  Anyone who does not understand an issue fully should avoid taking a strong position on it.



(D)  One should try to understand an issue fully if doing so will help one to avoid misinterpreting or ignoring evidence regarding that issue.



(E)  It is reasonable to take a strong position on an issue only if there is important evidence conflicting with that position.






The gist of this argument is, “You shouldn’t take a strong position unless certain criteria are met.” The word “unless” just means “if not.” So in other words, if certain criteria are not
 met, then you should not
 take a strong position. We need to find an answer that fits with this principle.





A)  This is a commonly-chosen incorrect answer. The problem with A is that the columnist’s reasoning could only be used to prove that something is not
 reasonable. If you don’t meet the criteria, then taking a strong position is not
 reasonable. But that doesn’t mean that if you do meet the criteria, then taking a strong position is reasonable. Here’s a simpler example of the same flaw:






	Premise: If you’re not in California, then you’re not in San Francisco.

	Premise: John is in California.

	Flawed conclusion: John is in San Francisco.

	Objection: No, dumbass, there are plenty of other places John could be that are in California and are not
 in San Francisco. For example, Santa Barbara. If that’s true, then John is in California but still not
 in San Francisco.







Important, supergeeky note: If the premise is California
 —> San Francisco
 (contrapositive: San Francisco —> California), then this premise can only ever be used to prove that someone either is
 in California (if they are in San Francisco) or used to prove that someone is not
 in San Francisco (if they are not
 in California.) The premise can never be used to prove that someone is in San Francisco, or that they are not in California.

Similarly, there are plenty of reasons why taking a strong position on an issue would be unreasonable, even if the two criteria mentioned in the passage are met. For example, maybe taking a strong position, even if you have
 considered all evidence and understand the issue fully, makes you act like an asshole at dinner with your friends and family. If that’s true, then it would still be unreasonable to take a strong position. The columnist’s reasoning can only be used to prove that something is un
 reasonable, it can never be used to prove that something is
 reasonable. So A isn’t the answer.





B)  No way. The columnist’s argument was not about proving that someone has or has not impartially considered evidence. The point is whether or not someone is reasonable in taking a strong position. This answer really just jumbles up all the words in the argument: it makes no sense.

C)  Yep. This is exactly what the columnist is saying.  If you haven’t
 met the criteria, then you shouldn’t
 take a strong position.

D)  Like B, all this answer does is use a bunch of words from the argument in a nonsense fashion.

E)  Like A, the columnist’s reasoning could never be used to prove that someone is
 acting reasonably. This is out.





Our answer is C.
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Question 20



The layouts of supermarkets are not accidental: they are part of a plan designed to make customers walk all the way to the back of the store just to pick up a loaf of bread, passing tempting displays the whole way. But supermarkets can alienate customers by placing popular items in the rear; surveys list inconvenience as shoppers’ top reason for disliking supermarkets.







Which one of the following propositions does the passage most precisely illustrate?







(A)  Supermarkets should focus on customers who want to purchase many items in a single trip.



(B)  Alienation of customers is not good for business.



(C)  Even well-thought-out plans can fail.



(D)  Distracting customers is not good for business.



(E)  Manipulation of people can have unwelcome consequences.






This is all absolutely true. Supermarkets do
 do this, and I hate it. I identify with this argument, which is a good thing. I wish I disagreed with the argument, because that would be even better. But agreeing once in a while is okay.

The question asks us to find a proposition that is illustrated by the passage. Let’s look for something like “inconveniencing can alienate customers.”





A)  No, the argument isn’t about what supermarkets should
 do.

B)  The argument isn’t about what’s “good for business” either. I think Safeway knows damn well it is alienating a shopper like me. It also knows it’s going to sell more crap by doing what it does, whether or not I choose to shop there. This isn’t it.

C)  The argument neither said the plan was “well-thought-out” or that it “failed.” No way.

D)  Again with the “good for business”? This can’t be it.

E)  Here we go. Are supermarkets manipulating their shoppers? Yes, by forcing them to go on a tour of all the Oreos and Doritos and garbage like that when what they want is fruits, veggies, meat, and milk. Are there “unwelcome consequences”? Yes, they are alienating some customers. So this is our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 25



Columnist: It is sometimes claimed that the only factors relevant to determining moral guilt or innocence are the intentions of the person performing an action. However, external circumstances often play a crucial role in our moral judgment of an action. For example, a cook at a restaurant who absentmindedly put an ingredient in the stew that is not usually in the stew would ordinarily be regarded as forgetful, not immoral. If, however, someone eating at the restaurant happens to be severely allergic to that ingredient, eats the stew, and dies, many people would judge the cook to be guilty of serious moral negligence.







Which one of the following propositions is best illustrated by the columnist’s statements?







(A)  It is sometimes fair to judge the morality of others’ actions even without considering all of the circumstances under which those actions were performed.



(B)  We sometimes judge unfairly the morality of other people’s actions.



(C)  We should judge all negligent people to be equally morally blameworthy, regardless of the outcomes of their actions.



(D)  People are sometimes held morally blameworthy as a result of circumstances some of which were outside their intentional control.



(E)  The intentions of the person performing an action are rarely a decisive factor in making moral judgments about that action.






I’m not going to argue with this one. I’m just going to sigh, and acknowledge that this is indeed true. The drunk driver who makes it home safely might, at worst, get a scolding from his wife. But the drunk driver who is exactly as drunk, and exactly as dangerous, who also happens to run over a troop of Girl Scouts, might go to prison for life. The intention in both actions was identical, but one gets very little moral penalty, while the other gets the book thrown at him. I’m not sure whether that’s fair or not, but it’s certainly true.

We’re asked to find a proposition that is best “illustrated by” the columnist’s statements. Let’s see if we can find one that matches the scenario about the killer cook and
 our drunk driver scenario.





A)  Um, no. The given scenario was about considering the circumstances before doling out the moral penalty. This answer says the exact opposite of that.

B)  I don’t think this is it either. The point of the columnist’s argument wasn’t, “This isn’t fair.” The point was, “We sometimes consider more than just the intention of an action when judging the morality of that action.”

C)  No way. This is just like B. The columnist isn’t trying to change things. The columnist is simply noting that sometimes additional factors besides the actor’s intent are part of our calculus when assigning moral blame.

D)  Sure. The cook couldn’t control the allergies of the person eating the accidental ingredient at her restaurant. The drunk driver couldn’t control the Girl Scout troupe’s presence on the sidewalk as he swerved home. This answer matches the given scenario, and our additional scenario, so it’s probably the answer.

E)  The columnist says other factors besides intentions are often important. But that doesn't mean that intentions can't still frequently be the deciding factor.





Our answer is D, because it’s the best fit.
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Question 26



In the aftermath of the Cold War, international relations between Cold War allies became more difficult. Leaders of previously allied nations were required to conduct tactful economic negotiations in order not to arouse tensions that had previously been overlooked.







The situation described above conforms most closely to which one of the following propositions?







(A)  International economic competition is a greater cause of tension than is international military competition.



(B)  Bonds between allies are stronger when they derive from fear of a common enemy than when they derive from common economic goals.



(C)  When there is a military commitment between countries, fundamental agreement between them on economic matters is more easily reached.



(D)  Economic matters are considered unimportant during periods of actual or threatened war.



(E)  A common enemy contributes to a strengthened bond between nations, enabling them to ignore economic tensions that would otherwise be problematic.






I’d tell myself a little story here to make the general, abstract premises seem more alive. The US and Canada were Cold War allies. During the Cold War, the two countries overlooked certain tensions (Canada was criminally overcharging us for maple syrup; we were foisting terrible cars like the Ford Pinto on unsuspecting Canadians) because both countries were at war with the evil, vodka-swilling Ruskies. But after the Cold War, the US and Canada had to “conduct tactful economic negotiations” on maple syrup and the Pinto, because otherwise, without a common enemy to hate, we would start to hate each other. Got it?

The question asks us to find a proposition that “conforms most closely” with the story above. We can’t predict this one in advance. Let’s check out the answer choices.





A)  I actually think the argument is sort of the opposite of this. We’re willing to sweep economic issues under the rug when there is a common military/economic opponent. Next please.

B)  Nothing here about temporarily sweeping economic tensions under the rug. This is closer, but let’s keep looking for something better.

C)  The argument never said that we were “fundamentally agreeing” on maple syrup and Detroit lemons. We were sweeping those issues under the rug temporarily. I don’t think this can be it.

D)  This is somewhat attractive, but I think it goes too far. Just because we were willing to sweep maple syrup extortion and crappy cars under the rug for a while doesn’t mean that economic matters were “considered unimportant.” We actually won
 the Cold War with our economy, right? This feels like a trap.

E)  There we go. While the common enemy was Russia, we ignored certain economic tensions. When we no longer had a common enemy, we had to be careful not to let those economic tensions heat up. This is our answer.





Our answer is E.








Applying a Principle that is Given




(Example: “Which one of the following would be a proper application of the principle stated by Niska?”)


Here, all you have to do is 1) understand the principle and 2) pick the answer that conforms to the principle. Suppose Niska’s principle is, “I never let anyone damage my reputation without getting revenge.” Incorrect answers might include people damaging Niska’s reputation without Niska getting revenge, or Niska getting revenge on people who did not damage his reputation. The correct answer would most likely include someone doing something damaging to Niska’s reputation, and Niska then exacting his revenge.
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Question 4



Philosopher: We should not disapprove of the unearthing of truths that we would rather not acknowledge or that, by their dissemination, might influence society in pernicious ways.







Which one of the following conforms most closely to the principle stated by the philosopher?







(A)  A law enforcement officer should not act upon illegally obtained information, even though such action might, in some cases, result in a benefit to society.



(B)  Scientific research should not be restricted even if it could lead to harmful applications, such as the manufacture of sophisticated weapons.



(C)  A physician should never withhold the truth from a patient, except in cases where depression induced by bad news might significantly affect the patient’s recuperation.



(D)  Investigative journalists who employ illegal means of obtaining information should not be subjected to moral disapproval, if the revelation of that information does more good for society than does its suppression.



(E)  A poem need not adhere too strictly to the truth. Art is exempt from such requirements—it matters only that the poem provoke a response in the reader.






The argument is short and sweet, but it basically says, “We shouldn’t censor truths that we don’t like, or that would have bad effects.” Who is the philosopher talking about here?  Scientists, most likely. That is what they do all day after all... try to unearth truths.

The question asks us to identify something that “conforms most closely” to the stated position. So we should look for the one that matches up the closest to our understanding of the given proposition. There’s no way we can predict this one in advance. Rather, I’ll have to assess each answer choice and pick the one that seems to be the best fit. Anything speculative, or off target, or opposite of what the proposition said, will be eliminated.





A)  The proposition was not about acting
 on information. It was about the information itself. No way.

B)  Yes. The philosopher would agree that even if a scientist is on the verge of inventing the atom bomb, which could have devastating effects, we should not prevent him from creating that invention. I like this answer a lot.

C)  The stated proposition was not about “withholding” truth. It was about not preventing truths from being discovered. Furthermore, this answer contains a weird exception that the philosopher certainly wouldn’t agree with, since the philosopher is for absolute freedom of information.

D)  The stated proposition was not about the means of obtaining information, or about “moral” anything. Furthermore, I don’t think the philosopher would agree with the balancing test this answer lays out, since the philosopher is for absolute freedom of information.

E)  The stated proposition is not about telling the truth, or whether art has to be truthful. The proposition was about the discovery of truths (i.e.
 , science).





Our answer is B, because it’s the best fit with the given position.
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Question 5



Art critic: The aesthetic value of a work of art lies in its ability to impart a stimulating character to the audience’s experience of the work.







Which one of the following judgments most closely conforms with the principle cited above?







(A)  This painting is aesthetically deficient because it is an exact copy of a painting done 30 years ago.



(B)  This symphony is beautiful because, even though it does not excite the audience, it is competently performed.



(C)  This sculpted four-inch cube is beautiful because it is carved from material which, although much like marble, is very rare.



(D)  This painting is aesthetically valuable because it was painted by a highly controversial artist.



(E)  This poem is aesthetically deficient because it has little impact on its audience.










Hmm. There’s no logic
 here. There’s no premise, perhaps combined with another premise, leading to a conclusion. Since there’s no logic, it’s hard to argue. I’m not sure if the art critic’s statement is meant to be a premise, or a conclusion, or what.

The question says, “Which one of the following judgments most closely conforms to the principle stated above?” Okay, so all we have to do is be able to 1) understand and 2) apply the art critic’s principle. I think the art critic has given a definition of aesthetic value: Basically, if art stimulates the audience, then it has aesthetic value. If it doesn’t stimulate the audience, then it doesn’t have aesthetic value. At least that’s my interpretation of the art critic’s statement. Let’s see if we can find the answer choice that correctly applies this principle.





A)  Nothing here about stimulation. Unless we’re told otherwise, even an exact copy could possibly be stimulating. If we don’t know whether it stimulates, then how can we know whether it has aesthetic value?

B)  This is an incorrect
 application of the principle. If the symphony didn’t excite the audience (I’ll assume that “excite” is roughly equivalent to “stimulate”), then the art critic would say it does not
 have aesthetic value. This answer says it does
 have aesthetic value, assuming “beautiful” is roughly equivalent to “aesthetic value”. We need the answer to correctly
 apply the art critic’s principle, and this answer incorrectly applies it. So this can’t be our answer.

C)  Just like A, there’s nothing here about stimulation. Unless we’re told otherwise, even something made from very rare materials could possibly be non-stimulating. If we don’t know whether it stimulates, then how can we know whether it has aesthetic value?

D)  Just like A and C, there’s nothing here about stimulation. Unless we’re specifically told otherwise, even a “controversial artist” can produce non-stimulating works. If we don’t know whether it stimulates, then how can we know whether it has aesthetic value?

E)  Yep. If a poem has “little impact,” then that’s close enough to “no stimulation.” If it didn’t stimulate, then it’s lacking in aesthetic value. This is the only correct application of the art critic’s principle, so it’s our answer.





Our answer is E.
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Question 12



Our computer experts are asked from time to time to allocate funds for new hardware and software for our company. Unfortunately, these experts favor cutting-edge technologies, because that is what excites them, despite the fact that such experimental technologies are highly expensive, full of undiscovered “bugs,” and thus are not the most profitable investments.







Of the following, which one conforms most closely to the principle illustrated by the situation described above?







(A)  When senior executives choose to promote junior executives, they tend to favor those who share their professional interests, not those who have had the most education.



(B)  When supermarkets choose foods, they choose the kinds that can be sold for the most profit, not the kinds of foods that are the most healthful for consumers.



(C)  When librarians choose books for the library, they choose the kinds that they enjoy reading, not the kinds of books that serve the interests of the community.



(D)  When students choose courses, they choose those that require the least amount of work, not those in which they might learn the most.



(E)  When television executives choose programs to air, they choose the ones with the most sex and violence because that is what viewers want, not the shows with the highest artistic merit.






Tough question, because here we have to first infer the principle, then find another situation in which the same principle is at play. The principle here is, “Computer nerds like to purchase cutting-edge technologies, even though these technologies have a lot of undiscovered problems and therefore aren’t the most profitable investment for the company.” We’re asked to find a situation that “conforms most closely” to that situation. I can’t really predict an answer here; we’re just going to have to find the answer that matches up the best.





A)  I don’t think this is a very good match, because who is to say that promoting an executive with similar professional interests (rather than more education) isn’t a good investment for the company?

B)  This is definitely not it, because this is a story about a company choosing the most
 profitable route rather than an unprofitable one. Not a good match at all.

C)  This is the closest so far, because it’s about a decision maker picking something that excites them personally
 rather than picking what’s best for the organization as a whole. It’s not a perfect fit, but this is my answer if D and E are both bad.

D)  This is simply kids being lazy. It’s true, and it’s tragic, but I don’t think it’s similar to the example of computer nerds picking fancy, unprofitable new technology. Answer C is still the best so far.

E)  This is certainly true in real life, but it’s probably also the most profitable choice the execs could make. So it doesn’t match the computer nerd example that was given.





Answer C is not ideal, but it’s the best of a bad lot. Our answer is C.
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Question 12



Experts hired to testify in court need to know how to make convincing presentations. Such experts are evaluated by juries in terms of their ability to present the steps by which they arrived at their conclusions clearly and confidently. As a result, some less expert authorities who are skilled at producing convincing testimony are asked to testify rather than highly knowledgeable but less persuasive experts.







Which one of the following most closely conforms to the principle illustrated by the passage above?







(A)  Successful politicians are not always the ones who best understand how to help their country. Some lack insight into important political issues but are highly skilled at conducting an election campaign.



(B)  Trial lawyers often use the techniques employed by actors to influence the emotions of jurors. Many lawyers have studied drama expressly for the purpose of improving their courtroom skills.



(C)  The opera singer with the best voice is the appropriate choice even for minor roles, despite the fact that an audience may be more affected by a singer with greater dramatic ability but a lesser voice.



(D)  It is often best to try to train children with gentle reinforcement of desired behavior, rather than by simply telling them what to do and what not to do. This results in children who behave because they want to, not because they feel compelled.



(E)  Job applicants are usually hired because their skills and training best meet a recognized set of qualifications. Only rarely is a prospective employer convinced to tailor a position to suit the skills of a particular applicant.






This makes natural sense to me. You don’t want an expert witness who isn’t good at selling his story to a jury. So sometimes you’d pass on the super-
 nerd scientist who is the absolute smartest, and hire the somewhat less smart but better storyteller lesser-nerd scientist, who can both do the science and
 convince a jury that the science is correct. I have nothing to argue with here.

We’re asked to find an answer that “conforms to the principle.” Should be fairly straightforward, I think. I’m looking for something like, “One guy might be technically better
 , but we’re going to pass on him and take the guy who can sell
 it better instead.”





A)  Yeah, maybe. This one is something like, “Politician A might be the best equipped to actually run
 the country, but since Politician B is better at selling
 the idea of himself to the country, we’re probably going to end up electing Politician B.” If there aren’t any other good answers, I’ll be happy with this one.

B)  This says nothing about, “We’re going to pass on Lawyer A, who is actually smarter, in favor of Lawyer B, who is a better salesman.” So this seems incomplete. I like A better.

C)  Nah, this is, “We’re going to take the best person even for lesser roles.” That’s not the principle we’re looking for.

D)  What? This is a complete non sequitur.

E)  Just like B, there’s nothing here about passing up a better qualified candidate in favor of someone who can sell
 themselves better.





Our answer is A.
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Question 14



Food labeling regulation: Food of a type that does not ordinarily contain fat cannot be labeled “nonfat” unless most people mistakenly believe the food ordinarily contains fat. If most people mistakenly believe that a food ordinarily contains fat, the food may be labeled “nonfat” if the label also states that the food ordinarily contains no fat.







Which one of the following situations violates the food labeling regulation?







(A)  Although most people know that bran flakes do not normally contain fat, Lester’s Bran Flakes are not labeled “nonfat.”



(B)  Although most people are aware that lasagna ordinarily contains fat, Lester’s Lasagna, which contains no fat, is not labeled “nonfat.”



(C)  Although most garlic baguettes contain fat, Lester’s Garlic Baguettes are labeled “nonfat.”



(D)  Although most people are aware that applesauce does not ordinarily contain fat, Lester’s Applesauce is labeled “nonfat.”



(E)  Although most people mistakenly believe that salsa ordinarily contains fat, the label on Lester’s Zesty Salsa says “This product, like all salsas, is nonfat.”






Here’s an example of “unless” in action. The first sentence says you can’t label something “nonfat” unless
 people would mistakenly think that food normally contains fat. So you could label pretzels “nonfat” if people mistakenly thought pretzels normally contain fat, but you probably couldn’t label water “nonfat” since nobody would ever think it’s got fat in it. Okay, makes sense to me. So far.

The next rule says that if people mistakenly believe that the food ordinarily contains fat (pretzels, for example) then the food may be labeled “nonfat” if
 the label also states that the food ordinarily
 contains no fat. So your pretzels are going to have to say “naturally fat-free,” or something like that. You can’t just slap “Fox Pretzels are Fat Free
 !” on there without the “ordinarily” warning, because that might confuse people into thinking that Fox Pretzels are special.

The question asks us to find a situation that violates this regulation. We can’t predict this one in advance, so let’s take a look at the answers.





A)  No, you can’t possibly break these rules by not
 labeling something nonfat. The rules don’t ever force you to say “nonfat.” They are restrictions on how you can use the term “nonfat,” if you want to use it. No way.

B)  Lasagna isn’t covered by these rules, because the rules are only about stuff that ordinarily contains no fat (like water and pretzels). Lasagna usually contains fat, but if you have special lasagna with no fat (which will taste like ass, by the way) then these rules would never prevent you from putting a “nonfat” label on there. This isn’t the answer.

C)  Same explanation as B. Stuff that usually does contain fat is not covered by these rules.

D)  This one is a problem. If applesauce is normally fat free, and if nobody is likely to make a mistake about whether applesauce normally contains fat, then you’re not allowed to slap a “nonfat” label on there. I like this answer because it seems to violate the rules.

E)  This is a tolerable usage of a “nonfat” label on a usually nonfat product, because 1) people make a mistake and 2) the label says, “All salsas are nonfat.” This one doesn’t break the rules like D did.





Our answer is D, because it’s the only one that broke the rules.
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Question 16



Philosopher: An event is intentional if it is a human action performed on the basis of a specific motivation. An event is random if it is not performed on the basis of a specific motivation and it is not explainable by normal physical processes.







Which one of the following inferences conforms most closely to the philosopher’s position?







(A)  Tarik left the keys untouched on the kitchen counter, but he did not do so on the basis of a specific motivation. Therefore, the keys’ remaining on the kitchen counter was a random event.



(B)  Ellis tore the envelope open in order to read its contents, but the envelope was empty. Nevertheless, because Ellis acted on the basis of a specific motivation, tearing the envelope open was an intentional event.



(C)  Judith’s hailing a cab distracted a driver in the left lane. She performed the action of hailing the cab on the basis of a specific motivation, so the driver’s becoming distracted was an intentional event.



(D)  Yasuko continued to breathe regularly throughout the time that she was asleep. This was a human action, but it was not performed on the basis of a specific motivation. Therefore, her breathing was a random event.



(E)  Henry lost his hold on the wrench and dropped it because the handle was slippery. This was a human action and is explainable by normal physical processes, so it was an intentional event.






Here we are given two definitions: a sufficient condition for “intentional,” and a sufficient condition (with two components) for “random.” All we have to do is find something that must be true based on the definitions we are given.





A)  Nope. In order to properly be called “random,” something has to be “not performed on the basis of a specific motivation,” and also “not explainable by normal physical processes.” Tarik’s action meets the first criterion, but not the second.

B)  Yes. Any action is “intentional” if it is performed on the basis of a specific motivation. Ellis was acting on a specific motivation, so his action is intentional.

C)  Nope. Judith’s action was “intentional,” because it was based on a specific motivation. But the driver’s action may or may not have been intentional, because we don’t know the driver’s motivation or lack thereof.

D)  Nope. Same explanation as A. In order to properly be called “random,” something has to be “not on the basis of a specific motivation,” and also “not explainable by normal physical processes.” Yasuko’s action meets the first criterion, but not the second.

E)  Nope. In order to be properly called “intentional,” something has to be “performed on the basis of a specific motivation.” We don’t know whether Henry dropped the wrench on the basis of a specific motivation or not, so this is out.





Our answer is B, because it’s the only proper application of the given principle.
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Question 17



Industrial adviser: If two new processes under consideration are not substantially different in cost, then the less environmentally damaging process should be chosen. If, however, a company already employs an environmentally damaging process and retooling for a less damaging process would involve substantial cost, then that company should retool only if retooling is either legally required or likely to bring long-term savings substantially greater than the cost.







Which one of the following judgments conforms most closely to the principles described by the industrial adviser?







(A)  A new law offering companies tax credits for reducing pollution would enable a company to realize a slight long-term savings by changing to a more environmentally sound process for manufacturing dye, despite the substantial cost of retooling. In light of the new law, the company should change its process.



(B)  In manufacturing pincushions, a company uses a process that, though legal, has come under heavy public criticism for the environmental damage it causes. The company should change its process to preserve its public image, despite some expected long-term losses from doing so.



(C)  A company is considering two new processes for the manufacture of staples. Process A is more expensive than process B but not substantially so. However, process A is substantially less environmentally damaging than process B. The company should implement process A.



(D)  Two new processes are being considered for the manufacture of ball bearings. The processes are similar, except that the chemicals used in process A will pollute a nearby river slightly more than will the chemicals for process B. Process A is also slightly cheaper than process B. The company should use process A.



(E)  A company is considering changing its process for manufacturing shoelaces. The new process is cheaper and less environmentally damaging than the old. Both are legal. Changing processes would be costly, but the cost would be almost entirely recovered in long-term savings. The company should switch processes.






This question takes up its own column on the page: it’s twice as long as a normal question. It’s probably going to take you twice as long to answer it. And it might be twice as hard. As such, it looks to me like a great candidate for skipping. If you know for sure that you always finish the LR sections, then just go ahead and answer this question. But if you’re like most people and time is an issue, then I recommend bubbling in a guess and coming back to it at the end of the section if and only if you have time.

The industrial adviser says it’s simple to choose between two new processes of similar cost: you just pick the one that is better for the environment. But if you already have a process in place, and you are considering retooling, then it gets complicated. Our task on this question is to pick the answer that follows the rules, or eliminate the four answers that break the rules.





A)  I don’t think the adviser would recommend a switch here, because the savings are only “slight” and the costs to retool are “substantial.”

B)  The adviser never mentioned public perception. If we’re looking for someone who is following his advice, I don’t see how this can possibly be the answer.

C)  This seems pretty good. The two new processes cost basically the same, but one is much better for the environment, so we should choose that one. I like it.

D)  No, the adviser says you should pick the one that’s better for the environment if the other one is only slightly cheaper.

E)  No, the adviser says you should only switch processes if you are legally required to or if the savings would be “substantial.” Here, the costs would “almost entirely be recovered”—that’s not saving, that’s spending.





Our answer is C.
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Question 17



An association between two types of conditions does not establish that conditions of one type cause conditions of the other type. Even persistent and inviolable association is inconclusive; such association is often due to conditions of both types being effects of the same kind of cause.







Which one of the following judgments most closely conforms to the principle stated above?







(A)  Some people claim that rapid growth of the money supply is what causes inflation. But this is a naive view. What these people do not realize is that growth in the money supply and inflation are actually one and the same phenomenon.



(B)  People who have high blood pressure tend to be overweight. But before we draw any inferences, we should consider that an unhealthy lifestyle can cause high blood pressure, and weight gain can result from living unhealthily.



(C)  In some areas, there is a high correlation between ice cream consumption and the crime rate. Some researchers have proposed related third factors, but we cannot rule out that the correlation is purely coincidental.



(D)  People’s moods seem to vary with the color of the clothes they wear. Dark colors are associated with gloomy moods, and bright colors are associated with cheerful moods. This correlation resolves nothing, however. We cannot say whether it is the colors that cause the moods or the converse.



(E)  Linguists propose that the similarities between Greek and Latin are due to their common descent from an earlier language. But how are we to know that the similarities are not actually due to the two languages having borrowed structures from one another, as with the languages Marathi and Telegu?






Couldn’t have said it better myself! Or at least I agree with the statement. Actually, now that I think of it, maybe I could
 have said it better. Like this:

Just because being a corporate lawyer and being a douchebag are commonly associated doesn’t mean that one thing causes the other. In fact, even if corporate lawyers are always
 douchebags, 100 percent of the time, without exception, that still wouldn’t prove anything. Because it’s possible that being a corporate lawyer and being a douchebag could both be effects of another cause; perhaps a natural abundance of arrogance, cynicism, and greed
 causes one to become both a corporate lawyer and
 a douchebag. If that’s true, then even though being a corporate lawyer always accompanies being a douchebag, the two things don’t have any causal relationship to one another.

How’s that?

We’re asked to find a judgment that conforms closely to the stated principle. The principle boils down to, “Just because two things are strongly correlated doesn’t mean they are causally related; a third thing might cause both of the first two things.” Let’s find a match.





A)  There’s no third factor at play here. In order for this to be a match, we would have needed a third thing to cause both rapid growth in the money supply and inflation.

B)  Yep. Just because high blood pressure and being overweight are correlated doesn’t mean that they cause each other; an unhealthy lifestyle might cause both high blood pressure and being overweight. Perfect.

C)  There’s no proposed third causal factor here. B was better.

D)  This answer is describing the possible reversal of cause and effect. It’s good logic, but it’s not what we were looking for. We were looking for a third, outside cause.

E)  Again, there’s no third cause here.





Our answer is B, because it’s the closest to, “Maybe there’s an outside factor that causes both of the two things that are correlated,” which is what we were looking for.
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Question 17



Ethicist: An action is wrong if it violates a rule of the society in which the action is performed and that rule promotes the general welfare of people in the society. An action is right if it is required by a rule of the society in which the action is performed and the rule promotes the general welfare of the people in that society.







Which one of the following judgments most closely conforms to the principle cited by the ethicist?







(A)  Amelia’s society has a rule against lying. However, she lies anyway in order to protect an innocent person from being harmed. While the rule against lying promotes the general welfare of people in the society, Amelia’s lie is not wrong because she is preventing harm.



(B)  Jordan lives in a society that requires its members to eat certain ceremonial foods during festivals. Jordan disobeys this rule. Because the rule is not detrimental to the general welfare of people in her society, Jordan’s disobedience is wrong.



(C)  Elgin obeys a certain rule of his society. Because Elgin knows that this particular rule is detrimental to the general welfare of the people in his society, his obedience is wrong.



(D)  Dahlia always has a cup of coffee before getting dressed in the morning. Dahlia’s action is right because it does not violate any rule of the society in which she lives.



(E)  Edward’s society requires children to take care of their aged parents. Edward’s taking care of his aged parents is the right thing for him to do because the rule requiring this action promotes the general welfare of people in the society.






I might diagram this one.






	Violates a rule that promotes the general welfare —> Action is wrong

	Required by a rule that promotes the general welfare —> Action is right







We just need to find an answer that appropriately judges an action either right or wrong based on these rules. Note that we know nothing
 about actions that are neither required by, nor violate, rules that promote the general welfare. We can only say whether something is right or wrong if it does
 violate a welfare-promoting rule, or if it is
 required by a welfare-promoting rule.

Side note: We also know that no action can both violate a rule that promotes the general welfare and
 be required by a rule that promotes the general welfare, because then that action would both be right and wrong, which is nonsensical.





A)  Nope. If the rule against lying promotes the general welfare, then it is wrong for Amelia to violate that rule. “Harm prevention” is irrelevant, according to the given rules.

B)  Nope. Jordan can only be judged “wrong” if the rule promotes the general welfare. We aren’t told that the rule promotes the general welfare, so we can’t know whether or not Jordan’s violation is wrong.

C)  Nope. One can only be wrong if one violates a rule that promotes the general welfare. We are never told what happens if a rule is “detrimental” to the general welfare, so we can’t possibly know if Jordan is right or wrong.

D)  Nope. One can only be “right” if one takes an action that is required by a rule that promotes the general welfare. Dahlia hasn’t done this, so we can’t say she is “right.”

E)  Yep. The rule Edward is following promotes the general welfare. So he is “right” for following it.





Our answer is E.
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Question 18



Activities that pose risks to life are acceptable if and only if each person who bears the risks either gains some net benefit that cannot be had without such risks, or bears the risks voluntarily.







Which one of the following judgments most closely conforms to the principle above?







(A)  A door-to-door salesperson declines to replace his older car with a new model with more safety features; this is acceptable because the decision not to replace the car is voluntary.



(B)  A smoker subjects people to secondhand smoke at an outdoor public meeting; the resulting risks are acceptable because the danger from secondhand smoke is minimal outdoors, where smoke dissipates quickly.



(C)  A motorcyclist rides without a helmet; the risk of fatal injury to the motorcyclist thus incurred is acceptable because the motorcyclist incurs this risk willingly.



(D)  Motor vehicles are allowed to emit certain low levels of pollution; the resulting health risks are acceptable because all users of motor vehicles share the resulting benefit of inexpensive, convenient travel.



(E)  A nation requires all citizens to spend two years in national service; since such service involves no risk to life, the policy is acceptable.






Ooooh, “if and only if”! Only a true LSAT nerd could get excited about this, but what we have here is a rare sighting of the “if and only if” outside of Logic Games, which is where it usually resides. Of course, it means the same damn thing here as it does there: “If and only if” simply means “if” (which indicates a sufficient condition) and
 “only if,” (which indicates a necessary condition) simultaneously. So “if and only if” indicates both
 a necessary and a sufficient condition. In other words, the arrow goes both ways. So to diagram the statement, we would get:






	Life-risking activity is acceptable <—> Person(s) bearing risk gains net benefit that cannot be had otherwise, or bears the risk voluntarily



And the contrapositive would look like:


	
Life-risking activity is acceptable
 <—> Person(s) bearing risk gains net benefit that cannot be had otherwise, or bears the risk voluntarily












We’re asked to find an answer choice that “conforms” to this principle. In other words, all we have to do is 1) understand the principle, and 2) find an answer choice that correctly applies this principle. I think it’s best to just explain each answer choice in turn. There’s definitely no way to predict this one in advance, because the answer choices are going to be random events and judgments that we’ll have to compare against the rule.





A)  We don't know whether the salesman is taking a life-threatening risk by not replacing his old car, so this can't be the answer.

B)  Nah. Nothing says a risk is acceptable if it is “minimal.” The only way we can know the risk is acceptable is if the people subjected to the risk got some benefit (which is unlikely here) or chose to bear the risk voluntarily (maybe they were required to be at the meeting).

C)  This fits. The motorcyclist is accepting a life-threatening risk voluntarily, therefore it is acceptable.

D)  Like A, we don't know whether we are talking about a life-threatening risk here.

E)  Nah. The given rule is only about life-threatening risks. This answer is about a policy that doesn’t pose a life-threatening risk, therefore the rule doesn’t apply to it.





The best answer here is C, because it’s the one that falls most clearly within the purview of, and correctly applies, the given rule.
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Question 21



Ethicist: As a function of one’s job and societal role, one has various duties. There are situations where acting in accord with one of these duties has disastrous consequences, and thus the duties are not absolute. However, it is a principle of morality that if one does not have overwhelming evidence that fulfilling such a duty will have disastrous consequences, one ought to fulfill it.







Which one of the following most closely conforms to the principle of morality cited by the ethicist?







(A)  A teacher thinks that a certain student has received the course grade merited by the quality of his work. The teacher should fulfill her duty not to raise the student’s grade, even though the lower grade might harm the student’s chance of obtaining an internship.



(B)  A person should not fulfill his duty to tell his friend the truth about the friend’s new haircut, because lying will make the friend happier than the truth would.



(C)  A police investigator discovers that a contractor has slightly overcharged wealthy customers in order to lower rates for a charity. The investigator should not fulfill his duty to report the contractor provided that the contractor stops the practice.



(D)  A psychiatrist’s patient tells her about his recurring nightmares of having committed a terrible crime. The psychiatrist should fulfill her duty to report this to the authorities because the patient may have broken the law, even though the psychiatrist also has a duty of confidentiality to her patients.



(E)  A journalist thinks there is a slight chance that a story about a developing crisis will endanger innocent lives. Therefore, the journalist should await further developments before fulfilling his duty to file the story.






This question tests your ability to carefully read a set of complex rules and then apply them. You will do a lot
 of this sort of thing in law school, in every single class and on every single exam. This is the essence of being a law student.

The rules, in a nutshell: Everyone has duties. But sometimes fulfillment of a certain duty might have disastrous consequences, so you don’t always have to do your duties. But you need overwhelming evidence of the disastrous consequences to use this escape hatch. Without overwhelming evidence, you do must do your duties.

We must find this principle being correctly applied. I’m looking for 1) someone who has overwhelming evidence of disastrous consequences, so they don’t have to do their duty, or 2) someone who does not have overwhelming evidence of disastrous consequences, so they do
 have to do their duty.





A)  When I read “overwhelming evidence of disastrous consequences,” I was thinking about something like, “If I don’t give this guy the money in the safe, he is going to kill the hostage that he is pointing the gun at.” In that case, I would have overwhelming evidence (he is pointing a gun at a hostage, and has reason to pull the trigger), and the consequences (a dead hostage) would be disastrous. Answer A says the kid “might” (this is not overwhelming evidence) not get an internship (this might suck, but it is not exactly a disaster). So the argument correctly concludes that the teacher should fulfill her duty. This is an accurate application of the rules, so I like it.

B)  Hurting a friend’s feelings is not “disastrous consequences,” so fulfill your duty to tell the truth. This is an incorrect application of the rules, so it’s out.

C)  This is a million miles away from the correct answer. Did the rules say, “You can do whatever you want if it benefits a charity”? Or, “You can do whatever you want as long as you’re only slightly overcharging wealthy people”? Or, “You can do whatever you want as long as the people say they will stop doing what they were doing”? Those might be okay rules, but they aren’t the rules we were given. No way.

D)  This is about a conflict between the duty of confidentiality and the duty to notify police. We weren’t told what to do in this situation, so no conclusion can be made.

E)  A “slight chance” isn’t “overwhelming evidence.” Incorrect use of the rules.





Answer E is therefore out, and our answer is A.
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Question 21



If one has evidence that an act will benefit other people and performs that act to benefit them, then one will generally succeed in benefiting them.







Which one of the following best illustrates the proposition above?







(A)  A country’s leaders realized that fostering diplomatic ties with antagonistic nations reduces the chances of war with those nations. Because those leaders worried that war would harm their chances of being reelected, they engaged in diplomatic discussions with a hostile country, and the two countries avoided a confrontation.



(B)  A government study concluded that a proposed bureaucratic procedure would allow people to register their cars without waiting in line. The government adopted the procedure for this reason, and, as with most bureaucratic procedures, it was not successful.



(C)  Betsy overheard a heating contractor say that regularly changing the filter in a furnace helps to keep the furnace efficient. So Betsy has regularly changed the furnace filter in her daughter’s house. As a result, the furnace has never required maintenance due to becoming clogged with dust or dirt.



(D)  Sejal learned in a psychology class that the best way to help someone overcome an addiction is to confront that person. So she confronted her friend Bob, who was struggling with a chemical dependency.



(E)  Zachary hoped that psychotherapy could help his parents overcome their marital difficulties. He persuaded his parents to call a psychotherapist, and eventually their problems were resolved.






The principle is fairly simple: If you satisfy two conditions, then you’ll generally succeed in benefiting other people. Those two conditions are that you 1) have evidence that doing the act will help other people, and 2) perform that act with the intention of benefiting other people. If these two conditions are met, you will generally be successful.





A)  This is about a country’s leaders acting to help themselves. This can’t be the answer.

B)  This is about government acting to help its people, but they are not
 successful in the end. This can’t be the answer.

C)  This a good illustration of the principle. Note that Betsy is helping her daughter, not the inanimate furnace. 1) She has evidence (from the contractor) that changing the filter will help keep her daughter’s furnace efficient. 2) She performs the act of changing her daughter’s furnace filter with the intention of helping her daughter. Since she had evidence and good intentions, she was successful.

D)  This is not a complete illustration of the principle. Sejal has evidence (her psychology class) that confronting someone will help someone overcome addiction. And she performs the confrontation with the intention of helping her friend. However, D never says whether or not Sejal was successful in helping her friend. This is a clear reason why D cannot be the answer.

E)  This is about Zach acting without any evidence. He has good intentions and is successful, but he essentially gets lucky. This isn’t an illustration of the principle.





Our answer is C, because it’s the best illustration of the given principle.
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Question 21



Etiquette firmly opposes both obscene and malicious talk, but this does not imply that speech needs to be restricted by law. Etiquette does not necessarily even oppose the expression of offensive ideas. Rather, it dictates that there are situations in which the expression of potentially offensive, disturbing, or controversial ideas is inappropriate and that, where appropriate, the expression and discussion of such ideas is to be done in a civil manner.







Which one of the following judgments most closely corresponds to the principles of etiquette stated above?







(A)  Neighbors should not be gruff or unfriendly to one another when they meet on the street.



(B)  When prosecutors elicit testimony from a cooperative witness they should do so without intensive questioning.



(C)  There should be restrictions on speech only if a large majority of the population finds the speech offensive and hateful.



(D)  The journalists at a news conference should not ask a politician potentially embarrassing questions about a controversial policy issue.



(E)  The moderator of a panel discussion of a divisive moral issue should not allow participants to engage in name-calling.






All we have to do here is understand the rules about etiquette and find a scenario that accurately applies the rules. The rules we are given basically boil down to this: Etiquette never implies that speech should be restricted by law. Etiquette does dictate that there are situations in which expression of potentially offensive, disturbing, or controversial ideas is inappropriate
 , however. And etiquette also says that such ideas should be expressed, when appropriate, in a civil manner.

So even though Mr. Etiquette wouldn’t want to legally prohibit speech, he firmly recommends that offensive/disturbing/controversial ideas be discussed civilly, and at the appropriate time.

Let’s see if we can find an answer choice that seems to accurately apply those rules.





A)  Well, I think
 Mr. Etiquette would probably want neighbors to say “howdy” to each other, but that’s just not what the given facts were about. This is an obvious trap. It’s not about what we think would be polite. It’s not about our
 personal understanding of etiquette. It’s about the one set of rules we were given, and finding an answer choice that accurately applies those rules.

B)  Same explanation as A. Sure, it would probably be nice, and within our own understanding of good etiquette, for a prosecutor to avoid being hostile to friendly witnesses. But that’s just not what the given rules were about.  The best possible answer would have someone waiting to bring up something offensive/disturbing/controversial until an appropriate time, and then discussing it in a civil manner.

C)  Nope, the given rules said that there should never be restrictions on speech.

D)  I don’t know for sure that “embarrassing” fits into the offensive/disturbing/controversial category. And furthermore, I don’t know that a news conference isn’t an “appropriate” time. Still looking.

E)  This is the best answer. There’s nothing here about waiting for an appropriate time, but I suppose a “panel discussion” of a particular issue is the appropriate time to discuss that issue. Right? And since the given rules required that controversial ideas be discussed “in a civil manner,” that would seem to preclude one panelist from calling the other panelist an “ass-douche” or a “peckerwood.” Right? Seems civil to me.





A, B, and D didn’t apply the given rules. And C actually violated
 the given rules. Our answer is E, since it’s the only one that takes the given rules and correctly applies them.





The answer is E.
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Question 22



Moralist: A statement is wholly truthful only if it is true and made without intended deception. A statement is a lie if it is intended to deceive or if its speaker, upon learning that the statement was misinterpreted, refrains from clarifying it.







Which one of the following judgments most closely conforms to the principles stated by the moralist?







(A)  Ted’s statement to the investigator that he had been abducted by extraterrestrial beings was wholly truthful even though no one has ever been abducted by extraterrestrial beings. After all, Ted was not trying to deceive the investigator.



(B)  Tony was not lying when he told his granddaughter that he did not wear dentures, for even though Tony meant to deceive his granddaughter, she made it clear to Tony that she did not believe him.



(C)  Siobhan did not tell a lie when she told her supervisor that she was ill and hence would not be able to come to work for an important presentation. However, even though her statement was true, it was not wholly truthful.



(D)  Walter’s claim to a potential employer that he had done volunteer work was a lie. Even though Walter had worked without pay in his father’s factory, he used the phrase “volunteer work” in an attempt to deceive the interviewer into thinking he had worked for a socially beneficial cause.



(E)  The tour guide intended to deceive the tourists when he told them that the cabin they were looking at was centuries old. Still, his statement about the cabin’s age was not a lie, for if he thought that this statement had been misinterpreted, he would have tried to clarify it.






The word “only” indicates a necessary condition. So the first sentence says that a wholly truthful statement has two necessary conditions: 1) It is true, and 2) it is made without deception.

The second sentence doesn’t use the word “only,” so it’s talking about sufficient conditions rather than necessary conditions. The second sentence says that two separate conditions would prove that something is a lie: 1) Anything intended to deceive is a lie, and 2) any time a speaker learns that his words have been misinterpreted, but fails to clarify the statement, that speaker has lied.

So we are given two necessary
 conditions for a wholly truthful statement, and we are given two sufficient
 conditions for a lie. We’re asked to find an answer choice that “conforms” to this principle. A necessary condition for truthfulness can only be used to prove that something is not
 truthful, if that condition is absent. A sufficient condition for a lie can only be used to prove that something is
 a lie, if the condition is present. So the correct answer should say that something is not
 truthful, or say that something is
 a lie, or perhaps both.





A)  No. Ted’s statement is not truthful, because it is not true.

B)  No. Any statement intended to deceive is a lie.

C)  No. If Siobhan didn’t tell a lie, then we know for sure she didn’t intend to deceive. And if she didn’t intend to deceive, and if her statement was true, then how could we know it wasn’t “wholly truthful”? We were only given two necessary conditions for “wholly truthful,” and she would seem to pass both of them. Either that, or she did
 intend to deceive, in which case she must have lied. This answer just doesn’t add up.

D)  Yep, looks good. If Walter intended to deceive, then we know for sure that he lied. That’s very simple and straightforward, which I love. I don’t care that this answer totally ignores the rules about “wholly truthful” statements. The correct answer doesn’t have to apply every single part
 of the principle, it just has to correctly apply whatever parts of the principle are relevant to Walter’s situation.

E)  No way. If the tour guide intended to deceive, then his statement was a lie.





Our answer is D, because it’s a straightforward and correct application of one of the rules we were given about lies.
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Question 23



In scientific journals, authors and reviewers have praised companies in which they have substantial investments. These scientists, with their potential conflict of interest, call into question the integrity of scientific inquiry, so there should be full public disclosure of scientific authors’ commercial holdings.







Which one of the following conforms most closely to the principle illustrated by the argument above?







(A)  Managers within any corporation should not make investments in the companies for which they work.



(B)  Claims about the effectiveness of pharmaceuticals should be based on scientific studies.



(C)  People with access to otherwise private information regarding the value of stocks should not be allowed to sell or purchase those stocks.



(D)  Magazine publishers should not be allowed to invest in the companies that advertise in their magazines.



(E)  Financial advisers should inform their clients about any incentives the advisers receive for promoting investments in particular companies.






If I was going to argue with this speaker, I’d say “Wow dude, really? That sounds like the nuclear option. You’re saying all scientists need to fully disclose their entire portfolios? Why do we need to know everything they own? Wouldn’t a more limited disclosure suffice to avoid the possibility of a conflict of interest? Also, why don’t we trust these guys to do their jobs? They’re scientists
 for Chrissakes. Can’t we trust the nerds to be academically honest? Also, what’s so bad about ‘questioning the integrity of scientific inquiry’? Why is that an emergency?”

All that said, we’re asked to find a situation that “conforms to the principle illustrated by the argument.” So we should use the argument as a principle, and find someone acting in a similar way. The correct answer probably needs to be someone recommending a fairly drastic solution to a problem, with that solution probably involving disclosure of some sort, rather than risking the appearance of impropriety. Example: In order to avoid any appearance of shenanigans, a priest was required to install a live streaming video camera in any room where he would be alone with an altar boy for more than 15 seconds. Now that I think of it, that’s probably a good
 idea. Drastic, but good. Anyway, the correct answer is probably something like that.





A)  This one involves the avoidance of the appearance of impropriety, but it has nothing to do with disclosure. This would be the correct answer if the argument had recommended that the scientists divest themselves of all ownership in all commercial holdings. But that’s not what was recommended.

B)  Huh? The only thing similar in this answer choice and the given argument is the word “scientific.” Other than that, they aren’t even close.

C)  No, this is similar to A. The argument wasn’t about prohibiting any trading, or ownership, of any company. The argument simply wanted disclosure
 .

D)  Exact same explanation as C.

E)  Yep. This one is about disclosure. Financial advisers can still take commissions, and points, and kickbacks, and free boxes of Titleist golf balls, and booze, and strippers, and boondoggle “training seminars” in Hawaii, but they must disclose
 these incentives to their clients, in order to avoid impropriety. It’s perfect!





Our answer is E.
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Question 25



Some people mistakenly believe that since we do not have direct access to the distant past we cannot learn much about it. Contemporary historians and archaeologists find current geography, geology, and climate to be rich in clues about a given region’s distant history. However, the more distant the period we are studying is, the less useful the study of the present becomes.







Of the following, which one most closely conforms to the principle that the passage illustrates?







(A)  Astronomers often draw inferences about the earlier years of our solar system on the basis of recently collected data. Unfortunately, they have been able to infer comparatively little about the origin of our solar system.



(B)  Much can be learned about the perpetrator of a crime by applying scientific methods of investigation to the crime scene. But the more the crime scene has been studied the less likely anything will be learned from further study.



(C)  To understand a literary text one needs to understand the author’s world view. However, the farther that world view gets from one’s own the less one will be able to appreciate the text.



(D)  We often extrapolate from ordinary sensory experience to things beyond such experience and form a rash judgment, such as the claim that the earth is the center of the universe because it appears that way to us.



(E)  One crucial clue to the extent of the ancient Egyptians’ mathematical knowledge came from studying the pyramids. The more we studied such structures, the more impressed we were by how much the Egyptians knew.






The principle that the passage illustrates is basically, “We can learn from the past, but the farther we go into the past the less we can learn.”





A)  This makes sense. Astronomers can learn about the “earlier years” of our solar system, but they can learn comparatively little about the “origin” of the solar system because that’s farther in the past.

B)  If this answer said, “The farther in the past the crime is, the less likely anything will be learned,” it could be a good answer. Unfortunately, that’s not what it says.

C)  Again, like B, there’s nothing here about knowledge getting murkier as we look farther into the past.

D)  This is completely out of left field. Not even close.

E)  Like B and C, there’s nothing here about it getting more difficult to study things farther into the past.





Our answer is A.








Complete the Argument








(Example: “Like all master swordsmen, Atherton Wing is a total douche. Because Malcolm Reynolds is not a total douche, Malcolm Reynolds _________________”)


It’s a relatively rare question type, and all it really asks you to do is follow along with the argument. You’ve got to be able to listen
 to the speaker, and figure out where the speaker should, logically, be going. In the above example, a perfect answer would be “is not a master swordsman.” This answer would use the contrapositive to arrive at a logically valid conclusion. On this type of question, beware of answers that go further than is warranted by the given information. In the above example, “Malcolm Reynolds is cool” or “Malcolm Reynolds is not a master swordsman and will therefore be killed by Atherton Wing” would be incorrect, because they aren’t logically supported by the given facts.
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Question 3



Psychiatrist: Breaking any habit is difficult, especially when it involves an addictive substance. People who break a habit are more likely to be motivated by immediate concerns than by long-term ones. Therefore, people who succeed in breaking their addiction to smoking cigarettes are more likely to be motivated by the social pressure against smoking—which is an immediate concern—than by health concerns, since _______.







The conclusion of the psychiatrist’s argument is most strongly supported if which one of the following completes the argument?







(A)  a habit that involves an addictive substance is likely to pose a greater health threat than a habit that does not involve any addictive substance



(B)  for most people who successfully quit smoking, smoking does not create an immediate health concern at the time they quit



(C)  some courses of action that exacerbate health concerns can also relieve social pressure



(D)  most people who succeed in quitting smoking succeed only after several attempts



(E)  everyone who succeeds in quitting smoking is motivated either by social pressure or by health concerns






The conclusion of this argument is, “People who succeed in breaking their addiction to smoking cigarettes are more likely to be motivated by the social pressure against smoking—which is an immediate concern—than by health concerns.” We have one premise that supports this conclusion: “People who break a habit are more likely to be motivated by immediate concerns than by long-term ones.” We’re asked to fill in a line that starts with “since…”

The word “since” typically introduces a premise. So here, we’re looking for an additional piece of evidence that will make the above logic make sense. I think the answer has to be, “Health concerns are long-term concerns.” If that was true, then we would have to agree that successful cigarette-quitters are more likely to be motivated by social pressure (an immediate concern) rather than by health concerns (a long-term concern) because people who break habits are usually motivated by immediate concerns. So our prediction is, “Health concerns are long-term concerns.”





A)  Not what we’re looking for.

B)  Not bad. This means the same thing as, “Health concerns (for smoking, at least) are long-term concerns.”

C)  Not what we’re looking for.

D)  Not what we’re looking for.

E)  Not what we’re looking for.





If you want to make a case for a particular answer choice here, and email it to me, I will be happy to consider it and write you back a response. But what I just did was my authentic thought process on this type of question. Very frequently, I’m going to predict the answer and go find it… once I find it, on a question like this, then I don’t much care what the other answer choices say.





The answer is B.
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Question 7



Environmentalist: The excessive atmospheric buildup of carbon dioxide, which threatens the welfare of everyone in the world, can be stopped only by reducing the burning of fossil fuels. Any country imposing the strict emission standards on the industrial burning of such fuels that this reduction requires, however, would thereby reduce its gross national product. No nation will be willing to bear singlehandedly the costs of an action that will benefit everyone. It is obvious, then, that the catastrophic consequences of excessive atmospheric carbon dioxide are unavoidable unless _______.







Which one of the following most logically completes the argument?







(A)  all nations become less concerned with pollution than with the economic burdens of preventing it



(B)  multinational corporations agree to voluntary strict emission standards



(C)  international agreements produce industrial emission standards



(D)  distrust among nations is eliminated



(E)  a world government is established






Kinda all or nothing here. Did you follow the argument, or didn’t you? Why is this environmentalist here to waste your time? Does she just want to tell you that CO2 buildup is bad? Does she just want to tell you that everyone benefits from the solution? Does she just want to tell you that no country will want to be the only
 country that pays for the fix? Nah. The point is, “If we’re going to fix this, everybody is going to have to kick in.” Since we’re asked to fill in the blank, that’s going to be our answer: This isn’t going to happen unless “everyone shares the costs.” That’s the point, right?





A)  Huh? No way. The point was, “Everybody needs to share the costs in order to clean up the pollution.” The point certainly wasn’t that countries need to become “less concerned with pollution.”

B)  Corporations? Corporations weren’t mentioned anywhere in the argument. If you picked this, you’re predicting that the environmentalist is going to immediately stop talking about what “nations” would be willing to do, and start talking about what corporations
 are going to do. That’s completely speculative. A question like this requires an answer that is based on the given evidence. There’s no way “corporations” can be our answer.

C)  Yeah. An international cap on emissions would have the effect of forcing everybody to share the economic burden
 , through reduced GDP. “Everyone shares the costs” was what we were looking for. This is the answer.

D)  Totally speculative. The speaker never mentioned “distrust.”

E)  Wow, really?! This is possibly the most over-strong answer choice in history. A world government?! Wow. That’s extreme, dontcha think? I mean sure, the hippie environmentalist might
 think this is a good idea, but it’s equally plausible that the hippie would think there should be no governments at all. We just don’t know.





Based on the evidence, C seems like the way the environmentalist was about to go. It’s the closest match to our prediction. It’s our answer.
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Question 13



All societies recognize certain rules to be so crucial that they define those rules as duties, such as rules restricting violence and those requiring the keeping of agreements. Contained in the notion of a duty is the idea that its fulfillment is so fundamental to a properly functioning society that persons obligated by it cannot be excused on the ground that its fulfillment would be harmful to their self-interest. This shows that _______.







Which one of the following most reasonably completes the argument?







(A)  all societies overrate the benefits of certain rules, such as those governing the keeping of agreements



(B)  all societies have certain rules that no people are capable of following



(C)  all societies recognize the possibility of clashes between individual self-interest and the performance of duty



(D)  a properly functioning society will recognize that some duties take priority over others



(E)  societies have no right to expect people always to perform their duties






The most important thing to do here is make sure we understand what the speaker means by “duty” and “self-interest.” Boiling down the first sentence, we get something like, “All societies have certain very important rules they call duties.” Boiling down the second sentence, we get, “Duties are so fundamental that they can’t be avoided on grounds of self-interest.” A little story might help. When the first sentence says “duty,” an example might be something like, “You have to protect children.” If that’s a duty, and there is a toddler playing in the road, then I better go pick that kid up. I can’t make an excuse, according to the second sentence, that would be based on self-interest. Something like, “But there’s only five minutes left at Double-Down Happy Hour at Rebel Bar, and if I pick the kid up I’ll miss it!” would be a very weak excuse, because that’s an excuse based on self-interest.

Where does the argument go from here? What could be concluded based on these facts? Normally, I would be able to predict the correct answer on a question like this. Here, I’m really not sure. I’ll just have to evaluate the answer choices and pick the one that fits best with what the author has already said.





A)  Where in the argument does it say (or even suggest?) that societies “overrate” something? No way. This is completely unsupported by the evidence we were given.

B)  Where in the argument does it say it is impossible to fulfill your duties? I don’t see it.

C)  If all societies have duties, and if a duty requires you to subjugate your own personal interest in order to fulfill those duties, then all societies recognize the possibility that self-interest and duty sometimes clash. I like this answer.

D)  The argument does not talk about “properly functioning” societies.

E)  This seems to be the opposite
 of what the argument is saying.





Our answer is C.
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Question 24



Market analyst: According to my research, 59 percent of consumers anticipate paying off their credit card balances in full before interest charges start to accrue, intending to use the cards only to avoid carrying cash and writing checks. This research also suggests that in trying to win business from their competitors, credit card companies tend to concentrate on improving the services their customers are the most interested in. Therefore, my research would lead us to expect that _______.







Which one of the following most logically completes the market analyst’s argument?







(A)  most consumers would be indifferent about which company’s credit card they use



(B)  credit card companies would not make the interest rates they charge on cards the main selling point



(C)  most consumers would prefer paying interest on credit card debts over borrowing money from banks



(D)  most consumers would ignore the length of time a credit card company allows to pay the balance due before interest accrues



(E)  the most intense competition among credit card companies would be over the number of places that they can get to accept their credit card






Usually, on a question like this, I can fill in the blank with near-certainty. Here though, I’m a little confused. I guess the answer has to be something like, “Credit card companies won’t try to improve their interest rates.” The reason I suspect this is that the argument started off by talking about how 59 percent of all credit card users don’t anticipate they’ll ever pay
 any interest, since they plan to pay off the cards every month. If credit card companies “tend to concentrate on improving the services their customers are most interested in,” and if the 59 percent aren’t interested in interest rates, then maybe credit card companies won’t try to improve their rates. This just seems to be the only reasonable place the argument could go. I’m trying to conservatively predict what the market analyst might say based on the evidence presented so far. Let’s see.





A)  What? No. There could be lots of features that differentiate one card from another. The evidence never said, “All cards have the same features.”

B)  This is kind of like our prediction. If 59 percent don’t care about rates, and if credit card companies tend to concentrate on improving the services their customers are most interested in, then why would rates be a big selling point? This seems fairly logical to me. We can be happy with B, if none of the answers is attractive.

C)  What? The argument is not
 about other sources of potential borrowing. If you picked this, you are not paying enough attention to the argument.

D)  This is actually opposite of what the facts would suggest. If 59 percent intend to pay off their balances before any interest accrues, then those 59 percent are probably very interested in how long their grace period is. No way.

E)  Nah, too speculative. The facts do say that people want to use credit cards “to avoid carrying cash and writing checks,” which indicates that the number of places a card is accepted would be important. But the most intense competition
 could be over anything, really. What kind of rewards do I get? Does the card say “Platinum” on it, so that I get to pretend that I’m a big swinging dick? Did Tiger Woods endorse the card? Etcetera. If you picked this answer, you were thinking too much about those Visa commercials where they make fun of Amex for not being accepted lots of places. The answer can’t be E, because the facts simply do not
 support the idea that credit card companies compete “most intensely” over where a card is and is not accepted.





It’s easiest to prove B using the facts that were presented, so B is our answer.








Strategy of Argumentation




(Example: “Mal’s response to Zoe proceeds by… ”)


Some questions of this type simply ask you to identify the type of reasoning used by an argument. In this case, you must find the answer choice that best describes the logic of the argument as a whole. Note that the correct answer will probably not contain any of the specific details from the argument. Instead, the answer will contain an abstract, or general, description of the method of argumentation used. Since there are frequently several different ways to abstractly describe an argument, it’s difficult to predict the correct answer before looking at the answer choices.

A common variation on this type is a question that asks you to identify the role played in an argument by a particular phrase or sentence. (Example: “Jayne’s assertion that Vera is his most favorite gun plays which one of the roles in his argument?”) On these questions, I always ask myself, “Is it the main conclusion of the argument?” If the answer is no, then I ask a follow-up question: “Does it support the main conclusion of the argument?” Sometimes, you will be able to exactly predict the correct answer in advance. If not, then you will almost certainly be able to narrow down the answer choices by simply understanding whether the phrase in question was the conclusion, a premise that supports the conclusion, or something else. Once you’ve got that down, you’re in good shape.
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Question 2



Essayist: Earth is a living organism, composed of other organisms much as animals are composed of cells, not merely a thing upon which creatures live. This hypothesis is supported by the fact that, like all organisms, Earth can be said to have a metabolism and to regulate its temperature, humidity, and other characteristics, divorced from the influences of its surroundings. Of course, Earth does not literally breathe, but neither do insects (they have no lungs), though they respire successfully.







The assertion that insects do not literally breathe plays which one of the following roles in the essayist’s argument?







(A)  a reason for not rejecting Earth’s status as an organism on the basis of its not breathing



(B)  a reason for rejecting as false the belief that Earth is a living organism



(C)  an illustration of the general claim that to be an organism, a creature must have a metabolism



(D)  an example of a type of organism whose status, like Earth’s, is unclear



(E)  an illustration of a type of organism out of which Earth is composed






This sounds like a lot of hippie bullshit to me. “Earth is a living organism”? Depending how stoned you are, perhaps. But it’s not a living organism in any normal, practical, scientific, sober sense.

The conclusion of the argument is, “Earth is a living organism,” and the rest of the argument is a feeble attempt to support that conclusion. Why
 is Earth supposedly a living organism? Well, Earth is a living organism because it’s (supposedly) composed of living organisms, which is (supposedly) similar to the way animals are composed of cells. And Earth is a living organism because it (supposedly) can be said to have a metabolism, regulate its temperature, etcetera. And Earth is a living organism despite the fact
 that it does not literally breathe, because this (supposedly) makes Earth similar to insects, which don’t literally breathe either.

It’s a tedious, desperate, pathetic argument. It’s working extremely hard to try to support a conclusion that simply can’t be supported by rational thought.

We’re asked to identify the role played in the argument by the assertion that insects do not literally breathe. My first response is, “It’s a premise of the argument,” because generally speaking, almost anything presented in an argument (besides the conclusion) is put there for the purpose of supporting the argument’s conclusion. But to put a finer point on it, I think the example about insects was included to show that even though
 the Earth doesn’t literally breathe, it doesn’t need
 to literally breathe in order to be considered a living organism. So maybe the bit about the insects is there as kind of a backward way of supporting the conclusion by defending it against a potential attack. If I had said, “Wait a minute you dumbass, the Earth doesn’t breathe,” then the hippie has a ready defense: “It doesn’t need to breathe, man
 , check out the insects. Dig it.”)

Let’s see if we can find something like the above in the answer choices.





A)  Yep, I’m pretty sure this is it. The bit about the insects was support for the conclusion, by way of defending
 that conclusion from a potential attack.

B)  No, the argument wants
 us to believe that the Earth is an organism. This answer describes the exact opposite of the argument’s purpose.

C)  Nah… the thing about the insects could only be a counterargument to the metabolism point, if anything. I’m not 100% certain whether breathing and metabolism are even related, since there’s not an explicit premise connecting these two, and I’m not required to know anything about science to answer these questions.

D)  No, the hippie essayist does not think the status of the Earth is unclear. The hippie essayist thinks the Earth’s status is “living organism.”

E)  No, the argument didn’t say, “The Earth is composed of living organisms, like insects.” The insects were brought up for the purpose of addressing a specific point about breathing.





The best answer is A.
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Question 2



Kris: Years ago, the chemical industry claimed that technological progress cannot occur without pollution. Today, in the name of technological progress, the cellular phone industry manufactures and promotes a product that causes environmental pollution in the form of ringing phones and loud conversations in public places. Clearly, the cellular industry must be regulated, just as the chemical industry is now regulated.







Terry: That’s absurd. Chemical pollution can cause physical harm, but the worst harm that cellular phones can cause is annoyance.







Terry responds to Kris’s argument by doing which one of the following?







(A)  questioning the reliability of the source of crucial information in Kris’s argument



(B)  attacking the accuracy of the evidence about the chemical industry that Kris puts forward



(C)  arguing that an alleged cause of a problem is actually an effect of that problem



(D)  questioning the strength of the analogy on which Kris’s argument is based



(E)  rejecting Kris’s interpretation of the term “technological progress”






Terry responds to Kris’ argument by, justifiably, telling Kris that he is an absurd jackass. “Pollution” does not typically encompass “noise pollution,” or at least it shouldn’t in this case. Just because we regulate the oil industry for oil/smoke/smog/dirt/hazmat pollution doesn’t mean we should “clearly” regulate the cellular phone industry for noise
 pollution. Terry points out that actual pollution is physically harmful, while noise pollution is merely annoying.





A)  No, Terry doesn’t question Kris’ sources at all. Terry questions Kris’ reasoning
 .

B)  Nope. Terry doesn’t question Kris’ evidence either. Terry doesn’t even mention Kris’ sources or evidence at all. Terry goes straight to Kris’ stupid logic. He says, “Kris, you jackass, noise pollution and actual pollution are just not the same thing.”

C)  No, there’s no reversal of cause and effect happening here. Nobody is trying to claim that cancer causes cigarette smoking.

D)  Sure, I could get down with this. “Analogy” means “comparison” or “parallel case.” Kris has tried to make an analogy between pollution and noise pollution. Terry says they are not the same thing. So Terry has questioned Kris’ analogy.

E)  No, Terry simply doesn’t do this.





Our answer is D.
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Question 2



All the books in the library have their proper shelf locations recorded in the catalog. The book Horatio wants is missing from its place on the library shelves, and no one in the library is using it. Since it is not checked out to a borrower nor awaiting shelving nor part of a special display, it must have been either misplaced or stolen.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the method of reasoning used in the argument?







(A)  An observation about one object is used as a basis for a general conclusion regarding the status of similar objects.



(B)  A deficiency in a system is isolated by arguing that the system failed to control one of the objects that it was intended to control.



(C)  A conclusion about a particular object is rebutted by observing that a generalization that applies to most such objects does not apply to the object in question.



(D)  A generalization is rejected by showing that it fails to hold in one particular instance.



(E)  The conclusion is supported by ruling out other possible explanations of an observed fact.






How does the speaker know that the book wasn’t eaten by Martians? If the book was eaten by Martians, it wouldn’t be on its proper shelf, even though it’s not checked out, or in use, or awaiting shelving, or part of a special display, or misplaced. I suppose you could accuse the Martians of stealing
 the book when they ate it, but that’s not quite accurate either. So the argument is flawed in that it assumes that there are only a limited set of possibilities for where the book might be.

We’re asked to identify a method of reasoning used in the argument. I would predict the answer as something like, “A process of elimination is used to arrive at a conclusion regarding the possible whereabouts of a certain item.” That’s what happened, right? Since the book isn’t here, here, or here, it must be here
 or here
 . Let’s see.





A)  No, this would be the answer if the argument had said, “Since Cheating the LSAT
 is a great book, all LSAT books must be great.”

B)  No, this would be the answer if the argument had said, “Since Nathan Fox is an atheist even though he went to Sunday School, Sunday School is deficient as a brainwashing mechanism."

C)  No, this would be the answer if the argument had said, “This guy can’t be a lawyer, because most lawyers work 80 hours a week and this guy only works 60 hours per week.”

D)  No, this would be the answer if the argument had said, “It’s not true that lawyers always work 80 hours a week, because this guy is
 a lawyer and he only works 60 hours per week.”

E)  I sure hope this is the answer, or else I am going to feel very stupid for writing such confident “no” answers to the previous answer choices. Let’s see…bingo! This answer describes a process of elimination, which was what we predicted.





Our answer is E.
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Question 3



Teacher: Participating in organized competitive athletics may increase a child’s strength and coordination. As critics point out, however, it also instills in those children who are not already well developed in these respects a feeling of inferiority that never really disappears. Yet, since research has shown that adults with feelings of inferiority become more successful than those free of such anxieties, funding for children’s athletic programs should not be eliminated.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played in the teacher’s argument by the assertion that participating in organized competitive athletics may increase a child’s strength and coordination?







(A)  It is mentioned as one possible reason for adopting a policy for which the teacher suggests an additional reason.



(B)  It is a claim that the teacher attempts to refute with counterarguments.



(C)  It is a hypothesis for which the teacher offers additional evidence.



(D)  It is cited as an insufficient reason for eliminating funding for children’s athletic programs.



(E)  It is cited as an objection that has been raised to the position that the teacher is supporting.






The teacher is ultimately arguing that funding for sports should not
 be cut, and the bit about sports possibly increasing kids’ strength and coordination would provide support for that conclusion. So I’d love an answer that said, “It’s a premise in support of the conclusion that sports funding should not be cut.”





A)  This could be it. The “policy” is, “Don’t cut sports,” and the “other possible reason” was that feelings of inferiority (which can make adults more
 successful) will be instilled in kids. It’s kind of a bizarre argument, but this does a decent job of describing what happened in the argument.

B)  The teacher does not attempt to refute the assertion that sports can increase strength and coordination. He presents it as fact. This is out.

C)  The teacher does not attempt to support the assertion that sports can increase strength and coordination, he just presents it as fact. This is out.

D)  The statement in question is presented as a reason for keeping
 sports, not for eliminating them. This is out.

E)  The statement in question is not an objection to the teacher’s position, it’s a fact in support of the teacher’s position. This is out.





Our answer is A, because B through E are conclusively wrong and A did a reasonable job of describing what was going on in the argument.
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Question 4



Anne: Halley’s Comet, now in a part of its orbit relatively far from the Sun, recently flared brightly enough to be seen by telescope. No comet has ever been observed to flare so far from the Sun before, so such a flare must be highly unusual.







Sue: Nonsense. Usually no one bothers to try to observe comets when they are so far from the Sun. This flare was observed only because an observatory was tracking Halley’s Comet very carefully.







Sue challenges Anne’s reasoning by







(A)  pointing out that Anne’s use of the term “observed” is excessively vague



(B)  drawing attention to an inconsistency between two of Anne’s claims



(C)  presenting evidence that directly contradicts Anne’s evidence



(D)  offering an alternative explanation for the evidence Anne cites



(E)  undermining some of Anne’s evidence while agreeing with her conclusion






Any time I see two speakers, I pay careful attention to what they agree and disagree on. There’s one type of question that specifically asks you what they disagree on, and there’s another type of question that specifically asks you what they agree on. And this question, even though it asks about Sue’s method of reasoning, is best answered if you understand what the two parties are really fighting about. That’s a big part of what law students do by the way; you’re going to have to read cases and figure out where the parties agree and where they disagree. My property professor used to ask us, over and over, “What’s the fight about?” That’s the same question we need to answer here.

Anne says we’ve never seen a flare so far from the Sun before. Does Sue disagree with this? No, I don’t think she does. At least she doesn’t explicitly say she disagrees. Rather, she says that Anne’s explanation of the unique flare is bogus. Anne says the reason we’ve never seen a flare so far from the Sun before is that it’s rare. Sue says, “No, we were simply never looking before.”

So the two parties disagree on the explanation
 of the unique flare, they don’t disagree on whether the unique flare exists. They disagree on their conclusions, not the evidence. Let’s see if we can find an answer choice that says, “Sue disagrees with Anne’s reason
 for a phenomenon.”





A)  Nah. Why is the term “observed” excessively vague? Unless there’s a specific reason to think that the word “observed” could be interpreted in more than one way, I don’t see how we can pick this answer. This is a common incorrect answer. You’re simply not required to define every term in your argument. If you were, every argument would have to be accompanied by a dictionary.

B)  I don’t see this happening here. This would be the answer if Anne had said, “Sue, you just effing said
 that Tim Lincecum, of the Giants, is the best pitcher in baseball, then in the next breath you said that Matt Cain is the best pitcher on the Giants. Those two things can’t both possibly be true.” That’s certainly a flaw, but that’s not what Anne did.

C)  Nope. As I said above, I think Anne disagrees with Sue’s conclusion, not her evidence.

D)  Yup. This is exactly what we were looking for.

E)  Nope. As I said above, I think Anne actually agrees
 with Sue’s evidence, and disagrees with her conclusion.





Our answer is D.

This is a great example of a question that is MUCH easier if you try to answer the question before looking at the answer choices.
 If you know what you’re looking for, then you can’t be suckered in by bogus answer choices.
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Question 6



Pain perception depends only partly on physiology. During World War II a significantly lower percentage of injured soldiers requested morphine than did civilians recuperating from surgery. The soldier’s response to injury was relief, joy at being alive, even euphoria; to the civilians, surgery was a depressing, calamitous event. So it would seem that the meaning one attaches to a wound can affect the amount of pain one perceives.







The claim that pain perception depends only partly on physiology figures in the argument in which one of the following ways?







(A)  It is an assumption on which the argument depends.



(B)  It undermines the argument’s main conclusion.



(C)  It summarizes a position that the argument is meant to discredit.



(D)  It is information that the argument takes for granted.



(E)  It is the main conclusion of the argument.






The logic here is pretty bad, because 1) soldiers could just be physiologically tougher people (maybe they physiologically don’t feel as much pain as we pussified civilians do), or 2) on a totally different track, and this is unlikely, but maybe the soldiers all had very superficial wounds while the civilians were having legs amputated due to syphilis or something. If either of those are true, then it’s possible that pain does
 depend totally on physiology and nothing else. So the argument sucks. As usual.

We’re asked to identify the role played in the argument by the claim that pain perception depends only partly on physiology. I think it’s the main conclusion of the argument. The entire example about soldiers vs. civilians seems to support the idea that pain perception depends only partly on physiology. I mean, if that’s not the main point, then what the fuck is
 the main point here? Why is the author wasting our time? I don’t think the author merely wanted to blather about soldiers vs. civilians—the author said, “Soldiers request less morphine than civilians do, and react to injury with happiness while civilians react with depression, THEREFORE pain perception depends only partly on physiology.”

Okay, so we need to pick the answer that says this claim is the conclusion of the argument.





A)  This doesn’t say this claim is the conclusion of the argument, so it’s not our answer.

B)  Of course it doesn’t undermine
 the conclusion. It is
 the conclusion.

C)  Nope. It’s the conclusion.

D)  Um, this basically just means this claim is an assumption of the argument. Since that’s exactly what A said, we have two identical answer choices. Any time there are two identical answer choices, they are both conclusively wrong. Plus we already know
 what the answer has to be: “The conclusion.”

E)  Yes. It’s the conclusion.





Our answer is E.
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Question 9



Rifka: We do not need to stop and ask for directions. We would not need to do that unless, of course, we were lost.







Craig: The fact that we are lost is precisely why we need to stop.







In the exchange above, the function of Craig’s comment is to







(A)  contradict the conclusion of Rifka’s argument without offering any reason to reject any of Rifka’s implicit premises



(B)  deny one of Rifka’s implicit premises and thereby arrive at a different conclusion



(C)  imply that Rifka’s argument is invalid by accepting the truth of its premises while rejecting its conclusion



(D)  provide a counterexample to Rifka’s generalization



(E)  affirm the truth of the stated premise of Rifka’s argument while remaining noncommittal about its conclusion






Rifka’s conclusion is, “We don’t need to stop.” Her evidence is, “We’d only need to stop if we were lost.” So her assumption, then, is, “We’re not lost.” Craig says, “We are lost and that’s why we need to stop.” So Craig disagrees with Rifka’s assumption, and also disagrees with her conclusion.





A)  It’s really hard to dismiss this answer choice, because Craig does contradict Rifka’s conclusion, and he also does reject her implicit premise (i.e. assumption) without offering any reason. He doesn’t present evidence for his claim that they are lost. If the other answer choices weren’t there, I’d go with A. But I think this is a misreading of what A says, as I’ll explain in a second.

B)  Craig does deny one of Rifka’s implicit premises (he says they are
 lost) and he does arrive at a different conclusion (we should stop). So this is a great answer. I like B better than A because it’s possible to read A to mean that Craig did not
 actually contradict any of Rifka’s premises when he surely did. If you read it that way, then A has to be eliminated. There’s no way to misread B in this fashion, so I think it’s better than A.

C)  He disagrees with Rifka’s premises, rather than accepting their truth. No way.

D)  He doesn’t provide any counterexample. This would have been something like, “Actually Rifka, there are plenty of reasons to stop even if we’re not
 lost. For example, I seriously need to take a whiz.”

E)  Craig does not affirm the truth of Rifka’s stated premise that the only reason to stop would be if they were lost. He is silent on this point. And he is not “noncommittal” about her conclusion… he explicitly disagrees.





Our answer is B.
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Question 9



Phoebe: There have been many reported sightings of strange glowing lights, but a number of these sightings have a straightforward, natural explanation. They occurred clustered in time and location around the epicenters of three earthquakes, and so were almost certainly earthquake lights, a form of ball lightning caused by stresses in the ground.







Quincy: I am skeptical that the association between the lights and the earthquakes is anything more than a coincidence. The theory that ground stresses related to earthquakes can cause any kind of lightning is extremely speculative.







In responding to Phoebe, Quincy







(A)  takes a correlation to be a causal relation



(B)  challenges the accuracy of the data about sightings that Phoebe takes for granted



(C)  criticizes Phoebe’s explanation as unsubstantiated



(D)  offers an explanation of the glowing lights different from Phoebe’s



(E)  accuses Phoebe of introducing irrelevant information






Phoebe is full of shit. Her argument here is essentially “correlation equals causation.” Quincy responds in a very reasonable way. “Sorry Phoebe, but correlation could always just be random chance. In this case, there’s no good evidence that one thing can actually cause
 the other thing.”

We’re asked to identify a strategy Quincy used in his response to Phoebe. I think something like “points out that even though a correlation exists, a causal link between the two variables is unlikely” would be a great answer.





A)  No, this is what Phoebe
 does.

B)  No, Quincy never challenges Phoebe’s evidence, only her logic.

C)  Well, sure. “Unsubstantiated” means “unproven.” This isn’t as specific as we were looking for, but Quincy did say that Phoebe’s explanation (the lights were caused by earthquake) was unproven (the causal link between lights and earthquakes is extremely speculative). So I dig this answer.

D)  No, Quincy does not offer any other explanation, only that Phoebe’s explanation is unproven.

E)  No, Quincy doesn’t tell Phoebe that any of her data is irrelevant. Quincy introduces additional data (the causal link between lights and earthquakes is speculative) to cast doubt upon Phoebe’s conclusion.





Our answer is C, because it’s the only one that we know for sure
 Quincy actually did.
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Question 10



Artist: Avant-garde artists intend their work to challenge a society’s mainstream beliefs and initiate change. And some art collectors claim that an avant-garde work that becomes popular in its own time is successful. However, a society’s mainstream beliefs do not generally show any significant changes over a short period of time. Therefore, when an avant-garde work becomes popular it is a sign that the work is not successful, since it does not fulfil the intentions of its creator.







The reference to the claim of certain art collectors plays which one of the following roles in the artist’s argument?







(A)  It serves to bolster the argument’s main conclusion.



(B)  It identifies a view that is ultimately disputed by the argument.



(C)  It identifies a position supported by the initial premise in the argument.



(D)  It provides support for the initial premise in the argument.



(E)  It provides support for a counterargument to the initial premise.






God damn, I hate arguments about art. Can’t we just look at it and enjoy it, and stop talking
 about it? Anyway, this argument basically concludes that since “avant-garde artists” intend to challenge society, it’s possible that an avant-garde work that gains popularity is un
 successful, because it isn’t challenging enough. “Certain art collectors,” according to the artist, disagree completely and equate success with popularity.

We’re asked to identify the role played in the argument by the reference to “certain art collectors.” 1) Was it the conclusion of the argument?
 No way. The conclusion was the last sentence (the part after “Therefore,” which is a big hint.) 2) Was it a premise that supported the conclusion of the argument?
 No, since the art collectors hold the exact opposite conclusion as the artist does. The answer must be something like, “They were presented as a group of people who are wrong, according to the artist.”





A)  No, it didn’t “bolster” the conclusion. It was opposed to the conclusion.

B)  Yes, looks good.

C)  No, it wasn’t supported by anything else in the argument. It was just a random opinion that was presented, then dismissed.

D)  No, it’s not a part of the argument! It was just a random, wrong opinion.

E)  Ugh. No. The bit about the art collectors was not in any way supported, or in support of, any other part of the argument. It was the opposite of the eventual conclusion of the argument.





Our answer is B.
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Question 10



Editorial: Many observers note with dismay the decline in the number of nongovernmental, voluntary community organizations. They argue that this decline is caused by the corresponding growth of government services once provided by these voluntary community groups. But this may not be true. The increase in government services may coincide with a decrease in volunteerism, but the former does not necessarily cause the latter; the latter may indeed cause the former.







The editorial undermines the conclusion of the causal argument by







(A)  showing that there is no causality involved



(B)  offering a counterexample to the alleged correlation



(C)  proving that no generalization can properly be drawn about people’s motives for volunteering



(D)  offering an alternate explanation of the correlation cited



(E)  proving that governments must do what community organizations fail to do










The logic here is something I can get behind. Basically, this argument is saying, “You’ve shown that A and B are correlated, but you have not proven that A causes
 B. For one thing, B may cause A.” I like that.

We’re asked to identify the strategy of argumentation used by the editor. My prediction is, “This editorial points out that correlation does not prove causation, and suggests that even if the two variables are causally related, the relationship may actually be the reverse of what has been claimed.” Let’s pick the answer that best matches that prediction.





A)  No. In order for this to be the answer, the editor would have had to have said, “Actually, the two variables are only coincidentally related,” or, “The correlation is in fact not causal.” Instead, the editor suggested that the two variables might be
 causally related, but in reverse of what the observers had claimed.

B)  I don’t see any “counterexample” provided in the editor’s argument. The editor doesn't seem to question the correlation.

C)  The word “proving” is a huge red flag here. I’m not sure the editor “proved” anything at all. This answer is much too broad.

D)  Yes. The editor acknowledges that the correlation may exist, and suggests that a reversed causal relationship may explain the correlation. A reversed cause and effect would be an alternate
 explanation of the correlation.

E)  Same explanation as C. The editor didn’t try to prove anything. The editor was only attacking the logic of what someone else was trying to prove.





Our answer is D.
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Question 10



Fred argued that, since Kathleen is a successful film director, she has probably worked with famous actors. But, while Fred is right in supposing that most successful film directors work with famous actors, his conclusion is not warranted. For, as he knows, Kathleen works only on documentary films, and directors of documentaries rarely work with famous actors.







Which one of the following strategies is used above to criticize Fred’s reasoning?







(A)  maintaining that too little is known about Kathleen to justify any conclusion



(B)  showing that Kathleen must not have worked with famous actors



(C)  claiming that Fred has failed to take relevant information into account



(D)  showing that Fred has mistakenly assumed that all successful film directors work with famous actors



(E)  demonstrating that Fred has failed to show that most successful film directors work with famous actors






The conclusion here is, “Fred’s conclusion is not warranted.” This means, “Fred’s conclusion isn’t justified, or proven, by his facts.” This doesn’t mean that Fred is outright wrong
 , but it means, “Fred’s argument is incomplete—Fred hasn’t proven his case.”

Okay, so why
 hasn’t Fred proven his case? Fred’s evidence is 1) Kathleen is a successful film director, and 2) most successful film directors work with famous actors. Fred’s conclusion is, “Kathleen has probably worked with famous actors.” But the reason this is an incomplete argument, as pointed out by the anonymous speaker here, is that Kathleen is of a special type
 of film director (documentarian) that rarely works with famous actors.

Got all that? The argument is saying, “Here’s Fred’s argument, and here’s why Fred’s argument is incomplete.”

We’re asked to find a “strategy used to criticize Fred’s reasoning.” I think the answer will probably be something like “showing that even though Kathleen is a member of one group that usually has a certain characteristic, she is also a member of a subset of that group that usually lacks
 that same characteristic.

I can provide an example of this. Suppose I said, “Lawyers are usually boring douchebags. Jimbo is a lawyer, therefore Jimbo is probably a boring douchebag.” This would sound like a good argument, until someone presented me with an exception: “True, Jimbo is a lawyer, and most lawyers are boring douchebags. However, Jimbo is also a public defender, and public defenders are rarely boring (they have too many awesome stories) or douchebags (they don’t make enough money). So you haven’t proven your case that Jimbo is a boring douchebag.”

See? Jimbo is a member of a group that usually has a certain characteristic (boring douche), but it’s not clear that Jimbo is going to have that characteristic, because he’s also a member of a subset of the group (public defenders) that lacks that characteristic.





A)  Nah, that’s not what happened. The objector offered additional
 information about Kathleen, rather than saying, “We don’t know enough about Kathleen.” No way.

B)  No, this is too strong. The argument didn’t say that documentarians never
 work with famous actors. The argument only said “rarely.” Be careful with answers that go further than what’s justified by the facts.

C)  Yeah. Fred has failed to take into account the relevant information that Kathleen is a documentarian. That’s like failing to take into account the relevant information that Jimbo is a public defender. I’m almost certain this will be our answer.

D)  No, for the same reason B is wrong. Fred didn’t claim that all successful directors work with famous actors. Fred said “most” do, and therefore Kathleen “probably” does too. This answer choice is too strong: it goes too far.

E)  Fred doesn’t need to “show,” or “prove,” that most successful film directors work with famous actors. That was one of Fred’s premises, and premises must be accepted as fact or else none of the LSAT could possibly make sense. If you had to prove each one of your facts, then you’d have to prove your proofs, and prove your proofs of proofs, and submit the entirety of Wikipedia with each one of your arguments. That’s just not the game we’re playing here.





C was a much better description of what Fred missed, so C is our answer.
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Question 12



Melinda: Hazard insurance decreases an individual’s risk by judiciously spreading the risk among many policyholders.







Jack: I disagree. It makes sense for me to buy fire insurance for my house, but I don’t see how doing so lessens the chances that my house will burn down.







Jack’s response most clearly trades on an ambiguity in which one of the following expressions used by Melinda?







(A)  judiciously spreading



(B)  many policyholders



(C)  risk



(D)  decreases



(E)  hazard insurance






This is an interesting question, because in order to answer it, it seems necessary to have a basic understanding of the way insurance works. Most people learn it in high school, but it goes like this: Everybody pays small premiums every month, so that when something bad happens to one individual (fire, car crash, hospital stay) the collective premiums are enough to cover the financial loss. That’s what Melinda means when she says “spreading the risk.”

Jack seems to understand that insurance is a good thing (he acknowledges the need for fire insurance for his house) but he doesn’t understand Melinda’s use of the term “spreading the risk.” Jack thinks Melinda thinks that insurance will reduce the risk of fire, or a car crash, or a hospital stay. But that’s not what Melinda meant. Melinda meant that the financial risk
 of an unlucky event is spread across the policyholders.

The question asks us to identify the “ambiguity” that leads to Jack’s bizarre response to Melinda. The part Jack misunderstood was “spreading the risk.”





A)  Hmm. I’m not sure Jack misunderstood the term “judicious” or “spreading.” I think the real problem is that Melinda was talking about financial risk, whereas Jack was thinking about the risk of an accident.

B)  No, I don’t see how Jack has misunderstood this term.

C)  Yes, exactly. There really wasn’t inherently anything ambiguous in Melinda’s statement, but Jack misunderstood her use of the word “risk,” so I suppose we can call that “ambiguous.” Melinda meant financial risk, and Jack thought she meant risk of accident.  

D)  No, C was a perfect answer.

E)  No, C was a perfect answer.





Our answer is C.






Strategy Of Argumentation Questions: HARDER


June 2006




Section 2




Question 12



It is primarily by raising interest rates that central bankers curb inflation, but an increase in interest rates takes up to two years to affect inflation. Accordingly, central bankers usually try to raise interest rates before inflation becomes excessive, at which time inflation is not yet readily apparent either. But unless inflation is readily apparent, interest rate hikes generally will be perceived as needlessly restraining a growing economy. Thus, central bankers’ success in temporarily restraining inflation may make it harder for them to ward off future inflation without incurring the public’s wrath.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played in the argument by the claim that it is primarily by raising interest rates that central bankers curb inflation?







(A)  It is presented as a complete explanation of the fact that central bankers’ success in temporarily restraining inflation may make it harder for them to ward off future inflation without incurring the public’s wrath.



(B)  It is a description of a phenomenon for which the claim that an increase in interest rates takes up to two years to affect inflation is offered as an explanation.



(C)  It is a premise offered in support of the conclusion that central bankers’ success in temporarily restraining inflation may make it harder for them to ward off future inflation without incurring the public’s wrath.



(D)  It is a conclusion for which the statement that an increase in interest rates takes up to two years to affect inflation is offered as support.



(E)  It is a premise offered in support of the conclusion that unless inflation is readily apparent, interest rate hikes generally will be perceived as needlessly restraining a growing economy.






On questions like this (“describe the role played in the argument”) I always ask myself two questions. First, “Is it the conclusion of the argument?” Here, the conclusion of the argument is the last sentence. So no, the claim, “It is primarily by raising interest rates that central bankers curb inflation” is not the conclusion of the argument. Okay, so if it’s not the conclusion, then I ask myself, “Is it a premise of the argument?” In other words, did it support the ultimate conclusion of the argument in any way? Here, I think it does. So it’s a premise of the argument that supports the ultimate conclusion, “Central bankers’ success in temporarily restraining inflation may make it harder for them to ward off future inflation without incurring the public’s wrath.”





A)  It’s not a “complete explanation,” it was just a tiny little premise. No way.

B)  “Description of a phenomenon”? What does that even mean? Furthermore, the rest of the argument didn’t explain the claim in question; rather, the claim in question laid the foundation for the rest of the argument. This is out.

C)  Yes it’s a premise, and this answer correctly describes the ultimate conclusion of the argument. I like this one.

D)  No, it’s not the conclusion of the argument.

E)  Yes it’s a premise, but this answer incorrectly describes the ultimate conclusion of the argument.





So our answer is C.
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Question 12



Yang: Yeast has long been known to be a leaven, that is, a substance used in baking to make breads rise. Since biblical evidence ties the use of leavens to events dating back to 1200 B.C., we can infer that yeast was already known to be a leaven at that time.







Campisi: I find your inference unconvincing; several leavens other than yeast could have been known in 1200 B.C.







Campisi counters Yang’s argument by







(A)  suggesting that an alternative set of evidence better supports Yang’s conclusion



(B)  questioning the truth of a presumption underlying Yang’s argument



(C)  denying the truth of Yang’s conclusion without considering the reason given for that conclusion



(D)  pointing out that the premises of Yang’s argument more strongly support a contrary conclusion



(E)  calling into question the truth of the evidence presented in Yang’s argument






The key to this one is predicting Campisi’s response before he even says it. Yang makes the most common error on the whole LSAT: he confuses a sufficient condition for a necessary one. Since yeast is one
 leaven, that doesn’t mean that anybody using a leaven was using yeast. They could have been using all sorts of other different leavens. Another way of saying this is that Yang’s evidence is that yeast is sufficient
 for leavening, but Yang has incorrectly concluded that yeast must be necessary
 if someone is leavening.

Campisi needs to say, “Dude, you have confused a sufficient condition for a necessary condition.” And she does, in different words: she points out that it’s possible that all sorts of other things could be used as leavens, so just because someone was leavening doesn’t prove they were using yeast.





A)  No, Campisi didn’t cite any alternative set
 of evidence.

B)  Yeah, maybe. This is weirdly worded, but I think Campisi questions Yang’s presumption that yeast is the only
 leaven, when the evidence only provides that yeast is one
 leaven. That’s the same as saying, “It’s sufficient, but you’ve presumed it’s necessary.”

C)  No way. Campisi does not ignore
 Yang’s argument. Campisi disagrees, but not before considering Yang’s reasoning.

D)  No, this would be the answer if Campisi had said, “Actually, the evidence shows that they did not
 use yeast.” All Campisi does is say, “You haven’t proven your conclusion,” rather than actually arriving at a different one.

E)  No, this would be the answer if Campisi had said, “Actually, this other book over here shows that leavens weren’t used until 1800.” Campisi doesn’t disagree with Yang’s evidence—just Yang’s conclusion.





Our answer is B.
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Question 13



Britain is now rabies free. Nevertheless, Britain’s strict quarantine of imported domesticated animals, designed to prevent widespread outbreaks of rabies there, cannot succeed indefinitely in preventing such outbreaks. Bats, which are very susceptible to rabies, fly into Britain from continental Europe. Since wild bats cannot be quarantined, this policy cannot control rabies spread by wild bats.







Which one of the following is an argumentative strategy employed in the argument?







(A)  trying to undermine support for a certain policy by pointing out that factors other than the policy itself could account for the results attributed to that policy



(B)  raising a possible objection to a certain policy in order to show that the objection is in fact irrelevant to the particular situation the policy was designed to address



(C)  providing evidence that because the officials charged with enforcing a certain policy often fail to perform their duty that policy is sure to have little effect



(D)  showing that because a certain policy is not universally adopted that policy cannot accomplish what it was designed to do



(E)  arguing that a certain policy is bound to fail because an event that is likely to defeat the aim of the policy falls outside the policy’s influence






The logic here seems pretty tight. 1) There’s a policy in Britain to quarantine imported domestic animals, which is designed to prevent rabies, 2) Britain is now rabies free, 3) but bats can’t be quarantined, and 4) bats fly into Britain all the time from the continent, and 5) bats are very susceptible to rabies, THEREFORE the quarantine policy can’t control rabies indefinitely. It’s not half bad.

Nevertheless, I’ll always try to argue if I can. I do see one assumption here: the argument has assumed, necessarily, that rabies exists on the continent. I know this is a Necessary Assumption because if there is absolutely no
 rabies on the continent, then the argument makes zero sense. So the argument has made an assumption, and would be stronger if it had an explicit premise that said, “Rabies does exist on the continent.” I’m not sure if any of this is relevant, but it’s what’s going through my head as I read the question. Probing for weaknesses, even if those weaknesses aren’t what the question ends up asking for, always helps me pay better attention to, and reach a better understanding of, the argument.

We’re asked to find an “argumentative strategy employed in the argument.” That just means, “Pick the answer that the argument actually used.” It’s a variation on a “must be true” question: it’s 100% evidence-based. Find the answer that we know
 , for sure
 , that the argument actually did. Let’s see.





A)  This would be the answer if the argument had said “the quarantine doesn't protect us from rabies... vaccinations do."

B)  This could only be the answer if the speaker was actually arguing in favor of the quarantine.

C)  No, the argument has nothing to do with the actions of officials.

D)  Nah. This would be the answer if the policy had said, “Britain has the quarantine policy, but it’s ineffective because the dirty French don’t have the same policy.” That’s not what the argument said, is it?

E)  Yep. “The quarantine won’t work forever, because bats from the continent aren’t influenced by the quarantine.” Since this describes exactly what the argument did
 , it’s our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 14



It would not be surprising to discover that the trade routes between China and the West were opened many centuries, even millennia, earlier than 200 B.C., contrary to what is currently believed. After all, what made the Great Silk Road so attractive as a trade route linking China and the West—level terrain, easily traversable mountain passes, and desert oases—would also have made it an attractive route for the original emigrants to China from Africa and the Middle East, and this early migration began at least one million years ago.







That a migration from Africa and the Middle East to China occurred at least one million years ago figures in the above reasoning in which one of the following ways?







(A)  It is cited as conclusive evidence for the claim that trade links between China and the Middle East were established long before 200 B.C.



(B)  It is an intermediate conclusion made plausible by the description of the terrain along which the migration supposedly took place.



(C)  It is offered as evidence in support of the claim that trade routes between China and the West could easily have been established much earlier than is currently believed.



(D)  It is offered as evidence against the claim that trade routes between China and Africa preceded those eventually established between China and the Middle East.



(E)  It is the main conclusion that the argument attempts to establish about intercourse between China and the West.






I’ll always answer this type of question with a series of questions.





1)  Is the phrase in question the conclusion of the argument? Here, I don’t think it is. I don’t think this speaker intended to prove to us that a migration from Africa and the Middle East to China occurred at least one million years ago.

2)  If it’s not the conclusion, then what is
 the conclusion of the argument? Here, I think the conclusion of the argument is, “It would not be surprising to discover that the trade routes between China and the West were opened many centuries earlier than 200 BC.”

3)  Does the phrase in question support the argument’s eventual conclusion? Yes, I think it does. I can test this by using a giant THEREFORE. Ready? Here we go: “A migration from Africa and the Middle East to China occurred at least one million years ago, THEREFORE, it would not be surprising to discover that the trade routes between China and the West were opened many centuries earlier than 200 BC.” This sounds good, doesn’t it? The first thing logically supports the second thing. I think the phrase in question does support the eventual conclusion of the argument, so it’s a “premise” of the argument.





A)  Whoa, whoa. “Conclusive” evidence? No. The phrase in question suggests
 that the conclusion is true. But it doesn’t prove
 that the conclusion is true. No way.

B)  It’s not an “intermediate conclusion” because there is no other evidence provided to support it. I certainly don’t see how the bit about the terrain could support the idea of a million-year old migration. That would sound like, “The road had level terrain, easily traversable mountain passes, and desert oases, THEREFORE there was a migration that began at least one million years ago.” See, the first thing there doesn’t really support the second thing. So this answer can’t be correct.

C)  Yep. It’s “evidence,” i.e.
 a premise, of the argument. And the conclusion of the argument is, “Trade routes could have been established much earlier.” This is a great answer.

D)  No, it’s not offered as evidence against
 a claim. Furthermore the argument did not even address any difference in timeframe between the China-Africa routes and the China-Middle East routes. This answer is basically nonsensical… it just takes all the words from the argument and jumbles them up.

E)  No, as discussed above, it’s not the conclusion of the argument.





Our answer is C.
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Question 15



Singletary: We of Citizens for Cycling Freedom object to the city’s new ordinance requiring bicyclists to wear helmets. If the city wanted to become a safer place for cyclists, it would not require helmets. Instead, it would construct more bicycle lanes and educate drivers about bicycle safety. Thus, passage of the ordinance reveals that the city is more concerned with the appearance of safety than with bicyclists’ actual safety.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played in Singletary’s argument by the statement that mentions driver education?







(A)  It is cited as evidence for the claim that the city misunderstands the steps necessary for ensuring bicyclists’ safety.



(B)  It is used as partial support for a claim about the motivation of the city.



(C)  It is offered as evidence of the total ineffectiveness of the helmet ordinance.



(D)  It is offered as an example of further measures the city will take to ensure bicyclists’ safety.



(E)  It is presented as an illustration of the city’s overriding interest in its public image.






Wow, what a dumbass. “Your requirement that we wear helmets indicates that you don’t care about our safety.” Seriously, dude?

We’re asked to identify the role played in the argument by Singletary’s statement, “If the city wanted to become a safer place for cyclists… instead it would… educate drivers about bicycle safety.” Why did Singletary mention this? Well, it certainly wasn’t his conclusion. His conclusion was, “You don’t care about our safety.” Was it evidence
 for that conclusion? Yes, I think it was. Specifically, he was saying, “If you really cared, you’d do XYZ. But you’re not
 doing XYZ, you’re doing ABC. Therefore, you don’t care.” So Singletary mentions the driver education bit in order to argue that, since the city is not
 doing the bike safety, but doing helmets instead, the city doesn’t really care about safety.





A)  Hmm. I doubt this is the answer, because “misunderstands” isn’t quite what Singletary said. Singletary actually might believe that the city understands exactly
 what it should do if it really cared about safety, but it frankly doesn’t give a shit about safety, and that’s why it’s not doing what Singletary recommends. Singletary’s comment that the city is “more concerned with the appearance of safety” actually indicates that he might believe the city council is more dishonest than they are stupid. So this feels like a trap.

B)  This is a very easy answer to prove. Singletary does
 make a claim about the motivation of the city (no need to specify what that claim actually is—in fact, it’s easier to make this the answer if it does not
 specify what that claim is) and Singletary does
 use the bit about driver education as “partial support” for his claim. This is so vaguely and relatively worded that I have a hard time seeing how this could not
 be the correct answer.

C)  Singletary doesn’t claim that the helmet law is “totally ineffective.” This answer goes way further than we have evidence for.

D)  No, Singletary is trying to show how the city does not
 really care about bike safety.

E)  This answer is too strong. Singletary is alleging that, in this instance, the city cares more about appearance than actual safety. That’s not the same thing as saying that the city has an “overriding interest” in its public image, which implies either that the city only ever cares about its public image, or that the city is justified in only caring about its public image. Singletary didn’t allege either of these.





Our answer is B, because I know we can prove it using only Singletary’s comments.
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Question 15



Anderson maintains that travel writing has diminished in quality over the last few decades. Although travel writing has changed in this time, Anderson is too harsh on contemporary travel writers. Today, when the general public is better traveled than in the past, travel writers face a challenge far greater than that of their predecessors: they must not only show their readers a place but also make them see it anew. That the genre has not only survived but also flourished shows the talent of today’s practitioners.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played in the argument by the statement that the general public is better traveled today than in the past?







(A)  It is claimed to be a result of good travel writing.



(B)  It is cited as evidence that contemporary travel writing is intended for a wider readership.



(C)  It is part of a purported explanation of why readers are disappointed with today’s travel writers.



(D)  It is cited as a reason that travel writing flourishes more today than it has in the past.



(E)  It is cited as a condition that has transformed the task of the travel writer.






On a question that asks you to identify the role played in the argument by a certain statement, you should ask yourself a series of questions.


Is the statement in question the conclusion of the argument?
 In other words, is the statement, “The general public is better traveled today than in the past,” the author’s main point? Did the author come here today primarily to tell you that “the general public is better traveled today than in the past”? No, I didn’t think so.


If it’s not the conclusion, then what
 is the main conclusion of the argument?
 The main conclusion of the argument is, “Anderson is too harsh on contemporary travel writers,” or, “Anderson is wrong when he says that travel writing has diminished in quality.”


Okay then, does the statement in question
 support the conclusion of the argument?
 In other words, would it make sense to say, “The general public is better traveled than in the past, THEREFORE Anderson is too harsh on contemporary travel writers”? Yes, I think that does make sense. We’d have to add in one of the other premises, like this: “The general public is better traveled than in the past [and therefore harder to please], THEREFORE Anderson is too harsh on contemporary travel writers.” Since the statement in question does
 support the conclusion of the argument, we can call it a premise of the argument. And that’s the answer we’ll be looking for.





A)  No, the general public is not well traveled because of
 good travel writing. I suppose that may be true in real life, but that’s not what the argument said.

B)  This answer starts off right on target (“it is evidence”), but then goes wrong when it describes the conclusion of the argument as, “Contemporary travel writing is intended for a wider readership.” Wider readership? That’s not what the argument said. So this is out. This is a common trap on a question like this.

C)  No, the argument never said that today’s readers are disappointed.

D)  No, travel writing is not flourishing because of
 today’s well-traveled readers. “In spite of” would actually be closer. The argument was along the lines of, “The fact that travel writing still exists, even with today’s jaded well-traveled readers, is testament to how skilled the travel writers are, therefore Anderson is wrong.” This answer choice doesn’t understand the argument.

E)  Yep. The fact that today’s public is well-traveled has “transformed” the task of the travel writer by making the reader harder to please. This answer didn’t exactly match what we were looking for, but it does accurately describe one function of the statement in question.





A through D were all conclusively wrong, so our answer is E.
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Question 15



According to the proposed Factory Safety Act, a company may operate an automobile factory only if that factory is registered as a class B factory. In addressing whether a factory may postpone its safety inspections, this Act also stipulates that no factory can be class B without punctual inspections. Thus, under the Factory Safety Act, a factory that manufactures automobiles would not be able to postpone its safety inspections.







The argument proceeds by







(A)  pointing out how two provisions of the proposed Factory Safety Act jointly entail the unacceptability of a certain state of affairs



(B)  considering two possible interpretations of a proposed legal regulation and eliminating the less plausible one



(C)  showing that the terms of the proposed Factory Safety Act are incompatible with existing legislation



(D)  showing that two different provisions of the proposed Factory Safety Act conflict and thus cannot apply to a particular situation



(E)  pointing out that if a provision applies in a specific situation, it must apply in any analogous situation






“Only if” indicates a necessary condition, so the first sentence says that the proposed legislation would make class B registration necessary
 in order to operate an auto factory. The act also says that class B is impossible without “punctual” inspections, but we are not given a definition of that term. The conclusion says therefore, under the proposed legislation, an auto factory would not be able to postpone its inspections. This is where I get off the bus. Can’t “punctual” sometimes include postponements? The federal government says I have to pay my student loan payments “punctually,” but if I occasionally miss a bill by a few days they don’t really notice. Furthermore, if I ask them for a forbearance they will even let me go without paying my bills for six months or more. Does this mean that I am now not paying my bills “punctually”? I’m not sure. They’re definitely not claiming I’m in default, I know that much. They’re not beating down my door asking for my degrees back. Without a definition of “punctual” in this argument, it’s impossible to know exactly what the standard is going to be for the timeliness of inspections. That’s the biggest weakness I see in this argument.

The question asks us to identify how “the argument proceeds.” So maybe my objection above doesn’t really matter here, but it was still a useful exercise, as it helped me pay attention to and understand the argument. Let’s see what we’ve got here.





A)  The argument never went so far as to say that any certain state of affairs would be “unacceptable,” which seems like a term loaded with judgment. I will be surprised if this turns out to be the best answer.

B)  The argument definitely never said, “It could mean this first thing, or it could mean this other thing, but the first thing would be ridiculous so it must mean the other thing.” There’s no way this is the answer.

C)  The argument never said a word about existing legislation, so this one is certainly out.

D)  The argument never said, “These two provisions conflict, therefore they don’t apply in this case.” No way.

E)  The argument never said, “If we’re going to apply this rule to one guy, we have to apply it to everybody.” No way.





I thought A was bad when I read it, but B through E are just impossible to make a case for. If we reread A to mean “postponement of inspections” as the “unacceptable state of affairs,” then it can make sense. None of the others can possibly make sense.





So our answer is A.
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Question 16



Psychologist: The obligation to express gratitude cannot be fulfilled anonymously. However much society may have changed over the centuries, human psychology is still driven primarily by personal interaction. Thus, the important social function of positively reinforcing those behaviors that have beneficial consequences for others can be served only if the benefactor knows the source of the gratitude.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played in the psychologist’s argument by the claim that the obligation to express gratitude cannot be fulfilled anonymously?







(A)  It is an illustration of a premise that is used to support the argument’s conclusion.



(B)  It is used to counter a consideration that might be taken to undermine the argument’s conclusion.



(C)  It is used to support indirectly a claim that the argument in turn uses to support directly the conclusion.



(D)  It is used to identify the social benefit with which the argument is concerned.



(E)  It is the conclusion that the argument is intended to support.






This is a tough argument to follow. I think that’s because the elements are presented out of order, and the indicator word “thus” isn’t used to accompany the main conclusion of the argument. Very tough.

The second sentence doesn’t seem to follow smoothly from the first sentence. But the third sentence does
 seem to follow logically from the second sentence. And the third sentence, if it were last, would be the obvious conclusion of the argument. Here, let me rearrange it for you: “Human psychology is driven primarily by personal interaction. Thus, the important social function of positively reinforcing those behaviors that have beneficial consequences for others can be served only if the benefactor knows the source of the gratitude. THEREFORE, the obligation to express gratitude cannot be fulfilled anonymously.” Doesn’t the argument make more sense that way? I think it does. So the claim, “The obligation to express gratitude cannot be fulfilled anonymously,” is the main conclusion of the argument.





A)  It’s not an “illustration” used to support the main conclusion; it’s the conclusion itself.

B)  It’s not being used to defend the conclusion; it is
 the conclusion.

C)  It’s not supporting the conclusion. It is
 the conclusion.

D)  What? Um, I don’t think so.

E)  There we go. It’s the conclusion of the argument.





On a question that asks you what role a certain part of the argument played, always ask 1) is it the conclusion? If it’s not the conclusion, then ask 2) is it support for the conclusion, or is it something else? These questions can be a lot easier than you might currently think they are, but they’ll take some practice.





Our answer is E.
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Question 16



Psychologist: Some people contend that children should never be reprimanded. Any criticism, let alone punishment, they say, harms children’s self-esteem. This view is laudable in its challenge to the belief that children should be punished whenever they misbehave, yet it gives a dangerous answer to the question of how often punishment should be inflicted. When parents never reprimand their children, they are in effect rewarding them for unacceptable behavior, and rewarded behavior tends to recur.







The view that children should never be reprimanded functions in the psychologist’s argument as a statement of a position that the psychologist’s argument







(A)  is designed to discredit entirely



(B)  is designed to establish as true



(C)  is designed to establish as well intentioned



(D)  claims has a serious flaw though is not without value



(E)  claims is less reasonable than any other view mentioned






The psychologist seems to disagree with the idea that children should never be reprimanded.





A)  I don’t think the psychologist goes this far. The psychologist suggests that if you never reprimand your kids, you’re going to be “rewarding them for bad behavior” which “tends to recur.” But that’s not the same thing as totally discrediting
 the idea that you should never reprimand your kids. I think the correct answer will be something a little softer.

B)  Nah, the psychologist seems to disagree, not agree.

C)  Well, the psychologist does say “laudable,” which suggests he thinks that the people holding the view that children shouldn’t be reprimanded have good intentions. But was his argument designed to establish
 that those people are well intentioned? No, his argument was designed to suggest they might be wrong. This is out.

D)  Yeah, this is the somewhat softer disagreement we're looking for. I like this one.

E)  No, the psychologist didn’t say, “These people are less reasonable than all of these other people.”





Our answer is D.
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Question 17



Philosopher: Graham argues that since a person is truly happy only when doing something, the best life is a life that is full of activity. But we should not be persuaded by Graham’s argument. People sleep, and at least sometimes when sleeping, they are truly happy, even though they are not doing anything.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played in the philosopher’s argument by the claim that at least sometimes when sleeping, people are truly happy, even though they are not doing anything?







(A)  It is a premise of Graham’s argument.



(B)  It is an example intended to show that a premise of Graham’s argument is false.



(C)  It is an analogy appealed to by Graham but that the philosopher rejects.



(D)  It is an example intended to disprove the conclusion of Graham’s argument.



(E)  It is the main conclusion of the philosopher’s argument.






The argument basically goes like this: “Graham says that a person is truly happy only when doing something. Graham concludes, therefore, that the best life is one that is filled with activity. But people are sometimes truly happy when sleeping, and when sleeping one is not doing anything. Therefore Graham’s argument is flawed.”

The philosopher has attacked Graham’s premise
 , not his logic. He says Graham believes X as a premise, and therefore concludes Y, but since X is not always true, Graham’s conclusion is unjustified by his argument.

We’re asked to identify the role played in the argument by the claim that “when sleeping, people are truly happy, even though they are not doing anything.” Why did the philosopher do this? As laid out above, the philosopher did this to attack Graham’s premise. Sleep was mentioned as a counterexample to Graham’s premise that people are truly happy only when doing something.





A)  No. Sleep was never part of Graham’s argument. It was part of the philosopher’s attack on Graham.

B)  Yes. Exactly.

C)  No. Sleep was part of the philosopher’s argument, not something “rejected by” the philosopher.

D)  Really tough one here, but B was better. B is totally justified because the philosopher was, for sure, “intending to show” that Graham’s premise is false. D isn’t as safe, because the argument didn’t go quite
 this far. The argument said that Graham’s argument is unpersuasive, but that’s not the same as proving
 the opposite of Graham’s conclusion. The argument didn’t prove
 that the best life is not a life that is full of activity. Rather, the argument showed that Graham’s argument lacks a solid foundation. Tricky one, but B was a better answer.

E)  No. The main conclusion of the philosopher’s argument was, “Graham’s argument is unpersuasive.”





Our answer is B, because it matches our prediction.
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Question 17



Legislator: The recently released crime statistics clearly show that the new laws requiring stiffer punishments for violators have reduced the crime rate. In the areas covered by those laws, the incidence of crime has decreased by one-fourth over the four years since the legislation was enacted.







Analyst: The statistics are welcome news, but they do not provide strong evidence that the new laws caused the drop in crime. Many comparable areas that lack such legislation have reported a similar drop in the crime rate during the same period.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the strategy used by the analyst to call into question the legislator’s argument?







(A)  pointing out that the legislator has provided no evidence of the reliability of the statistics on which the legislator’s conclusion is based



(B)  arguing that the legislator has unreasonably concluded that one event has caused another without ruling out the possibility that both events are effects of a common cause



(C)  objecting that the statistics on which the legislator is basing his conclusion are drawn from a time period that is too short to yield a meaningful data sample



(D)  claiming that the legislator has attempted to establish a particular conclusion because doing so is in the legislator’s self-interest rather than because of any genuine concern for the truth of the matter



(E)  implying that the legislator has drawn a conclusion about cause and effect without considering how often the alleged effect has occurred in the absence of the alleged cause






Correlation = causation alert! The Legislator basically says, “A and B are correlated, therefore A must have caused B.” This is classic bullshit.

The Analyst doesn’t go all the way and call “bullshit,” but she does tell the Legislator that his evidence doesn’t back up his conclusion. The Analyst points out, correctly, that the crime rate has gone down over the same time period in other areas that did not
 pass the same legislation. The Analyst doesn’t say why, but this could be because of an improving economy, or an inspiring president, or maybe everyone just decided to stay home and smoke weed on the couch and play Xbox. The point is that the legislation doesn’t necessarily have to have caused the decline in crime; something else could have caused the decline. And the Analyst’s evidence about other areas suggests just that.

The question asks us to identify the strategy of argumentation employed by the Analyst. I think the Analyst has pointed out that “in other areas without the purported cause, the same effect has been observed.” Something like that.





A)  Nope. You are not required to “provide evidence of reliability” of every statistic you cite.

B)  Ehhhh, I don’t think so. The Analyst didn’t specifically point out that there might be another common cause somewhere. I think the Analyst would have to have done so in order for this answer to be justified.

C)  Nope, the Analyst simply didn’t do this.

D)  Nope, the Analyst didn’t do this either.

E)  Yep, exactly. The Analyst says, “Hey, but, sometimes the effect happens without your alleged cause, so was it really a causal relationship to begin with?”





Our answer is E.
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Question 17



Ethicist: The penalties for drunk driving are far more severe when the drunk driver accidentally injures people than when no one is injured. Moral responsibility for an action depends solely on the intentions underlying the action and not on the action’s results. Therefore, legal responsibility, depending as it does in at least some cases on factors other than the agent’s intentions, is different than moral responsibility.







The claim that the penalties for drunk driving are far more severe when the drunk driver accidentally injures people than when no one is injured plays which one of the following roles in the ethicist’s argument?







(A)  It is a premise offered in support of the claim that legal responsibility for an action is based solely upon features of the action that are generally unintended by the agent.



(B)  It is offered as an illustration of the claim that the criteria of legal responsibility for an action include but are not the same as those for moral responsibility.



(C)  It is offered as an illustration of the claim that people may be held morally responsible for an action for which they are not legally responsible.



(D)  It is a premise offered in support of the claim that legal responsibility depends in at least some cases on factors other than the agent’s intentions.



(E)  It is a premise offered in support of the claim that moral responsibility depends solely on the intentions underlying the action and not on the action’s result.






This turns out to be a very difficult question, and I wouldn’t worry about it too much unless you’re already in the 160+ range. If you’re below 150, definitely use your time on other questions rather than this one.

For this, I have some questions of my own:





1)  Is the claim, “The penalties for drunk driving are far more severe when the drunk driver accidentally injures people than when no one is injured,” the conclusion of the argument?
 No, I don’t think so.

2)  Okay, then what is the conclusion of the argument?
 I think the conclusion of the argument is, “Legal responsibility is different than moral responsibility.”

3)  Okay, then does the claim, “The penalties for drunk driving are far more severe when the drunk driver accidentally injures people than when no one is injured,”
 support the eventual conclusion, “Legal responsibility is different than moral responsibility”?
 Yes, I think it does. Therefore the claim, “The penalties for drunk driving are far more severe when the drunk driver accidentally injures people than when no one is injured,” is a premise
 of the argument.





A)  Yes, it’s a premise of the argument, but
 this answer incorrectly describes the conclusion of the argument.

B)  No, the conclusion of the argument was, “They’re different,” not, “One includes the other but is nonetheless different.”

C)  No, the argument never says you can be held morally responsible for something you’re not legally responsible for.

D)  Yes, the argument does include a claim that legal responsibility includes additional factors besides just intent. That’s not the main
 conclusion of the argument, but it’s one conclusion of the argument, and the premise, “The penalties for drunk driving are far more severe when the drunk driver accidentally injures people than when no one is injured,” does support that conclusion. So D, unlike A through C, has support from the facts. It’s the best answer so far.

E)  No, because the premise, “The penalties for drunk driving are far more severe when the drunk driver accidentally injures people than when no one is injured,” isn’t about moral responsibility. That premise doesn’t support the bit about moral responsibility being solely based on intent.





Fucking brutal question, and our answer is D. Don’t worry about it for too long; go work on a different question.
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Question 18



Contrary to Malthus’s arguments, human food-producing capacity has increased more rapidly than human population. Yet, agricultural advances often compromise biological diversity. Therefore, Malthus’s prediction that insufficient food will doom humanity to war, pestilence, and famine will likely be proven correct in the future, because a lack of biodiversity will eventually erode our capacity to produce food.







The statement that human food-producing capacity has increased more rapidly than human population plays which one of the following roles in the argument?







(A)  It is a hypothesis the argument provides reasons for believing to be presently false.



(B)  It is a part of the evidence used in the argument to support the conclusion that a well-known view is misguided.



(C)  It is an observation that the argument suggests actually supports Malthus’s position.



(D)  It is a general fact that the argument offers reason to believe will eventually change.



(E)  It is a hypothesis that, according to the argument, is accepted on the basis of inadequate evidence.






We’re asked to identify the role played in the argument by the statement, “Human food-producing capacity has increased more rapidly than human population.” Ask yourself: Is this the conclusion of the argument? No, the conclusion of the argument is, “Malthus will likely be proven correct.” OK, so does the statement, “Human food-producing capacity has increased more rapidly than human population,” support
 the eventual conclusion that “Malthus will likely be proven correct”? I don’t think so. Malthus predicted eventual doom due to insufficient food. The fact that food-production capacity has so far outstripped human population growth would seem to work against
 Malthus. So the statement in question is neither the conclusion, nor a premise in support of the conclusion. I’d put it in the category of “something else.” The argument acknowledges the fact that Malthus has so far been wrong, and then goes on to conclude that Malthus will eventually be proven right. The answer will be something like “acknowledges its truth, yet concludes that the opposite will eventually be true.”





A)  No, the argument doesn’t think it is “false” that human food production has outpaced human population growth. The argument acknowledges it as fact, and then concludes that we’re going to starve anyway.

B)  No, the argument doesn’t “use” this fact. The argument acknowledges it, and then goes on to conclude something contrary.

C)  No, the argument doesn’t pretend that the fact in question actually “supports” Malthus. The argument simply says, “Yes, this is true, but Malthus is right anyway.”

D)  Yep. The argument says, “This has been true so far, but it’s going to change in the future.”

E)  No. The argument simply accepts the history as fact; the argument doesn’t question the fact.





Our answer is D.
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Question 18



A seriously maladaptive trait is unlikely to persist in a given animal population for long, since there is enough genetic variation in populations that some members will lack the trait. Those lacking the trait will compete more successfully for the available resources. Hence these members of the population survive and reproduce at a higher rate, crowding out those with the maladaptive trait.







The proposition that those lacking a maladaptive trait will compete more successfully for the available resources figures in the argument in which one of the following ways?







(A)  It expresses a view that the argument as a whole is designed to discredit.



(B)  It is the argument’s main conclusion.



(C)  It is a premise of the argument.



(D)  It presents evidence that the argument attempts to undermine.



(E)  It is an intermediate conclusion of the argument.






Here’s how I read the argument:






	Premise: There’s this thing called genetic variation; different individuals of a species have different traits.

	Premise: A maladaptive trait makes it less likely that you’ll reproduce.

	Conclusion: Eventually, a seriously maladaptive trait will be eliminated from a population.







We’re asked to figure out what role, “Those lacking a maladaptive trait will compete more successfully for the available resources,” played in the argument. I think it’s evidence that supports the conclusion. In other words, it’s a premise.





A)  Nope, it’s not something that’s being discredited, it’s a premise of the argument.

B)  Nope, it’s not the conclusion, it’s a premise.

C)  Yep, this is what we were looking for.

D)  No, it’s not being undermined. Rather, the conclusion of the argument follows from it.

E)  No, I don’t think so. In order to be an “intermediate conclusion” there would have to be other premises that underlie it. I don’t see anything that leads up to it. There’s no, “Because of XYZ, those lacking a maladaptive trait will compete more successfully for resources.” Without that, I can’t call it an intermediate conclusion.





So our answer is C.
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Question 19



It is unlikely that the world will ever be free of disease. Most diseases are caused by very prolific microorganisms whose response to the pressures medicines exert on them is predictable: they quickly evolve immunities to those medicines while maintaining their power to infect and even kill humans.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played in the argument by the claim that it is unlikely that the world will ever be free of disease?







(A)  It is a conclusion that is claimed to follow from the premise that microorganisms are too numerous for medicines to eliminate entirely.



(B)  It is a conclusion for which a description of the responses of microorganisms to the medicines designed to cure the diseases they cause is offered as support.



(C)  It is a premise offered in support of the claim that most disease-causing microorganisms are able to evolve immunities to medicines while retaining their ability to infect humans.



(D)  It is a generalization used to predict the response of microorganisms to the medicines humans use to kill them.



(E)  It is a conclusion that is claimed to follow from the premise that most microorganisms are immune to medicines designed to kill them.






The first sentence seems like a conclusion because it makes a prediction about the future. This can’t be a premise, right? Because it can’t possibly be known? The rest of the argument does support this conclusion: most diseases are caused by microorganisms, microorganisms quickly evolve immunities to medicines, therefore
 the world will unlikely ever be free of disease. The question then asks us to identify what role the claim, “It is unlikely that the world will ever be free of disease,” plays in the argument. Well, like I just said, it’s the conclusion of the argument.





A)  This answer gets the conclusion right but the evidence wrong. It says numerous
 , which the argument didn’t mention.

B)  Yep, this answer gets both the conclusion and the evidence right. The evidence is stated generally here, which is fine. It didn’t even need to be stated at all. But it can’t be stated improperly, like in A.

C)  It’s not a premise.

D)  It’s not a “generalization,” it’s the conclusion.

E)  Like A, this also gets the evidence wrong. The evidence isn’t that microorganisms are
 immune, it’s that they evolve rapidly.





B is the best answer because it says “conclusion” without also giving a bogus account of the evidence.
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Question 19



Even those who believe that the art of each age and culture has its own standards of beauty must admit that some painters are simply superior to others in the execution of their artistic visions. But this superiority must be measured in light of the artist’s purposes, since the high merits, for example, of Jose Rey Toledo’s work and his extraordinary artistic skills are not in doubt, despite the fact that his paintings do not literally resemble what they represent.







The claim that some painters are superior to others in the execution of their artistic visions plays which one of the following roles in the argument?







(A)  It is a hypothesis that the argument attempts to refute.



(B)  It is a generalization, one sort of objection to which the argument illustrates by giving an example.



(C)  It is a claim that, according to the argument, is to be understood in a manner specified by the conclusion.



(D)  It is a claim that the argument derives from another claim and that it uses to support its conclusion.



(E)  It is a generalization that the argument uses to justify the relevance of the specific example it cites.






This is a very difficult question, and I don’t think there’s a lot to be gained from studying it. So go ahead and skip it if you want to. Permission granted.

The conclusion of the argument is, “Superiority must be measured in light of the artist’s purposes.” The evidence for this conclusion is 1) “Some painters are superior to others in the execution of their artistic visions,” 2) Jose Rey Toledo is extraordinarily skilled, and 3) Toledo’s paintings do not literally resemble what they represent.

The point is that Toledo’s superiority can’t be judged independent of what he was trying to achieve, because his painting of, say, a tree doesn’t actually look like a tree. Rather, it looks like a pyramid or whatever. If you didn’t know any better, you’d think Toledo was an exceptionally bad
 painter if he painted a tree to look like a pyramid. But if it was his “artistic purpose” to represent a tree by painting a pyramid, then his painting can be great even though it doesn’t resemble what it represents.

So the claim, “some painters are superior to others in the execution of their artistic vision,” is not the conclusion of the argument. It was, rather, mentioned in an argument that was trying to prove “superiority must be measured in light of the artist’s purposes.”





A)  The argument is not trying to refute this idea.

B)  The argument is not “objecting” to this idea.

C)  This might be the answer. The argument says we should interpret “some painters are superior” in light of the artists’ purposes. We can at least make an argument for C, so it’s got to be our favorite so far.

D)  I don’t think the claim, “Some painters are superior,” derives from anywhere else. There’s no support for this in the passage… rather, it says people “must admit” it without providing any evidence. So this is out.

E)  The argument makes no attempt to “justify the relevance” of the Toledo example. Justifying the relevance would be something like, “Toledo is a good example because of XYZ
 .” That doesn’t happen here, so E can’t be the answer.





We have to pick C and move on. We just can’t make a case for any of the other answers.
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Question 19



Dietitian: It is true that nutrients are most effective when provided by natural foods rather than artificial supplements. While it is also true that fat in one’s diet is generally unhealthy, eating raw carrots (which are rich in beta carotene) by themselves is nonetheless not an effective means of obtaining vitamin A, since the body cannot transform beta carotene into vitamin A unless it is consumed with at least some fat.







The statement that fat in one’s diet is generally unhealthy plays which one of the following roles in the dietitian’s argument?







(A)  It is mentioned as a reason for adopting a dietary practice that the dietitian provides a reason for not carrying to the extreme.



(B)  It is mentioned as the reason that is least often cited by those who recommend a dietary practice the dietitian disfavors.



(C)  It is mentioned as a generally accepted hypothesis that the dietitian attempts to undermine completely.



(D)  It is attacked as inadequate evidence for the claim that nutrients are most effective when provided by natural foods rather than artificial supplements.



(E)  It is cited as a bad reason for adopting a dietary habit that the dietitian recommends.






When you’re asked to identify the role played in the argument by a given statement, ask yourself a series of questions:


Is it the conclusion of the argument?
 No, I really don’t think so.


Okay, then what
 is the conclusion of the argument?
 You know, I’m really not sure. The dietitian is just providing a super-nerd series of facts here. Nutrients are most effective when provided by natural foods, but raw carrots by themselves won’t give you vitamin A. Why? Well, you need some fat to help transform beta carotene. I really don’t know if there even is
 a conclusion here. There’s just a bunch of boring facts. This guy sucks.


Okay, then does the given statement
 support the conclusion of the argument?
 Well, since we don’t actually know what the conclusion is, or if one even exists, then we can’t really say whether the given statement supports the conclusion.


Okay, then if it’s not the conclusion and it’s not a premise, what the hell is it?
 The best I can do here is this: The dietitian uttered the phrase “fat is generally unhealthy” because he thought he was being clever by then twisting it around by saying, “However, it’s necessary to transform beta carotene into vitamin A.” So my best guess is, “The dietitian mentioned that fat is generally unhealthy in order to then immediately reverse himself and say that some amount of fat is also necessary for health.”

This is a big mess. Let’s see if any of the answer choices look good.





A)  This just seems nonsensical. Rather than immediately try to parse it, let’s see if any of the other answers seems right.

B)  The dietitian never talks about “reasons cited” by anybody for anything. No way.

C)  This answer is too strong. The dietitian doesn’t try to “undermine completely” the idea that fat is generally unhealthy. More like the dietitian acknowledges the truth
 of fat’s general unhealthiness, before then proceeding to say that some degree of fat is nonetheless necessary in order to obtain vitamin A. This is out.

D)  No, because nobody ever tried to offer “fat is generally unhealthy” as evidence for the claim that nutrients are most effective when provided by natural foods. This answer is definitely nonsensical; it just takes all the terms in the argument and blends them up into garbage.

E)  Huh? The dietitian did not say, “Fat is generally unhealthy, however, and that’s a bad reason to do what I recommend you do.” No way.





After eliminating B through E, we have to go back to A. Here’s my case for this answer: The dietitian is basically saying, “True, fat is generally bad for you, but don’t get crazy eating zero fat, because if you do that, it’s also unhealthy.” So “fat is generally bad for you” could be a reason for adopting a dietary practice (eating low fat) that the dietitian provides a reason for not carrying to the extreme (if you eat zero fat, you’ll be screwed because you need some fat in your diet). It took a lot of work to make that case, which is usually a bad sign. But it’s impossible to even make a case for B through E, so our answer must be A.

This is a super-duper difficult question. 10 out of 10 difficulty. I wouldn’t sweat this one too much if I were you; there are lower-hanging fruit elsewhere on the test.





The answer is A.
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Question 21



Sociologist: The more technologically advanced a society is, the more marked its members’ resistance to technological innovations. This is not surprising, because the more technologically advanced a society is, the more aware its members are of technology’s drawbacks. Specifically, people realize that sophisticated technologies deeply affect the quality of human relations.







The claim that the more technologically advanced a society is, the more aware its members are of technology’s drawbacks plays which one of the following roles in the sociologist’s argument?







(A)  It is a conclusion supported by the claim that people realize that sophisticated technologies deeply affect the quality of human relations.



(B)  It is offered as an explanation of why people’s resistance to technological innovations is more marked the more technologically advanced the society in which they live is.



(C)  It is a premise in support of the claim that the quality of human relations in technologically advanced societies is extremely poor.



(D)  It is a generalization based on the claim that the more people resist technological innovations, the more difficult it is for them to adjust to those innovations.



(E)  It is an example presented to illustrate the claim that resistance to technological innovations deeply affects the quality of human relations.






Bullshit! It’s bullshit right off the bat. Are you kidding me? “The more technologically advanced a society is, the more marked its members’ resistance to technological innovations”? That’s completely, exactly, 100 percent opposite of what’s true in real life.

Yeah, yeah. “Outside informaetion isn’t allowed on the LSAT.” But common sense is allowed. And one reason why I do well on this test is that I don’t allow nonsensical arguments to be jammed down my throat. So when I read that first sentence, I am saying, “Bullshit, let’s hear your evidence.” And with that, we’re already halfway to answering the question.

The next sentence says, “The more technologically advanced a society is, the more aware its members are of technology’s drawbacks.” The only reason why that sentence was ever uttered was because the sociologist was trying to make a pathetic, feeble, half-assed attempt to justify the first sentence, which was the argument’s conclusion. Since we’re asked to identify the role played in the argument by that second sentence, we’re already done. The answer will be something like, “It’s a premise offered in support of the asinine conclusion that the more technologically advanced a society is, the more its members will resist technological innovation.”





A)  No, it’s not a conclusion. It’s a premise.

B)  Sure, this could be it. A premise is offered for the purpose of explaining. The conclusion made no sense, and the rest of the argument attempted to explain that conclusion. I could pick B.

C)  This answer misstates the conclusion of the argument, so it’s out.

D)  Huh? No, the statement in question wasn’t a “generalization” from anything. And anyway, nobody ever made a claim that the more people resist, the harder it is to adjust. I’m sure that’s true, but it wasn’t part of the argument. So this is way out.

E)  This answer also misstates the conclusion of the argument.





The conclusion was the bogus first sentence. B does the best job of describing both the role played by the claim (premise) and the actual conclusion of the argument.





So our answer is B.
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Question 23



Agricultural economist: Over the past several years, increases in worldwide grain production have virtually ceased. Further increases will be extremely difficult; most usable farmland is already being farmed with near-maximal efficiency. But worldwide demand for grain has been increasing steadily, due largely to continuing population growth. Hence, a severe worldwide grain shortage is likely.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played in the agricultural economist’s argument by the claim that further increases in worldwide grain production will be extremely difficult?







(A)  It is one of the two conclusions drawn by the agricultural economist, neither of which is used to provide support for the other.



(B)  It is a description of a phenomenon, a causal explanation of which is the main conclusion of the argument.



(C)  It is the only premise offered in support of the argument’s main conclusion.



(D)  It is a prediction for which the agricultural economist’s first claim is offered as the primary justification.



(E)  It is an intermediate conclusion that is presented as evidence for the argument’s main conclusion.






The conclusion of the argument is, “A severe worldwide grain shortage is likely.” Everything else is evidence for that assertion. So the claim that “further increases in worldwide grain production will be extremely difficult” is a premise that supports the ultimate conclusion that a severe worldwide grain shortage is likely. Let’s see if we can find an answer that says that.





A)  Well, actually, “Further increases will be extremely difficult” is what we would call a sub-conclusion
 of the argument. It’s a sub-conclusion because 1) it has support elsewhere in the argument (“most usable farmland is already being farmed with near-maximal efficiency”), and because 2) it, in turn, supports the eventual conclusion. So it’s correct to say that “further increases will be extremely difficult” is a conclusion, and it’s correct to say that it is one of two conclusions in the argument, but it’s not
 correct to say that neither conclusion supports the other. This ain’t it.

B)  No, the conclusion isn’t trying to explain why further increases will be difficult. Rather, “further increases will be difficult” is support for the conclusion that we’re gonna have a grain shortage.

C)  No, there are lots of premises in this argument. There wasn’t just one.

D)  No, the first sentence does not support the second sentence.

E)  Yes. “Intermediate conclusion” is another way of saying “sub-conclusion.”





Our answer is E.
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Ethicist: It would be a mistake to say that just because someone is not inclined to do otherwise, she or he does not deserve to be praised for doing what is right, for although we do consider people especially virtuous if they successfully resist a desire to do what is wrong, they are certainly no less virtuous if they have succeeded in extinguishing all such desires.







The assertion that people are considered especially virtuous if they successfully resist a desire to do what is wrong plays which one of the following roles in the ethicist’s argument?







(A)  It is a claim for which the argument attempts to provide justification.



(B)  It makes an observation that, according to the argument, is insufficient to justify the claim that the argument concludes is false.



(C)  It is a claim, acceptance of which, the argument contends, is a primary obstacle to some people’s having an adequate conception of virtue.



(D)  It is, according to the argument, a commonly held opinion that is nevertheless false.



(E)  It reports an observation that, according to the argument, serves as evidence for the truth of its conclusion.






This is another 9 out of 10 difficulty question because of the extraordinary number of negatives used in the argument. The ethicist concludes, in the first sentence, that “it would be a mistake” to say that people who are not inclined to do wrong do not deserve praise for doing right. Here I’m thinking about Mother Teresa or someone really super-duper good. Mother Teresa has no desire to shoplift, but according to the ethicist, it’s still not wrong to praise her for not shoplifting. Fine, whatever. The ethicist then goes on to say, basically, “Sure, it’s true that we consider Winona Ryder especially virtuous if she successfully resists a desire to shoplift, but Mother Theresa is no less virtuous if she has no such desire.”

The argument asks us to identify the role played in the argument by “the assertion that people are considered especially virtuous if they successfully resist a desire to do what is wrong.” The first question I always ask myself is, “Is this the ultimate conclusion of the argument?” Here, I don’t think it is. The conclusion is “it would be a mistake,” etcetera, from the first sentence. The second question I ask myself is, “Does this bit support the main conclusion of the argument?” (i.e., is it a premise of the argument?) Here, I don’t think it’s a premise, at least not in the straightforward sense of the word. Actually, the assertion that people are considered especially virtuous if they successfully resist a desire to do what is wrong would, if anything, seem to act against
 the ultimate conclusion that it’s not wrong to praise Mother Teresa for not shoplifting. So, after all that, we know that the answer can’t be the conclusion of the argument, and can’t be a premise used to support the conclusion either. We’re looking for something that indicates that the phrase in question actually is a counterexample to the conclusion of the argument.





A)  This is another way of saying, “It is the conclusion of the argument.” So this is out.

B)  Looks good. The author is saying, “Just because we think Winona is especially virtuous for not shoplifting, that’s not sufficient to conclude that Mother Teresa is not praiseworthy for not shoplifting.” Answer B describes that tortuous logic.

C)  The argument does not say anything is a primary obstacle to anything else. So this is out.

D)  The argument acknowledges the truth of this assertion, rather than concluding that the assertion is false. No way.

E)  This basically says, “It’s a premise,” which it’s not. Saying Winona Ryder is praiseworthy for avoiding the urge to shoplift does not support the conclusion that Mother Teresa is praiseworthy for not wanting to shoplift at all.





Our answer is B, because it does the best job of describing the argument’s peculiar logic.






Strategy Of Argumentation Questions: HARDEST


December 2007




Section 3




Question 24



Professor: A person who can select a beverage from among 50 varieties of cola is less free than one who has only these 5 choices: wine, coffee, apple juice, milk, and water. It is clear, then, that meaningful freedom cannot be measured simply by the number of alternatives available; the extent of the differences among the alternatives is also a relevant factor.







The professor’s argument proceeds by







(A)  supporting a general principle by means of an example



(B)  drawing a conclusion about a particular case on the basis of a general principle



(C)  supporting its conclusion by means of an analogy



(D)  claiming that whatever holds for each member of a group must hold for the whole group



(E)  inferring one general principle from another, more general, principle






Before going to the answer choices on a question like this, it’s critical to identify the conclusion of the argument. Here, it’s what follows “it is clear, then.” The conclusion is, “Meaningful freedom cannot be measured simply by the number of alternatives available; the extent of the differences… is also a relevant factor.” Why does the professor say this? Well, he has used a specific example: someone with 50 cola choices has less freedom than someone with the choice of wine, coffee, apple juice, milk, and water. The professor says that if this specific example is true, then the larger principle about choice also has to be true.





A)  This is exactly what we said before looking at the answer choices. Hard to beat that.

B)  This is the reverse of what the professor actually did. The professor reasoned from an example to a general principle, not from a principle to a specific application. This would be the answer if the professor had said, “Freedom depends not just on the number of choices but also the extent of the differences among those choices. Therefore, someone with 50 cola choices is less free than someone who can choose from wine, coffee, milk, juice, and water.” That’s not what she said though.

C)  An “analogy” is a case that is different in some way, like when I bore my classes with stories about my mediocre golf game in order to try to teach them about the LSAT. The professor didn’t use an “analogy” here. She used a direct example of what she was talking about. That’s more like using an LSAT question to teach the LSAT. That’s not using an “analogy.”

D)  The professor didn’t even come close to doing this.

E)  There’s only one principle in the professor’s argument, not two.





Our answer is A.






Strategy Of Argumentation Questions: HARDEST


October 2004




Section 2




Question 24



Psychologist: Some psychologists mistakenly argue that because dreams result from electrical discharges in the brain, they must be understood purely in terms of their physiological function. They conclude, against Freud, that dreams reveal nothing about the character of the dreamer. But since dream content varies enormously, then even if electrical discharges provide the terms of the physiological explanation of dreams, they cannot completely explain the phenomenon of dreaming.







The claim that dream content varies enormously plays which one of the following roles in the argument?







(A)  It is used to support the anti-Freudian conclusion that some psychologists draw concerning dreams.



(B)  It is used to support the explicitly stated conclusion that a fully satisfactory account of dreams must allow for the possibility of their revealing significant information about the dreamer.



(C)  It is used to suggest that neither Freud’s theory nor the theory of anti-Freudian psychologists can completely explain the phenomenon of dreaming.



(D)  It is used to illustrate the difficulty of providing a complete explanation of the phenomenon of dreaming.



(E)  It is used to undermine a claim that some psychologists use to argue against a view of Freud’s.






On questions that ask me what role a certain part of an argument played, I always first make sure
 I know what the conclusion of the argument is, and what the evidence is. Here, the first sentence is the conclusion of the argument. We know this because the entire rest of the argument supports the idea that “some psychologists are mistaken.” That’s the main point, and the rest of the argument is evidence for that conclusion. So “the claim that dream content varies enormously” is a premise that supports the conclusion “some psychologists are wrong.”





A)  No, because the conclusion is against
 some psychologists.

B)  The argument contains no “explicitly stated conclusion that a fully satisfactory account of dreams must allow for the possibility of their revealing significant information about the dreamer.” The argument just doesn’t say that. So this can’t be the answer.

C)  The argument does not say Freud is mistaken. The argument only says some psychologists are mistaken.

D)  The main point of the argument is, “Some psychologists are wrong,” not whether or not explaining dreaming is difficult. No way.

E)  Finally. The claim that dream content varies enormously is a premise of the argument, and the main point of the argument is, “Some psychologists are mistaken,” so this is the answer.





The answer is E.






Strategy Of Argumentation Questions: HARDEST


October 2004




Section 4




Question 24



Some people have maintained that private ownership of the means of production ultimately destroys any society that sanctions it. This may be true of a less technologically advanced society that must share its economic resources to survive. But since only private ownership of the means of production permits individuals to test new technologies without the majority’s consent, a technologically advanced society will actually endanger its survival if the means of production become public property.







The proposition that private ownership of the means of production ultimately destroys any society that sanctions it plays which one of the following roles in the argument above?







(A)  It is a generalization that the argument suggests is no more applicable to less technologically advanced societies than to more technologically advanced societies.



(B)  It is a hypothesis for whose widespread acceptance the argument offers an explanation.



(C)  It is a general hypothesis that the argument suggests is inapplicable to societies more dependent for survival upon the introduction of new technologies than upon the sharing of resources.



(D)  It is a contention about the consequences of an economic arrangement that the argument claims is incompatible with the needs of any society.



(E)  It is a generalization about societies that according to the argument is true for any society in which the majority of its citizens does not impede the introduction of new technologies.






First ask yourself, “Is the phrase in question the conclusion of the argument?” If not, then ask, “What is
 the conclusion?” and, “Does the phrase in question provide support for the argument?”

Here, the argument seems built to support the last two lines: “A technologically advanced society will actually endanger its survival if the means of production become public property.” So that
 is the conclusion of the argument. Does the proposition that “private ownership of the means of production ultimately destroys any society that sanctions it” support the conclusion of the argument? I don’t think so. Rather, the argument claims that the proposition would be false
 as applied to more technologically advanced societies. So that’s our prediction: “It’s argued to be false when applied to more technologically advanced societies.”





A)  We’re looking for, “It’s false when applied to advanced societies.” This answer, “no more applicable,” doesn’t mean “false.” So we’re still looking.

B)  The argument partially disagrees with the proposition in question, but it doesn’t attempt to explain
 the proposition. No way.

C)  Yep, the conclusion of the argument says that the proposition doesn’t apply to high-tech societies. This is the best answer so far.

D)  Pretty good, but C was better.  The argument claims that the proposition in question is false in certain situations, not that it’s false when applied to “any society.”

E)  The argument doesn’t claim that the proposition is true
 for any society. It says it’s false in certain situations!





Our answer is C.






Strategy Of Argumentation Questions: HARDEST


December 2008




Section 2




Question 25



Farmer: In the long run, it is counterproductive for farmers to use insecticides. Because insects’ resistance to insecticides increases with insecticide use, farmers have to use greater and greater amounts of costly insecticides to control insect pests.







Which one of the following most accurately describes the role played in the farmer’s argument by the proposition that farmers have to use greater and greater amounts of costly insecticides to control insect pests?







(A)  It is the argument’s main conclusion, but not its only conclusion.



(B)  It is a claim for which a causal explanation is provided and which itself is used as direct support for the argument’s only conclusion.



(C)  It is the argument’s only conclusion.



(D)  It is a claim that is used as direct support for an intermediary conclusion, which in turn is used as direct support for the argument’s main conclusion.



(E)  It identifies a phenomenon for which the argument’s main conclusion offers a causal explanation.






The farmer’s conclusion is his first sentence: “It is counterproductive for farmers to use insecticides.” I know this because the rest of his argument is evidence that supports this statement. The beginning of the second sentence says insects’ resistance to insecticides increases the more insecticides the farmer uses. This is a premise. The rest of the second sentence, “Farmers have to use greater and greater amounts of costly insecticides to control insect pests,” builds
 on this premise and leads to the conclusion. Because the proposition that farmers have to use greater and greater amounts of costly insecticides is both supported by
 evidence in the argument, and in turn supports
 the conclusion of the argument, I think it is a sub-conclusion, or intermediate conclusion
 , of the argument.





A)  No, it’s not the argument’s main conclusion.

B)  It has support, and it supports. It’s a sub-conclusion. This looks good.

C)  Nope, it’s not the argument’s only conclusion. It’s not even the main conclusion.

D)  It doesn’t support an intermediate conclusion. “Insects’ resistance to insecticides increases with insecticide use” supports the intermediate conclusion.

E)  The argument’s main conclusion is, “It is counterproductive for farmers to use insecticides.” This is not
 a causal explanation for the phenomenon that farmers have to use greater amounts of pesticides. “Insects’ resistance to insecticides increases with insecticide use” is a causal explanation for the phenomenon.





Our answer is B.








Matching Pattern




(Example: “Which one of the following arguments is most similar to the reasoning in Patience’s argument above?”)






These are among the most time consuming and difficult questions on the LSAT. Most students (let’s say, roughly, anyone regularly scoring 160 or below on their practice tests) should be skipping these questions and coming back to them at the end of the section if there’s time. This is especially true on the extremely long Matching Pattern questions. Why would we waste our time on a question that takes up its own column on the page, when we could answer two other questions in the same amount of time? Make sure you’ve harvested all the low-hanging fruit before you break out the 40-foot ladder.

Because Matching Pattern questions are so tough to nail and are often time-consuming, I end up trusting my gut more than anything else. First, I read the argument carefully and see if I can get a feel for the general pattern of reasoning. Then, I ask myself if the logic in the argument is generally good or generally bad. If the logic in the argument is good, then the logic in the correct answer should also be good. If the logic is generally bad, then the logic in the correct answer should also be bad—and bad in the exact same way. If the beginning of an answer choice is wrong, I won’t even bother reading the rest of it. Example: The given argument says nothing about cause and effect, and an answer choice starts out with something about causation. Sometimes it’s impossible to be 100 percent sure that I have chosen the correct answer on a Matching Pattern question. I’m OK with that. But that’s also why they’re good candidates to skip.






Matching Pattern Questions: EASIER


December 2006




Section 1




Question 5



Landscape architect: If the screen between these two areas is to be a hedge, that hedge must be of either hemlocks or Leyland cypress trees. However, Leyland cypress trees cannot be grown this far north. So if the screen is to be a hedge, it will be a hemlock hedge.







In which one of the following is the pattern of reasoning most similar to that in the landscape architect’s argument?







(A)  If there is to be an entrance on the north side of the building, it will have to be approached by a ramp. However, a ramp would become impossibly slippery in winter, so there will be no entrance on the north side.



(B)  If visitors are to travel to this part of the site by automobile, there will be a need for parking spaces. However, no parking spaces are allowed for in the design. So if visitors are likely to come by automobile, the design will be changed.



(C)  The subsoil in these five acres either consists entirely of clay or consists entirely of shale. Therefore, if one test hole in the area reveals shale, it will be clear that the entire five acres has a shale subsoil.



(D)  Any path along this embankment must be either concrete or stone. But a concrete path cannot be built in this location. So if there is to be a path on the embankment, it will be a stone path.



(E)  A space the size of this meadow would be suitable for a playground or a picnic area. However, a playground would be noisy and a picnic area would create litter. So it will be best for the area to remain a meadow.






Our first job, when asked to find a matching pattern of reasoning, is to figure out whether the given argument is sound. Here, I think it is. If the hedge in a certain place must be either hemlock or cypress, and if cypress can’t be grown in this place, then the only way to have a hedge is to plant hemlock. Do you see any other way? I don’t.

Since the architect's argument contained sound logic, our answer choice must also contain sound logic. And our answer choice should also mirror the architect’s argument in some way. So what did the architect do? Here’s one way of describing the architect’s argument: The architect has laid out two possible solutions for a particular problem. Since Solution A is impossible, the only way to solve the problem would be with Solution B.

That’s one way to describe what the architect said. Our answer choice should fit this same description.





A)  I stopped reading this answer choice after the first sentence. We are looking for two possible solutions to a problem. Here, there is apparently only one solution. How could this be the answer?

B)  Same explanation as A. There’s only one solution here. This can’t be the answer.

C)  I read this one all the way through, but it’s not the answer. There are two solutions to the question, “What does the subsoil consist of here?” in this argument. To match the architect’s argument, it should have then said, “Since it can’t be one, it should be the other.” Instead, it said something about how sampling will indicate which soil is the right one. That’s not what we were looking for.

D)  Yes, exactly. This question offers two solutions to a particular problem (building a path), and says since one solution (concrete) won’t work, the only way to build a path would be the other solution (stone). This is perfect.

E)  This is the best incorrect answer. It does offer two solutions, but then it says each solution has particular disadvantages, and concludes that we shouldn’t choose either solution. That’s not what the architect did.





Our answer is D.






Matching Pattern Questions: HARDER


December 2005




Section 1




Question 12



Extinction is inevitable for all biological species. In fact, the vast majority of all species that have ever lived are now extinct. Since all species die out eventually, there is no justification for trying to protect species that are presently endangered, even those that can be saved from extinction now.







The reasoning in the argument above is most closely paralleled by the argument that there is no reason to







(A)  look for a book in the library because it is sometimes checked out



(B)  spend money on preventive maintenance of a car because no car can last indefinitely



(C)  reinforce bridges against earthquakes in earthquake-prone areas because earthquakes occur only very infrequently



(D)  take a route that will avoid the normal traffic jams because traffic jams can occur along any route



(E)  plant a flower garden in soil that is not beneficial to plants because the plants are likely to die in such soil






Wow. Let’s just all kill ourselves now and get it over with.

No? You’re not buying it? That’s good, because it means you’ve already answered the question. Why
 aren’t you buying it? I think it’s probably because, even if we’re all doomed eventually, we might prefer to enjoy life while it lasts instead of jumping off the Golden Gate Bridge.

We’re asked to find a similar argument. Let’s see if we can find something stupidly fatalistic.





A)  This answer is stupid, and fatalistic in a sense. We could pick it if there’s nothing else good.

B)  This answer is better than A, because it captures the “won’t last forever” thing that was happening with the species going extinct. This seems like a solid choice.

C)  This answer is basically just lazy: “Oh, we’ll probably get away without reinforcing our bridges… earthquakes are pretty rare.” That’s a different flaw from what we were looking for.

D)  This one is fatalistic like A was, but it lacks the “won’t last forever” component that was displayed in B. So B is still our leading candidate.

E)  This one probably isn’t flawed. If the soil is bad, you’re probably wasting your time trying to garden.





Our answer is B, because it’s the best match for, “We’re going to die someday, let’s all go jump off the bridge.”






Matching Pattern Questions: HARDER


September 2006




Section 4




Question 14



If Juan went to the party, it is highly unlikely that Maria would have enjoyed the party. But in fact it turned out that Maria did enjoy the party; therefore, it is highly unlikely that Juan was at the party.







The pattern of reasoning in the argument above is most similar to that in which one of the following?







(A)  According to the newspaper, all eight teams in the soccer tournament have an equal chance of winning it. If so, then we will probably lose our goalie, since if we do lose our goalie we will probably not win the tournament.



(B)  Kapinski, our new neighbor, is probably friendly, for Kapinski sells insurance and most people who sell insurance are friendly.



(C)  If the lottery were fair, the person who won the lottery would not have been likely to win it. Thus, since this person would have been likely to win the lottery if it were unfair, the lottery was probably unfair.



(D)  If Clarissa missed the bus today, it is quite unlikely that she would have gotten to work on time. So, it is quite unlikely that Clarissa missed the bus, since she actually was at work on time today.



(E)  This year’s election will probably be fair. But Popov probably will not win unless the election is unfair. So, Popov will not win the election.






This argument uses valid conditional reasoning, except the word “unlikely” in both the premise and the conclusion makes me uncomfortable. Premise: If Juan was at the party, then it’s unlikely
 that Maria enjoyed the party. Conclusion (which uses the contrapositive, but the “unlikely” switches sides): Maria did enjoy the party, so it’s unlikely
 Juan was there.

I really haven’t seen this pattern of reasoning before, and I’m not exactly sure whether it’s valid, but it seems reasonable. But it really doesn’t matter, because the question just asks us to find a similar
 pattern of reasoning. So we’re looking for something that has the following characteristics:






	one premise that is conditional

	one conclusion that seems to use the contrapositive of the premise

	something like “unlikely” that switches sides and therefore makes me unsure whether the logic is valid or not, but overall it seems reasonable.







If you can do that, you can answer the question. If you can’t do that, then you probably can’t answer the question. I didn’t diagram this question, and I don’t think it’s necessary. But if it helps you do what I just did, then more power to you. Most importantly, you should probably be skipping this type of question if it gives you fits and you’re not already a pretty high scorer. There are lower-hanging fruit.

A)  We can tell this isn’t parallel right off the bat because there’s no “likely” or “unlikely” or “probably” in the first sentence. Also, “goalie” is mentioned in the second sentence but not the first, so it’s hard to see how it’s the same kind of premise/contrapositive logic as was used in the question. This is way out.

B)  This logic doesn’t use the contrapositive. Instead, it says Kapinski is probably friendly because most insurance people are friendly and Kapinski sells insurance. This can’t be the answer.

C)  This is a tough one to understand. The premise is Fair lottery —> winner unlikely to win. But the conclusion is Winner likely to win if lottery unfair —> lottery probably unfair. There just seems to be too much changing here. I don’t think this is the answer, based on my gut as much as anything.

D)  This looks much better. Premise: Clarissa missed bus —> unlikely to work on time. Conclusion: Made it to work on time —> unlikely she missed bus. This answer has everything we were looking for: 1) A conditional premise, 2) a contrapositive conclusion, and 3) the “unlikely” that switches sides once and makes us slightly concerned that the logic isn’t valid (but it seems reasonable).

E)  This has two premises instead of one, so it’s out.





The best answer is D.





AGAIN, SKIP THE MATCHING PATTERN OF REASONING QUESTIONS IF YOU’RE NOT ALREADY ABOVE 155-160.






Matching Pattern Questions: HARDER


October 2003




Section 1




Question 15



If all works of art evoke intense feelings, and this sculpture is a work of art, then it follows that this sculpture evokes intense feelings. But this sculpture does not evoke intense feelings at all. So either this sculpture is not a work of art, or not all works of art evoke intense feelings.







Which one of the following arguments is most similar in its pattern of reasoning to the argument above?







(A)  If all classes are canceled, and the biology lab is a class, then it follows that the biology lab is canceled. But the biology lab is not a class. So the biology lab is not canceled, or some classes are not canceled.



(B)  If all medical research is significant, and this research is medical, then it follows that this research is significant. But this research is actually of no significance. So not all medical research is significant, and this research is not medical.



(C)  If all vitamins are safe in large doses, and beta-carotene is a vitamin, then it follows that beta-carotene is safe in large doses. But beta-carotene is not safe in large doses. So not all vitamins are safe in large doses, or beta-carotene is not a vitamin.



(D)  If all sciences rely heavily on mathematics, and clinical psychology is a science, then it follows that clinical psychology relies heavily on mathematics. But clinical psychology does not rely heavily on mathematics. So clinical psychology is not a science.



(E)  If all classes are canceled today, then it follows that today is a holiday and the library is closed. But today is not a holiday. So some classes are not canceled, or the library is open.






Yep. What we have here is valid conditional logic. If all works of art evoke intense feelings, and this sculpture is a work of art, then this sculpture should
 evoke intense feelings.So if the sculpture does not evoke intense feelings, then we know that one of two things has to be true. Either this thing is not art, or we were wrong about all art evoking intense feelings.

We’re asked to find an argument with a similar pattern of reasoning. The first thing I’m thinking here is “good
 logic.” The correct answer has to be similar good logic. So any answer choice that’s flawed will be out.

The next thing I’m thinking is, “I need to find the same
 good logic.”

A)  The first sentence is right, but it goes off the rails when it says, “But the biology lab is not a class.” In order for this to be the answer, it would have to have said, “But the biology lab is not canceled.” I would stop reading this one after the second sentence, because it’s already not parallel.

B)  Wow, this one is very
 close, but it needs to say “or” in the final sentence instead of “and.” So this is out.

C)  Yep, this is exactly the pattern we were looking for. Let’s just scan D and E to make sure they’re wrong.

D)  To match, the last sentence here needs to say, “So either clinical psychology is not a science or not all sciences rely on math.” It doesn’t say that, so it’s out.

E)  We can stop reading this one after the first sentence, because there are too many conditions: "today is a holiday and the library is closed." The given argument contained no similar and construction so this one is out.





Our answer is C.






Matching Pattern Questions: HARDEST


June 2010




Section 2




Question 17



Humankind would not have survived, as it clearly has, if our ancestors had not been motivated by the desire to sacrifice themselves when doing so would ensure the survival of their children or other close relatives. But since even this kind of sacrifice is a form of altruism, it follows that our ancestors were at least partially altruistic.







Which one of the following arguments is most similar in its reasoning to the argument above?







(A)  Students do not raise their grades if they do not increase the amount of time they spend studying. Increased study time requires good time management. However, some students do raise their grades. So some students manage their time well.



(B)  Organisms are capable of manufacturing their own carbohydrate supply if they do not consume other organisms to obtain it. So plants that consume insects must be incapable of photosynthesis, the means by which most plants produce their carbohydrate supplies.



(C)  If fragile ecosystems are not protected by government action their endemic species will perish, for endemic species are by definition those that exist nowhere else but in those ecosystems.



(D)  The natural resources used by human beings will be depleted if they are not replaced by alternative materials. But since such replacement generally requires more power, the resources used to create that power will become depleted.



(E)  Public buildings do not harmonize with their surroundings if they are not well designed. But any well-designed building is expensive to construct. Thus, either public buildings are expensive to construct or else they do not harmonize with their surroundings.






This question is extremely hard. For starters, it takes up its own column on the page. But it’s not just long, it’s also difficult; if you can’t answer it using feel and intuition, then you’re stuck making a diagram of the argument and all five answer choices, which will take forever and you still might miss it anyway
 . It’s an obvious skip for most students just based on its sheer length.

The logic goes like this:






	Premise 1: Ancestors willing to sacrifice
 —> Survive






	Premise 2: But man did survive.

	(Implied sub-conclusion, applying premise 2 to the contrapositive of premise 1: Therefore man must have been willing to sacrifice.)

	Premise 3: Sacrifice is a form of altruism.

	Conclusion: So our ancestors were altruistic.







This is valid logic, so the correct answer must also be valid logic. It should be as similar as possible, so I’ll be looking for an answer that has, ideally, an implied sub-conclusion that uses a contrapositive. Hey, I told you it’s hard.





A)  Premise 1: Increased study time
 —> Raised grades
 Premise 2: Students did raise their grades. (Implied sub-conclusion, applying premise 2 to the contrapositive of premise 1: Therefore students must have increased their study time.) Premise 3: Increased study time requires better time management. Conclusion: Therefore students have better time management.

Looks pretty good, to me. At this point, I might be happy just choosing A and moving on. It’s pretty goddamn close to what we were looking for, and we can’t afford to take all day diagramming this question. Let’s scan B through E, and only diagram if we feel like there’s something that’s too close to eliminate without a diagram.

B)  This argument is actually flawed, because it concludes that a plant can’t have more than one method of getting a carbohydrate supply. We can eliminate this answer because the given argument was not flawed.

C)  This argument is flawed in that it makes two huge assumptions: First, that fragile ecosystems will disappear without protection, and second, that government action is the only way to provide such protection. There were no such assumptions in the given argument, so this is out.

D)  Nah, this argument assumes we can’t come up with an alternative power source besides those “generally required.” It’s not as tight logically as the given argument, so it’s out.

E)  I didn’t see any sort of “either… or else” in the given argument, so this doesn’t match.





Our answer is A.






Matching Pattern Questions: HARDEST
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Question 17



From the fact that people who studied music as children frequently are quite proficient at mathematics, it cannot be concluded that the skills required for mathematics are acquired by studying music: it is equally likely that proficiency in mathematics and studying music are both the result of growing up in a family that encourages its children to excel at all intellectual and artistic endeavors.







The pattern of reasoning in which one of the following arguments is most parallel to that in the argument above?







(A)  Although children who fail to pay attention tend to perform poorly in school, it should not necessarily be thought that their poor performance is caused by their failure to pay attention, for it is always possible that their failure to pay attention is due to undiagnosed hearing problems that can also lead to poor performance in school.



(B)  People who attend a university in a foreign country are usually among the top students from their native country. It would therefore be wrong to conclude from the fact that many foreign students perform better academically than others in this country that secondary schools in other countries are superior to those in this country; it may be that evaluation standards are different.



(C)  People whose diet includes relatively large quantities of certain fruits and vegetables have a slightly lower than average incidence of heart disease. But it would be premature to conclude that consuming these fruits and vegetables prevents heart disease, for this correlation may be merely coincidental.



(D)  Those who apply to medical school are required to study biology and chemistry. It would be a mistake, however, to conclude that those who have mastered chemistry and biology will succeed as physicians, for the practical application of knowledge is different from its acquisition.



(E)  Those who engage in vigorous exercise tend to be very healthy. But it would be silly to conclude that vigorous exercise is healthful simply because people who are healthy exercise vigorously, since it is possible that exercise that is less vigorous also has beneficial results.






This argument basically says, “Just because two things are correlated (studying music as children and being good at math) does not mean that one thing causes the other thing (studying music as children doesn’t necessarily cause
 someone to be good at math) because it’s possible that a third thing (strong family support) caused both of the first two things.” Damn right, correlation does not equal causation! This is the kind of logic I can get behind.

The question asks us to identify a similar pattern of reasoning. We’re looking for, “The correlation between A and B doesn’t mean A causes B, because it’s possible that C causes both A and B.”





A)  This is pretty good. Thing A (failure to pay attention) and thing B (poor performance in school) are correlated, but they might both be caused by thing C (undiagnosed hearing problems). I hope the rest of the answers suck, because I would happily choose answer A.

B)  Nah, the thing at the end about “it may be that evaluation standards are different” just doesn’t match the pattern discussed above. I wouldn’t have to spend too much time on this answer choice since I already have a crush on A.

C)  The first sentence is a correlation, but the second sentence, where it should have proposed a third factor that causes both of the first two things, instead says, “But this may just be chance.” This would suggest that the correlation itself wouldn’t last under scrutiny. Answer A was much better.

D)  Meh. Not even close to the same thing. Where’s the third factor that causes two things to be correlated? I don’t see it.

E)  Again, where’s the third factor that causes two things to be correlated?





Our answer must be A.
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Question 18



Many physicists claim that quantum mechanics may ultimately be able to explain all fundamental phenomena, and that, therefore, physical theory will soon be complete. However, every theory in the history of physics that was thought to be final eventually had to be rejected for failure to explain some new observation. For this reason, we can expect that quantum mechanics will not be the final theory.







Which one of the following arguments is most similar in its reasoning to the argument above?







(A)  Only a few species of plants now grow in very dry climates; therefore, few species of animals can live in those climates.



(B)  Four companies have marketed a new food processing product; therefore, a fifth company will not be able to market a similar product.



(C)  Your sister is a very good chess player but she has never won a chess tournament; therefore, she will not win this chess tournament.



(D)  A rare virus infected a group of people a decade ago; therefore, it will not reinfect the same population now.



(E)  Each team member has failed to live up to people’s expectations; therefore, the team will not live up to people’s expectations.






This argument uses a general pattern of, “It’s always been this way in the past, therefore we can expect it will always be this way in the future.” But that’s not always true, right? The Giants moved to San Francisco in 1958 and played over 50 consecutive baseball seasons without winning a World Series. Would it have been reasonable to claim, “We can therefore expect they will not win a World Series in the future”? Obviously not, as the 2010 & 2012 editions of the Giants did, somehow, win the World Series. Things can change. That’s a flaw in the reasoning here, and since we’re asked to find a similarly reasoned argument, the correct answer should have a similar flaw.





A)  This answer choice doesn’t make a flawed prediction about the future. I really want an answer choice that incorrectly concludes, “It will always be this way.” Answer A doesn’t do that, so I’m still looking.

B)  This would be closer if it predicted that the fifth company would
 be able to market a similar product (like the first four companies did). That would be more like, “Whatever happened in the past will continue to happen.” This is the opposite of that, so it’s definitely out.

C)  Okay, here we go. Your sister won’t win because she’s never won before. This is just like our Giants example above. This is the best answer so far.

D)  This is like B: it’s predicting that the future will be different
 from the past. This can’t be it.

E)  This is a different flaw entirely: this is the flaw of assuming that the whole will have the same characteristics as its parts.





Answer C is the best fit, so it’s our answer.
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Question 19



Team captain: Winning requires the willingness to cooperate, which in turn requires motivation. So you will not win if you are not motivated.







The pattern of reasoning in which one of the following is most similar to that in the argument above?







(A)  Being healthy requires exercise. But exercising involves risk of injury. So, paradoxically, anyone who wants to be healthy will not exercise.



(B)  Learning requires making some mistakes. And you must learn if you are to improve. So you will not make mistakes without there being a noticeable improvement.



(C)  Our political party will retain its status only if it raises more money. But raising more money requires increased campaigning. So our party will not retain its status unless it increases its campaigning.



(D)  You can repair your own bicycle only if you are enthusiastic. And if you are enthusiastic, you will also have mechanical aptitude. So if you are not able to repair your own bicycle, you lack mechanical aptitude.



(E)  Getting a ticket requires waiting in line. Waiting in line requires patience. So if you do not wait in line, you lack patience.






The team captain’s logic is sound, and it’s a pretty familiar pattern on the LSAT. The pattern is basically X (winning) —> Y (cooperation), and Y (cooperation) —> Z (motivation), therefore if Z
 (not motivation) then X
 (not win).

We’re asked to find a similar pattern of reasoning. Since the captain’s logic was valid, the correct answer must also be valid. Any answer choice that is flawed can’t be the correct answer here. And again, it should follow this pattern:





X —> Y —> Z, so if Z
 —> X
 .





A)  Nah. The first two sentences were X —> Y —> Z, but the final sentence needed to say, “So without risking injury, you can’t be healthy,” in order to complete the matching pattern. But that’s not what it said. Instead it said if you want to be X —> Y
 . I was looking for Z
 —> X
 , so this one is not close.

B)  This one is closer, but also wrong. The first two sentences, even though they’re out of order, can be read as X (improving) —> Y (learning) —> Z (making mistakes). So the conclusion should say, “You can’t improve without making mistakes,” or, “If you don’t make mistakes you can’t improve,” to complete the matching pattern. But that’s not what it says. Instead it makes a flawed conclusion that if you DO make mistakes, you WILL improve, or Z —> X. That’s confusing a necessary and sufficient condition. I wanted Z
 —> X
 .

C)  Yep. X(retain status) —> Y(raise money) —> Z(increased campaigning), so if Z
 (no increased campaigning) —> X
 (no retaining status). This is a perfect match.

D)  This one follows the pattern of X —> Y —> Z, but then the conclusion is X
 —> Z
 , which is flawed. It confuses a necessary and sufficient condition. Nope.

E)  This one is the exact same flaw as D. It confuses a necessary and sufficient condition.





Our answer is C, because it’s valid logic that exactly matches the team captain’s valid logic.
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Question 19



People who have habitually slept less than six hours a night and then begin sleeping eight or more hours a night typically begin to feel much less anxious. Therefore, most people who sleep less than six hours a night can probably cause their anxiety levels to fall by beginning to sleep at least eight hours a night.







The reasoning in which one of the following arguments is most similar to that in the argument above?







(A)  When a small company first begins to advertise on the Internet, its financial situation generally improves. This shows that most small companies that have never advertised on the Internet can probably improve their financial situation by doing so.



(B)  Certain small companies that had never previously advertised on the Internet have found that their financial situations began to improve after they started to do so. So most small companies can probably improve their financial situations by starting to advertise on the Internet.



(C)  It must be true that any small company that increases its Internet advertising will improve its financial situation, since most small companies that advertise on the Internet improved their financial situations soon after they first began to do so.



(D)  Usually, the financial situation of a small company that has never advertised on the Internet will improve only if that company starts to advertise on the Internet. Therefore, a typical small company that has never advertised on the Internet can probably improve its financial situation by doing so.



(E)  A small company’s financial situation usually improves soon after that company first begins to advertise on the Internet. Thus, most small companies that have never advertised on the Internet could probably become financially strong.






Correlation does not prove causation!

This is such a common error on the LSAT that you simply must learn to see it coming. Any time anybody says “A and B are correlated, therefore A causes B,” you should say 1) bullshit, 2) more specifically, correlation doesn’t imply causation, and 3) even more specifically, if you claim that A causes B, how do you know that B didn’t cause A? Alternatively, how do you know that C doesn’t cause both A and B?

Here, the facts state that people who used to be anxious and slept six hours a night started sleeping eight hours per night and then became less anxious. But that doesn’t mean the increased sleep caused the decrease in anxiety. Imagine this: George Michael has a stressful job working at the family banana stand. (He’s worried that his cousin Maebe is going to show up and take all the banana stand’s cash.) Combined with his stressful job, and the 8 hours of studying he needs to put in every day, he’s only sleeping a couple hours a day. One day, while Uncle GOB is at the banana stand on his Segway, trying to get a free banana, George Michael’s dad rides up on his ten-speed and tells the kid he’s fired. George Michael goes home and does his homework. Over the next few days, his grades improve and he starts to feel much less anxiety. Plus he’s getting a lot more sleep.

Now, did the increased sleep cause George Michael’s reduced anxiety? Doesn’t seem like it. Seems like the fact that he got laid off is what reduced his anxiety and caused him to get more sleep.

This is a very common, very learnable pattern. If you keep studying, you’re cer- tain to see this flawed reasoning again and again.





A)  This looks like a pretty good match. How do we know that something else didn’t cause the small companies to start to advertise and to improve their financial situation? For example, maybe their primary competitor burned down in a fire. If so, they might say “hey, we have an opportunity here, let’s advertise.” But it’s the lack of competition that causes the improvement in the financial situation. This parallels our story about George Michael, so this one looks pretty good.

B)  The problem here is that it goes from “certain small companies” to “most small companies.” This is definitely flawed, because something that worked for a some small companies won’t necessarily work for most small companies. But that flaw wasn’t present in the given argument. It wasn’t present in A either, which is why A is better than B.

C)  Nah. The conclusion in the given argument was only about “most people.” This answer concludes that “any small company will improve its financial situation.” That’s too absolute, and not a match.

D)  There was nothing about more sleep being necessary, which is what the “only if” in D specifies. No way.

E)  The argument talked about anxiety levels “falling,” but that’s not the same thing as conquering anxiety and becoming psychologically “strong.” This answer goes too far when it says small companies will become financially strong. A better answer would have said “financially stronger” or the like.





Our answer is A, because it’s the best match for the cause and effect error we were looking for.
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Question 21



A small car offers less protection in an accident than a large car does, but since a smaller car is more maneuverable, it is better to drive a small car because then accidents will be less likely.







Which one of the following arguments employs reasoning most similar to that employed by the argument above?







(A)  An artist's best work is generally that done in the time before the artist becomes very well known. When artists grow famous and are diverted from artistic creation by demands for public appearances, their artistic work suffers. So artists' achieving great fame can diminish their artistic reputations.



(B)  It is best to insist that a child spend at least some time every day reading indoors. Even though it may cause the child some unhappiness to have to stay indoors when others are outside playing, the child can benefit from the time by learning to enjoy books and becoming prepared for lifelong learning.



(C)  For this work, vehicles built of lightweight materials are more practical than vehicles built of heavy materials. This is so because while lighter vehicles do not last as long as heavier vehicles, they are cheaper to replace.



(D)  Although it is important to limit the amount of sugar and fat in one's diet, it would be a mistake to try to follow a diet totally lacking in sugar and fat. It is better to consume sugar and fat in moderation, for then the cravings that lead to uncontrolled binges will be prevented.



(E)  A person who exercises vigorously every day has less body fat than an average person to draw upon in the event of a wasting illness. But one should still endeavor to exercise vigorously every day, because doing so significantly decreases the chances of contracting a wasting illness.






This is a super-difficult question. Make sure you get the lower-hanging fruit first; this question is the difference between a 175 and a 180, not the difference between a 160 and a 165.

That said, the logic goes like this:






	Premise 1) A small car offers less protection in an accident than a large car.

	Premise 2) A small car is more maneuverable than a large car, making accidents less likely. Conclusion: It is better to drive a small car. There’s a missing step here, isn’t there? The author has necessarily assumed, “It’s better to avoid accidents than be protected in accidents.” Now, this assumption isn’t wrong
 or anything, but it’s not necessarily right
 either. What if your 16-year-old son is about to start driving, and you know he’s a horrible driver? In that case, you might prefer to put him in a big tank so that he doesn’t get squished when the inevitable accident comes.







The question asks us to find a similar argument, so we should look for an argument that presents two options (each with an advantage and a disadvantage) then picks one of the options without really proving
 that this is the correct option to pick.

A)  Not what we’re looking for. There are no options here.

B)  There’s not a binary choice here. The conclusion is, “The child should spend some
 time indoors,” which leaves open the possibility that the child can also spend some time outdoors. In the argument we were given, the author made a choice between a tank and a small car; you can’t drive both, so B isn’t the answer.

C)  I’m very skeptical of this answer because it’s about vehicles, and a matching topic
 is usually a trap when we’re looking for matching logic
 . However, here we do
 have matching logic. 1) Heavy materials last longer, 2) light materials are cheaper to replace, 3) therefore lightweight materials are more practical. Huh? There’s a big assumption here, “Cheaper replacement is more practical than materials that last,” so this could
 be the answer. But I’m skeptical because it’s a matching topic, which is usually a trap for the lazy. Also, I’m skeptical because “more practical” doesn’t necessarily mean better overall.

D)  This is not the answer, because the premises don’t present an advantage and disadvantage for consuming/not consuming sugar and fat. Instead, the first premise is about limiting
 sugar and fat, and then the second premise is about completely eliminating
 sugar and fat. This is out.

E)  The choice here is between exercising every day and not exercising every day. The good thing about exercising is that it decreases your chances of avoiding a disease in the first place; the bad thing is that if you do
 get the disease, you have less body fat to draw upon. The argument then says exercising is the right thing to do, which is not justified unless you assume, “It’s better to avoid the problem than survive the problem when it happens.” But the given argument had that same assumption. C, on the other hand, assumed it was better to survive a problem (cheap replacement) than to avoid the problem using heavy materials. I could choose C if E wasn’t there, but E is better.





The answer is E.
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Question 22



Radio airplay restrictions are nationally imposed regulations. The City Club has compiled a guide to all nationally imposed regulations except those related to taxation or to labor law. Radio airplay restrictions are related neither to taxation nor to labor law, so the City Club’s guide covers radio airplay restrictions.







Which one of the following exhibits a pattern of reasoning most similar to that exhibited by the argument above?







(A)  All prepackaged desserts pose a risk of tooth decay. The Nutrition Foundation recommends avoiding all prepackaged desserts that are not high in vitamins or protein. Many prepackaged snack foods are low in vitamins or protein, so the Nutrition Foundation recommends avoiding prepackaged snack foods as well.



(B) Coreopsis is a perennial. The Garden Club awards a prize each year for each perennial except those that are shrubs or not native to North America. Coreopsis is native to North America and is not a shrub. So the Garden Club awards a prize each year for coreopsis.



(C)  The Windsor Coalition is an example of a community organizing to discourage overdevelopment. The Neighborhood Association is in favor of this sort of community organizing, except when it poses a threat to regional economic growth. Therefore, the Neighborhood Association is in favor of the Windsor Coalition.



(D)  Compact discs are a kind of data storage device. Leotol Corporation does not produce data storage devices that use analog storage methods. Compact discs do not use analog storage methods, so it follows that Leotol Corporation produces compact discs.



(E)  Traffic laws are a type of government regulation. The association supports traffic laws that are in the public interest, even if they have not been shown to reduce the accident rate. Thus, the association should support all government regulations that are in the public interest.






To match a pattern of reasoning, you’ve first got to be able to tell what the pattern of reasoning is, and whether the reasoning makes sense or not. This one looks like valid logic to me. It says that generally, all nationally imposed regulations are in the City Club guide. There are two exceptions, but radio airplay restrictions don’t meet either of those exceptions. Therefore, radio airplay restrictions are in the City Club guide. I’m looking for as close to the same reasoning as possible in the answer choices. Something like, “There are two escape hatches, but they’re both welded shut, so we’re going down with the ship,” would be perfect.





A)  The evidence was about “desserts," but the conclusion was about “snacks." That's flawed logic, so this is out.

B)  This is perfect. All perennials get prizes, with two exceptions: 1) shrubs and 2) non-native species. Coreopsis is a perennial, and does not meet any exception. Therefore it gets a prize. This matches our desired pattern exactly.

C)  There’s only one exception here instead of two, and we don’t even know whether or not the Windsor Coalition meets this exception. Not a good answer.

D)  All we know about Leotol Corporation is that it does not
 use analog storage methods. There’s no proof that they make CDs or any other type of storage devices. They might make mouthwash for all we know. This is horrible logic, and the given logic was sound, so this can’t possibly be the answer. Bad answer.

E)  There’s no general rule with exceptions here. It’s just not the same as the argument presented.





Our answer is B.
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Question 23



The fact that people who exercise vigorously are sick less often than average does not prove that vigorous exercise prevents illness, for whether one exercises vigorously or not depends in part on one’s preexisting state of health.







The reasoning in which one of the following arguments is most similar to that in the argument above?







(A)  Having strong verbal skills encourages people to read more, so the fact that habitual readers tend to be verbally skilled does not prove that reading produces verbal skill.



(B)  Musical and mathematical skills are often produced by the same talent for perceiving abstract patterns, so the fact that some mathematicians are not skilled musicians does not prove that they lack the talent that can produce musical skill.



(C)  Since how people choose to dress often depends on how their friends dress, the fact that a person chooses a style of dress does not prove that he or she truly prefers that style to any other.



(D)  The fact that taller children often outperform other children at basketball does not show that height is a decisive advantage in basketball, for taller children tend to play basketball more frequently than do other children.



(E)  The fact that two diseases have similar symptoms does not establish that they have the same underlying cause, for dissimilar causes can have similar effects.






Okay, finally, here is logic I can get behind. Rather than making an error of reasoning, like usual, this argument is actually discussing
 an error of reasoning. The point that the author is making is that just because two things are correlated (exercise and lack of illness) does not mean that thing A (exercise) caused thing B (lack of illness). Why? Well, because it’s entirely possible that the causal relationship goes the other
 way, i.e.
 , thing B (lack of illness) actually causes thing A (exercise). I fully support this analysis! I’m excited, because this virtually never happens.

The question asks us to identify an argument that uses similar reasoning. Because the reasoning in the argument was valid, our correct answer has to contain valid logic, and it has to be the same
 valid logic. What I’m looking for here is an argument that says, “Thing A didn’t necessarily cause thing B, because maybe thing B actually caused thing A.” A perfect answer would be, “Cancer and cigarette smoking are correlated, but it’s silly to conclude cancer causes cigarette smoking because it’s very possible that cigarette smoking causes cancer.”





A)  Yes, I think this is it. Thing A (habitual reading) does not necessarily cause thing B (verbal skill) because it’s possible that thing B (verbal skill) causes thing A (habitual reading). Unless another answer really knocks my socks off, this is our answer.

B)  This adds a variable. There are three things here (music skill, math skill, and abstract pattern recognition) instead of just two. I’m not going to waste any more time here, because answer A was already better than this mess.

C)  This is different, because thing A (actually liking a style) doesn’t necessarily cause thing B (wearing a certain style) because thing C (your friends liking a style) might actually cause thing B (wearing a certain style). This argument doesn’t point out the potential reversal
 of cause and effect like the initial argument did, and like Answer A did. Rather, it points out a potential alternate
 cause. This is valid logic, which I like, but it’s not the same
 valid logic. Answer A is still the best.

D)  This is very close, but I think the problem here is that I can make the argument that height actually is
 a decisive advantage. It makes you play better, and makes you play more often, which also makes you play better. That sounds like a decisive advantage. I think this argument is flawed. Since the argument we were given was not
 flawed, this can’t be the correct answer. Furthermore, there's no possible reversal of cause and effect here... it didn't say “it's possible that basketball causes children to grow taller."

E)  This is valid logic, but it’s basically saying, “The same effect can have two different causes,” and that’s not what we were looking for.





Our answer is A.
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Question 23



At Southgate Mall, mattresses are sold only at Mattress Madness. Every mattress at Mattress Madness is on sale at a 20 percent discount. So every mattress for sale at Southgate Mall is on sale at a 20 percent discount.







Which one of the following arguments is most similar in its reasoning to the argument above?







(A)  The only food in Diane’s apartment is in her refrigerator. All the food she purchased within the past week is in her refrigerator. Therefore, she purchased all the food in her apartment within the past week.



(B)  Diane’s refrigerator, and all the food in it, is in her apartment. Diane purchased all the food in her refrigerator within the past week. Therefore, she purchased all the food in her apartment within the past week.



(C)  All the food in Diane’s apartment is in her refrigerator. Diane purchased all the food in her refrigerator within the past week. Therefore, she purchased all the food in her apartment within the past week.



(D)  The only food in Diane’s apartment is in her refrigerator. Diane purchased all the food in her refrigerator within the past week. Therefore, all the food she purchased within the past week is in her apartment.



(E)  The only food that Diane has purchased within the past week is in her refrigerator. All the food that she has purchased within the past week is in her apartment. Therefore, all the food in her apartment is in her refrigerator.






The logic here is sound. Any mattress for sale at Southgate is at Mattress Madness, and all of Mattress Madness’ mattresses are 20 percent off, therefore every mattress for sale at Southgate is 20 percent off. The logic, in general terms, is X —> Y —> Z, therefore X —> Z. This works for me.

We’re asked to identify a similarly reasoned argument. I’m looking for something that is 1) valid logic, and 2) uses the same X —> Y —> Z pattern above.





A)  The problem with this logic is that just because all the food Diane purchased in the past week is in her refrigerator does not
 mean that all the food in Diane’s refrigerator was purchased within the past week. What about that Chinese food from 2 months ago that nobody is ever going to eat? Huh? This isn’t valid logic, so it’s out.

B)  Here, the problem is that Diane could have moldy old Chinese food sitting on the counter for the past month. Just because “her refrigerator and all the food in it is in her apartment” doesn’t mean that all her food is in her refrigerator. This is bad logic, so it’s out.

C)  This one is valid logic, and it follows the X —> Y —> Z pattern I was looking for. I like this answer. I’ve already eliminated A and B, so I’ll be really happy if I can find something wrong with D and E.

D)  This is bad logic because Diane could have eaten some of her food already, or taken it to work, or thrown it outside on her lawn. This isn’t valid logic so it’s out.

E)  This completely ignores the moldy Chinese food that has been sitting on the counter for two months.





Our answer is C.
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Question 23



Naturalist: A species can survive a change in environment, as long as the change is not too rapid. Therefore, the threats we are creating to woodland species arise not from the fact that we are cutting down trees, but rather from the rate at which we are doing so.







The reasoning in which one of the following is most similar to that in the naturalist’s argument?







(A)  The problem with burning fossil fuels is that the supply is limited; so, the faster we expend these resources, the sooner we will be left without an energy source.



(B)  Many people gain more satisfaction from performing a job well—regardless of whether they like the job—than from doing merely adequately a job they like; thus, people who want to be happy should choose jobs they can do well.



(C)  Some students who study thoroughly do well in school. Thus, what is most important for success in school is not how much time a student puts into studying, but rather how thoroughly the student studies.



(D)  People do not fear change if they know what the change will bring; so, our employees’ fear stems not from our company’s undergoing change, but from our failing to inform them of what the changes entail.



(E)  Until ten years ago, we had good soil and our agriculture flourished. Therefore, the recent decline of our agriculture is a result of our soil rapidly eroding and there being nothing that can replace the good soil we lost.






This is a fun argument, because it’s simultaneously all true and completely nonsensical. Yes
 , species can survive if they have time to adapt, so yes
 , if we cut down the forest slower, the species would survive, but oh my God that’s dumb
 , because we would have to cut down the forest over thousands or millions or billions of years to give the species sufficient time to evolve, and that wouldn’t really be “cutting down the forest,” would it? Cutting down one tree every 100 years would, in our lifetimes, anyway, for all practical purposes actually be not
 cutting down the forest. That’s not a blatant flaw, but it’s something I noticed. Anyway, we’re asked to find a similar argument. Let’s see.





A)  This isn’t really similar because it doesn’t say that fossil fuels can be replenished
 if we slowed down the consumption. This one just says, “We’re fucked eventually, but we can delay the inevitable if we slow down our consumption.” The argument about the species and the forest said, “We can avoid the problem if we do something different.”

B)  This is in no way similar to the argument about the species and the forest. Not even close.

C)  No, there was no “quality vs. quantity” component in the species/forest argument. Totally different.

D)  I don’t love this, because the argument didn’t say, “We can cut down the forest as long as we notify the owls we are going to do it.” If this one said, “We are changing too fast,” instead of, “We are changing without informing the employees,” then I would like it. But that’s not what it says.

E)  This makes a correlation-causation flaw that I don’t think was present in the species/forest argument. This one says, “we used to have good soil and good crops, now we have terrible crops which must be because of our bad soil.” That’s blatantly bad logic, so this one is out.





Hmm. Very tough question. I think our answer has to be D, because at the very least it says, “The problem is coming from X, not Y, so if we did something different we could avoid the problem.” The argument about the species and the forest definitely did that.





Let’s go with D.
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Question 24



Newscaster: In order for the public to participate in a meaningful way in the current public policy debate, one requirement is that the issues be stated in terms the public can understand. The mayor’s speech has just stated these issues in such terms, so now the public at least might be able to participate in a meaningful way in the current public policy debate.







Which one of the following most closely parallels the newscaster’s argument in its reasoning?







(A)  One must know Russian if one is to read Dostoyevski’s original text of
 
Crime and Punishment

 . Rachel has never learned Russian; therefore she cannot read the original text of
 
Crime and Punishment

 .



(B)  In order to reach one’s goals, one must be able to consider these goals carefully. Laura has reached her goals, so she must have been able to consider those goals carefully.



(C)  One cannot confuse the majority of one’s students if one wants to be a good teacher. Hugo wants to be a good teacher; therefore, he might be able to avoid confusing the majority of his students.



(D)  In order to discover the meaning of certain seldom-used words, one must use a good dictionary. Paul has used a good dictionary, so Paul must have discovered the meaning of those words.



(E)  One must at least have warm clothing if one is to survive in a very cold climate. Jerome has obtained warm clothing; therefore, he might be able to survive in a very cold climate.






Very tricky. Once again, for the billionth time, we encounter the sufficient-necessary flaw. The newscaster’s evidence is that stating issues in terms the public can understand is necessary
 in order for the public to participate. The newscaster’s second piece of evidence is that the mayor does state issues in these terms. The dumbass conclusion is, “So the public might now participate.”

The word “might” saves this from being completely flawed. But it’s still silly, because the newscaster ignores the fact that there might be a million reasons why the public cannot participate.

The argument is a lot like saying this:






	Premise: “To be in San Francisco, it is necessary that one be in California.”

	Premise: “John is in California.”

	Conclusion: “Therefore John might be in San Francisco.”







This isn’t wrong
 , per se. But there are a hell of a lot of other places in California one can be besides San Francisco. Imagine an argument that went like this: “The murder took place in San Francisco. San Francisco is in California. John was in California, therefore John might be the murderer.” Very sketchy, right? That’s essentially what’s going on in this argument.

We’re asked to find a similar argument, which means we need 1) a partially flawed argument, and 2) the same
 partially flawed argument. We need something that confuses a necessary condition with a sufficient condition, but throws in something relative, like the word “might,” in the conclusion.





A)  No, there’s no flaw here. This is valid logic using a contrapositive.

B)  No, there’s no flaw here. This is valid logic using a contrapositive.

C)  If the second sentence had said, “Hugo does not confuse the majority of his students, therefore he might be a good teacher,” then that would be a logically similar flaw, and would be the correct answer. Unfortunately, that’s not what it says.

D)  No, because this lacks the word “might,” or a comparable relative term, in the conclusion. This argument is absolutely flawed, whereas the given argument was only partially flawed. So this is out.

E)  Yep, this is it. There are lots of other reasons why Jerome might not
 survive. But if he has the warm clothing then that’s at least one thing that he’s got going for him, so I suppose it’s not horrifically stupid to say that he might
 survive. It’s a dumb argument, but not outright wrong. That matches the given argument, so E is our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 25



To get the free dessert, one must order an entree and a salad. But anyone who orders either an entree or a salad can receive a free soft drink. Thus, anyone who is not eligible for a free soft drink is not eligible for a free dessert.







The reasoning in the argument above is most similar to the reasoning in which one of the following arguments?







(A)  To get an executive position at Teltech, one needs a university diploma and sales experience. But anyone who has worked at Teltech for more than six months who does not have sales experience has a university diploma. Thus, one cannot get an executive position at Teltech unless one has worked there for six months.



(B)  To be elected class president, one must be well liked and well known. Anyone who is well liked or well known has something better to do than run for class president. Therefore, no one who has something better to do will be elected class president.



(C)  To grow good azaleas, one needs soil that is both rich in humus and low in acidity. Anyone who has soil that is rich in humus or low in acidity can grow blueberries. So, anyone who cannot grow blueberries cannot grow good azaleas.



(D)  To drive to Weller, one must take the highway or take Old Mill Road. Anyone who drives to Weller on the highway will miss the beautiful scenery. Thus, one cannot see the beautiful scenery without taking Old Mill Road to Weller.



(E)  To get a discount on ice cream, one must buy frozen raspberries and ice cream together. Anyone who buys ice cream or raspberries will get a coupon for a later purchase. So, anyone who does not get the discount on ice cream will not get a coupon for a later purchase.






These rules are stupid, but it’s valid logic. It’s, “If W then X and Y. And if X or Y, then Z. So if not Z, then not W.” That’s valid.

We’re asked to find a similar pattern of reasoning, so we need the SAME
 valid logic. The correct answer should say, “If W then X and Y, and if X or Y then Z, so if not Z then not W.”

If that explanation makes zero sense to you, that’s okay—you’re just out of your league a little bit. Focus on earlier, easier questions (especially conditional reasoning questions) before beating your brains out on this one.





A)  I stopped reading this one after the third line because it seemed like it was introducing a new element (working six months) that didn’t link to the previous elements. That’s not conclusive proof that it’s wrong, but I’m definitely going to look through the rest of them before wasting more time here.

B)  This one goes off the rails at the last second. If the conclusion said “Therefore, nobody who doesn't have something better to do can be elected class president,” it would be valid logic, and match the given argument. But the conclusion says something else so this is out.

C)  Perfect match. This is the same valid logic.

D)  Nah, this one starts off with an “or” in the first premise which should have been an “and.”

E)  This one starts off great but has a reversal in the last sentence. It should have said, “Anyone who does not get a coupon does not get the discount,” but it said the reverse of that.





Our answer is C.






Matching Pattern Questions: HARDEST


June 2003




Section 3




Question 25



Inflation rates will not stabilize unless the rate of economic growth decreases. Yet in order to slow the economy, the full cooperation of world leaders will be required. Thus, it would be overly optimistic to expect stable inflation rates in the near future.







Which one of the following is most closely parallel in its reasoning to the reasoning in the argument above?







(A)  If factory safety is a serious concern, each employee must report potentially hazardous situations. Only with full employee participation in the safety program will these hazards be corrected and accidents be prevented. Thus, without everyone’s cooperation we cannot expect improved factory safety.



(B)  If the board is serious about improving management efficiency, it must eliminate organizational redundancy. Unfortunately, it will not be possible to eliminate wasteful redundancy without dismissing a number of senior employees. Thus, no option is available but to dismiss some senior employees.



(C)  Only if we thoroughly examine all options will we be able to arrive at the optimal decision. Such a thorough examination, however, will necessitate a delay in the presentation of our proposal. Therefore, we will be able to arrive at an optimal decision only if we delay the presentation of our proposal.



(D)  If we are to produce the safest vehicles possible, we must conduct objective structural tests. However, the performance of such objective tests will inevitably result in huge cost overruns. It is therefore unavoidable that the level of vehicle safety will not be optimal.



(E)  If honesty is the best policy, we should report our company’s poor performance in the last year. But if we do so, we will put our jobs at risk and our stockholders will complain. Therefore, we must not report our poor performance.






Wow. This question, to me, is an obvious skip
 . I say this because it takes up its own column on the page.

Now, it’s possible that number 25 is actually easy. But, based solely on length, I think it’s obviously twice as time consuming as an average question. And frequently, length = difficulty, so it might be twice as difficult as well. Therefore, if I were you, I wouldn’t do this question until I had comfortably answered every other question in the section. You’re the boss. You decide what questions to do first.

If you are
 going to do this question, then here are my thoughts:

The argument is far from proven. The argument seems to make a big-ass assumption: that the full cooperation of world leaders is unlikely. Now, in real life you might think that’s a fair, or even obvious, assumption. But on the LSAT, if it’s not on the page
 then it can’t be assumed. So the argument here basically says, “In order to do X, we would need to do Y. And to do Y, we’d need to do Z.” (Then, unstated, a big-ass assumption: Z will be difficult.) “Therefore, X will be difficult.”

Make sense? The question asks us to find a similar argument. So in the correct answer, I’m looking for something that isn’t necessarily
 flawed (it’s possibly that the full cooperation of world leaders actually is
 unlikely), but the correct answer must contain a big-ass assumption.

Here’s an example of an answer that would be perfect: “To win the World Series, we are going to need an awesome pitching staff. To have an awesome pitching staff, we will need a good General Manager. Therefore, it’s overly optimistic to expect that we’ll win the World Series.” (Big assumption: That it’s overly optimistic to expect that we’ll have a good General Manager.)





A)  Nope. This answer goes off the rails when it switches from reporting
 accidents to correcting and preventing
 accidents. I wanted the second sentence here to say, “In order for employees to report accidents, they have to feel secure in doing so,” or something like that. I don’t think this can be it.

B)  This one is fundamentally flawed. There is
 another option besides dismissing senior employees: don’t be serious about management efficiency. So this answer has more than a big assumption, it has a fundamental flaw. That’s not what we’re looking for.

C)  This answer adds up. It doesn’t have an assumption or
 a flaw. This isn’t the answer.

D)  Hmm. I think this is the best answer so far. It’s not fundamentally flawed, and it makes a big assumption that huge cost overruns are impossible. The only thing I don’t like about it is that it says “unavoidable” instead of “unlikely” in the last sentence; the given argument was softer than this answer choice is. Still, if E is out then this will be our answer.

E)  Nah. In order for this answer to be similar to the argument we were given, it would have had to have concluded that “therefore it’s unlikely that honesty is the best policy.” Rather than saying, “If X then Y, and if Y then Z, therefore X is unlikely,” this answer says, “If X then Y, and if Y then Z, therefore we can’t do Y.” That’s not the same.





The best answer is D.

It’s important here that you realize that the hardest questions on the logical reasoning aren’t just a little
 bit harder than the easy questions. They’re not even only twice as hard, they’re more like ten times
 harder. If you’re currently scoring 165 or higher, then this is a good question to focus your attention on. If you’re anywhere below 165, there are much more learnable questions on this test that you should be studying first. Come back when you’re around 170 and tackle this one again.
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Question 25



Wealth is not a good thing, for good things cause no harm at all, yet wealth is often harmful to people.







Which one of the following arguments is most similar in its pattern of reasoning to the argument above?







(A)  Alex loves to golf, and no one in the chess club loves to golf. It follows that Alex is not in the chess club.



(B)  Isabella must be a contented baby. She smiles a great deal and hardly ever cries, like all happy people.



(C)  Growth in industry is not a good thing for our town. Although the economy might improve, the pollution would be unbearable.



(D)  Sarah’s dog is not a dachshund, for he hunts very well, and most dachshunds hunt poorly.



(E)  There is usually more traffic at this time of day, unless it is a holiday. But since today is not a holiday, it is surprising that there is so little traffic.






This argument is a bit abstract, so I have a hard time relating to it or arguing with it. What exactly is “wealth”? Isn’t that a relative term? What’s “harmful”? Again, that seems relative. So maybe a diagram will help us at least see the logic that’s being used.






	Premise: Good —> harmful
 (contrapositive: harmful —> good
 )

	Premise: Wealth —> harmful

	Conclusion: Wealth —> good












If we link the two premises together, we’d get wealth —> harmful —> good
 .

So it looks like the conclusion of this argument is justified by its premises. In other words, the conclusion is logical, given the facts.

The question asks us to identify a similar pattern of reasoning. Heading into the answer choices, we know that the correct answer has to have a couple characteristics. First, since the logic given in the argument was valid, the logic in the correct answer has to also be valid. Second, since the argument used conditional reasoning (if —> then statements) the correct answer will also have to use conditional reasoning. Finally, since the basic pattern of the reasoning in the argument was A —> B —> C
 , therefore A —> C
 , the correct answer would ideally have this same basic pattern.





Many students will object at this point, thinking there is no way they could take time to perform this degree of analysis before heading into the answer choices. My response: 1) This analysis gets easier/quicker the more you do it, and 2) you can’t afford not
 to do this level of analysis. If you rush into the answer choices unarmed, the question becomes virtually impossible. The answer choices are designed to confuse you, to trick you, to waste your time, and to frustrate you. Answer the questions in advance so that you don’t have to waste your time with answer choices that probably don’t make any sense anyway.





A)  This looks pretty good right off the bat. The answer choice uses conditional reasoning (if —> then statements). The answer choice seems to be logically valid (the conclusion is Alex isn’t in the chess club. The evidence is Alex loves to golf, and nobody in the chess club loves to golf. Seems valid to me). The general pattern seems to be in the form of A —> B —> C
 . I like it.

B)  This answer choice seems weird to me because “contented baby” doesn’t exactly match “happy people.” We can’t waste any more time with this answer choice since A was so good.

C)  This answer choice isn’t as logically tight as answer A. My objection to C would be, “What if we decide that our economy is more important than our environment?” Answer A was much more solid, which matches the solid logic in the argument we were presented. So C is out.

D)  The problem here is that Sarah’s dog could be the exception to the rule about dachshunds hunting poorly. Note that the premise said most
 dachshunds hunt poorly. If it said “all,” instead of “most,” then D would be a great answer. But that’s not what it says.

E)  Usually? Surprising? Unless? Nothing in this answer choice matches the simple logic in the argument we were presented. This isn’t even close.





Our answer is A.








Matching Flaw




(Example: “Which one of the following arguments is most similar to the flawed pattern of reasoning used by Patience?”)


This is a slightly easier variation on the Matching Pattern question, because there is something specifically wrong
 with the argument. The correct answer will have the exact same flaw. Make sure you identify the flaw before you look at the answer choices.
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Question 8



The university’s purchasing department is highly efficient overall. We must conclude that each of its twelve staff members is highly efficient.







Which one of the following arguments exhibits flawed reasoning most similar to that exhibited by the argument above?







(A)  The employees at this fast-food restaurant are the youngest and most inexperienced of any fast-food workers in the city. Given this, it seems obvious that customers will have to wait longer for their food at this restaurant than at others.



(B)  The outside audit of our public relations department has exposed serious deficiencies in the competence of each member of that department. We must conclude that the department is inadequate for our needs.



(C)  This supercomputer is the most sophisticated—and the most expensive—ever built. It must be that each of its components is the most sophisticated and expensive available.



(D)  Literature critics have lavished praise on every chapter of this book. In light of their reviews, one must conclude that the book is excellent.



(E)  Passing a driving test is a condition of employment at the city’s transportation department. It follows that each of the department’s employees has passed the test.






What? No, no, no
 . Just because a team is great does not mean that it doesn’t have any shitty players on it.

We’re asked to find a similar flawed argument. I’m looking for an argument that also makes an, “Our team rules, therefore each of our players also rules,” mistake.





A)  I stopped reading this after the first sentence. The answer we’re looking for has to generalize from a fact about the team to a conclusion about the team members, not from team members to anything else.

B)  Same problem. The given argument said, “The team overall is X, therefore each member of the team must be X.” This answer says, “Every member of the team is X, therefore the team overall must be X.” That’s backward.

C)  Yeah, I think this is it. “The computer is X, therefore each part of the computer is X.” Pretty good.

D)  This one is backward in the same way as B. “Every part of the book is X, therefore the book overall must be X.”

E)  This one has an assumption in it (if you’re working for the city, you’re not breaking the city’s rules), but otherwise the logic is actually sound. Even if you consider the assumption a flaw, it’s not the same flaw we were looking for.





So our answer is C.
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Question 13



Each of the smallest particles in the universe has an elegantly simple structure. Since these particles compose the universe, we can conclude that the universe itself has an elegantly simple structure.







Each of the following arguments exhibits flawed reasoning similar to that in the argument above EXCEPT:







(A)  Each part of this car is nearly perfectly engineered. Therefore this car is nearly perfect, from an engineering point of view.



(B)  Each part of this desk is made of metal. Therefore this desk is made of metal.



(C)  Each brick in this wall is rectangular. Therefore this wall is rectangular.



(D)  Each piece of wood in this chair is sturdy. Therefore this chair is sturdy.



(E)  Each sentence in this novel is well constructed. Therefore this is a well-constructed novel.






The flaw here is a common one: If every part has certain characteristics, then the whole must have those same characteristics. That’s not true, because I’m sure that I could make a really awful stew out of nothing but amazing ingredients. Don’t believe me? I dare you to come over for dinner sometime.

Because this is an EXCEPT question, we know that there are four answers that will match this flawed pattern of reasoning, and one that won’t. Let’s see.





A)  Yep, this is an exact match. You could make a shitty car out of amazing parts, if they were put together improperly.

B)  Nope, this doesn’t match. If each piece of a desk is made out of metal, then the desk is, in fact, made entirely out of metal. There’s no flaw here.

C)  Yep, you could make a circular wall out of rectangular bricks. This is a match.

D)  Yep, you could make a very shitty chair out of sturdy pieces, if you put the pieces together in a stupid manner, or used shoddy nails or something.

E)  Yep, you could make a horrible novel out of nothing but great sentences. If, for example, you just kept describing the weather over and over and over, with nothing but perfectly constructed sentences, the novel would still suck because there would be no story or characters.





Our answer is B, because it’s actually not flawed. If you missed this one, you might have been being too technical instead of actually thinking about what the words were saying. Don't focus on structure so much that you ignore content! B and C superficially look identical, but one is definitely flawed and one is not. There’s nothing wrong with applying your common sense!





The answer is B.
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Question 16



Anyone who believes in extraterrestrials believes in UFOs. But the existence of UFOs has been conclusively refuted. Therefore a belief in extraterrestrials is false as well.







Which one of the following arguments contains flawed reasoning most similar to that in the argument above?







(A)  Anyone who believes in unicorns believes in centaurs. But it has been demonstrated that there are no centaurs, so there are no unicorns either.



(B)  Anyone who believes in unicorns believes in centaurs. But you do not believe in centaurs, so you do not believe in unicorns either.



(C)  Anyone who believes in unicorns believes in centaurs. But you do not believe in unicorns, so you do not believe in centaurs either.



(D)  Anyone who believes in unicorns believes in centaurs. But there is no good reason to believe in centaurs, so a belief in unicorns is unjustified as well.



(E)  Anyone who believes in unicorns believes in centaurs. But it has been conclusively proven that there is no such thing as a unicorn, so a belief in centaurs is mistaken as well.






Most people mess this question up because they diagram it. Like this:






	Premise 1: ET —> UFOs

	Premise 2: Not UFOs

	Conclusion: Not ET







Based on the diagram, the argument looks logically sound. It’s the contrapositive, right? Wrong. The problem here is that premise 1 was about belief
 in ET and UFOs, and premise 2 was about the actual existence
 of UFOs. The diagram, which is abstract, left out the very important details of belief vs. absolute existence. Don’t diagram unless you absolutely have to, because you run the risk of falling into silly traps like this one.





A)  Just like our prediction, the first premise is about belief
 , and the second premise is about actual existence
 . That’s the flaw we were looking for.

B)  This is logically valid, so it can’t be the answer to a “similar flaw” question.

C)  This is a sufficient/necessary condition confusion. There was no such flaw in the argument we were given. This argument is flawed, but it’s not the same
 flaw.

D)  This is all about belief, not about actual existence. So it’s not the same flaw.

E)  This contains the flaw regarding belief vs. actual existence, but it also contains an additional
 flaw confusing the sufficient and necessary condition. This argument is like, “Anyone who believes in Santa believes that Christmas is December 25. But Santa has been conclusively proven not to exist, therefore a belief that Christmas is December 25 is mistaken as well.”

The sufficient-necessary flaw is simply not doing the contrapositive correctly. A correct contrapositive reverses the terms and
 negates the terms. If you only do one of these, you get an error that looks like this:






	Premise: A —> B

	Correct Contrapositive: B
 —> A


	Flawed Conclusion: B —> A (or A
 —> B
 , which is logically the same error)







The argument did not make this error, but answer E did. The first sentence of E says if you believe in unicorns then that is sufficient information to know that you believe in centaurs as well. In other words, it is necessary to also believe in centaurs if you believe in unicorns. So Believe U —> Believe C. But then the conclu- sion says since Unicorns don’t exist, that must be sufficient to know that Centaurs also don’t exist. In other words, if Unicorns don’t exist then it’s necessary that Centaurs don’t exist either. So U Exists—> C Exists. This is two errors in one. The given argument only had one error, so E can’t be the answer.





Very tough question. Our answer is A.
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Question 17



Warm air tends to be humid, and as humidity of air increases, the amount of rainfall also increases. So, the fact that rainfall totals for most continents have been increasing over the past five years is strong evidence that the air temperature is increasing as well.







Which one of the following has a flawed pattern of reasoning most similar to the flawed pattern of reasoning in the argument above?







(A)  Food that is fresh tends to be nutritious, and the more nutritious one’s diet the healthier one is. People today are generally healthier than people were a century ago. So it is likely that people today eat food that is fresher than the food people ate a century ago.



(B)  Your refusal to make public your personal finances indicates some sort of financial impropriety on your part, for people who do not reveal their personal finances generally are hiding some sort of financial impropriety.



(C)  People tend not to want to travel on mass transit when they are carrying bags and packages, and the more bags and packages one carries, the more awkward travel on mass transit becomes. Therefore, people who carry bags and packages tend to use automobiles rather than mass transit.



(D)  Statistics show that people are generally living longer and healthier lives than ever before. However, more people are overweight and fewer people exercise than ever before. Therefore, being lean and physically fit is essential neither to long life nor to good health.



(E)  People tend to watch only those television programs that they enjoy and appreciate. Since there are more television viewers today than there were ten years ago, it must be the case that viewers today are satisfied with at least some of the programs shown on television.






Just because warm air is correlated with humidity, and humidity is correlated with rainfall, does not mean that rainfall has to be correlated with warm air. Here’s an example: Emphysema is correlated with smoking, and smoking is correlated with making new friends. Therefore making new friends is strong evidence of emphysema? Um, no.

We’re asked to find a similarly-flawed pattern of reasoning. I think our emphysema example is going to be very helpful. Another way of thinking about this would be to put it into the abstract: We’re looking for an argument that says, “A is correlated with B, and B is correlated with C, therefore C is strong evidence of A.” Let’s see what we can find.





A)  This seems awfully good. I don’t immediately see anything wrong with it. Rather than dwelling on it, let’s see if we can knock out B through E.

B)  There are only two variables here: not revealing finances and financial impropriety. We’re looking for an argument that has three variables. (A, B, and C.) This can’t be it.

C)  This answer disturbs me because of the introduction of a brand new variable, “automobiles,” in the final sentence. I can’t really say why I don’t like this answer other than that. But the fact that it gives me the willies is enough to get rid of it, especially when we already like A.

D)  The use of the term “essential” in the last sentence means “necessary,” and that makes this answer choice different from the argument we were given. It’s more absolute than we were looking for: our argument was about correlations and possible causation, not about whether or not one thing is required
 for another thing. This is out.

E)  I’m not even sure this is flawed. If people usually watch shows they enjoy, then if people are watching shows there are probably “at least some” programs that are satisfying. So this is out.





Our answer is A.

Please note that I did not
 arrive at 100 percent certainty on this question before picking A. I did think that A matched our predicted flawed pattern pretty well, but I wasn’t entirely certain about getting rid of C. I trusted my gut here. Sometimes you have to do that, especially on the more difficult matching pattern of reasoning questions.
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Question 19



Tanya would refrain from littering if everyone else refrained from littering. None of her friends litter, and therefore she does not litter either.







Which one of the following uses flawed reasoning most similar to the flawed reasoning in the argument above?







(A)  All residents of the same neighborhood have some goals in common. One group of neighborhood residents wants improvements made to a local park, so some other residents of that neighborhood must share this goal.



(B)  If a talented artist is willing to starve for her career, then her friends should take her choice of profession seriously. Donna’s friends take her choice of profession seriously, and she is willing to starve for her career, so she must be a talented artist.



(C)  Herbert will stop selling office supplies in his store if none of his regular customers complains. Some of his regular customers never knew that Herbert sold office supplies, so those customers will not complain.



(D)  If all whales need to surface for air, then whales must be easy to observe. Blue whales are easily observed, so they must surface for air.



(E)  If all of a restaurant’s customers like its food, it must be an exceptional restaurant. Everyone whom Sherryl consulted liked the food at Chez Louis, so it must be an exceptional restaurant.






Premise: Tanya wouldn’t litter if nobody else did. Premise: None of Tanya’s friends litter. Conclusion: Tanya won’t litter. The problem with this reasoning is that Tanya probably doesn’t know everyone
 , let alone call everyone her friend. I can see two possibilities here that the logic wouldn’t be able to account for: 1) There are some dicks at Tanya’s school who litter. Tanya isn’t friends with them, but she sees them litter. Therefore, maybe Tanya litters, and maybe she doesn’t. 2) There are unknown people who litter, and Tanya knows this because she sees the litter strewn around town. Therefore maybe Tanya litters, and maybe she doesn’t.

The flaw, generally, is that it assumes Tanya is friends with everyone. That’s a very big assumption. The correct answer should have a similar gigantic and unreasonable assumption.





A)  This just doesn’t seem to have the same flaw. I know what we’re looking for, and this doesn’t seem to be it.

B)  Again, I know what we’re looking for and this doesn’t seem like a match. Let’s at least skim through all the answer choices to see if our prediction is on target before we waste time trying to figure out if this one is some sort of subtle match that we don’t immediately notice.

C)  Same thing; still looking.

D)  Same thing; still looking.

E)  Okay, I think this is a match. The problem with the logic here is that Sherryl probably didn’t consult all
 of a restaurant’s customers. It doesn’t say she did, so maybe she didn’t. Similarly, maybe Tanya is not friends with everyone. This seems like a good match, so let’s pick E and get out of here without wasting any more time.





The answer is E.
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Question 19



Political scientist: All governments worthy of respect allow their citizens to dissent from governmental policies. No government worthy of respect leaves minorities unprotected. Thus any government that protects minorities permits criticism of its policies.







The flawed pattern of reasoning in which one of the following most closely parallels that in the political scientist's argument?







(A)  Politicians are admirable if they put the interests of those they serve above their own interests. So politicians who sometimes ignore the interests of their own constituents in favor of the nation as a whole deserve admiration, for they are putting the interests of those they serve above their own.



(B)  All jazz musicians are capable of improvising and no jazz musician is incapable of reading music. Therefore all musicians who can read music can improvise.



(C)  Ecosystems with cool, dry climates are populated by large mammals. No ecosystems populated by large mammals have abundant and varied plant life. Thus ecosystems that do not have cool, dry climates have abundant and varied plant life.



(D)  Some intellectuals are not socially active, and no intellectual is a professional athlete. Therefore any professional athlete is socially active.



(E)  First-person narratives reveal the thoughts of the narrator but conceal those of the other characters. Some third-person narratives reveal the motives of every character. Thus books that rely on making all characters' motives apparent should be written in the third person.






The logic here is essentially A —> B, and A —> C, therefore C —> B. That is some fucked up shit. This is akin to saying all lawyers (A) —> are rich (B), and all lawyers (A) —> are assholes (C), therefore all assholes (C) —> are rich (B). That’s just not true; my neighbor is a complete asshole, and he works at McDonald’s.

We’re asked to find a flawed pattern of reasoning. If you weren’t able to articulate the flaw like I did above, then you simply have no chance on this question. If the question tells
 you there is a flaw, then you must identify the flaw before looking at the answer choices. We’ve already done so, so we should be feeling pretty good.





A)  This just doesn’t feel similar, right off the bat. Rather than wasting time dissecting it, let’s just move on and see if we can find something that jumps out at us as perfect.

B)  Looks good. All Jazz musicians (A) —> can improvise (B). All jazz musicians (A) —> can read music (C). Therefore all musicians who can read music (C) —> can improvise (B). This is wrong because there are probably plenty of musicians (stuffy classical musicians, let’s say) who are brilliant at reading music, but suck at improvisation. This is exactly the kind of argument we were looking for. Let’s quickly scan the rest of the answers, but this is probably the one.

C)  The first two sentences aren’t a match here. The first sentence is A —> B, but the second sentence is B —> C. The previous answer was perfect, which makes it easier to see the imperfections in this one. We’re done looking at C.

D)  This answer isn’t a match because it starts with the word “some.” The argument we were given had no relativity: It was “all” or “none.” This is out.

E)  This one isn’t even worth our full attention. It sounds confusing from the start, and that’s all we should need to jump ship since B was so good.





Our answer is B, because it’s a perfect match.
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Question 20



Evidence suggests that we can manufacture a car with twice the fuel efficiency of a normal car, and it has been shown that we can produce a car that meets safety standards for side-impact crashes. So we can make a car that does both.







The flawed reasoning in the argument above is most similar to that in which one of the following?







(A)  Since there is no dishwasher currently available that uses energy efficiently and there is no dishwasher currently available that effectively cleans pans, no dishwasher currently available is well engineered. For, to be well engineered, a dishwasher must use energy efficiently and clean pans effectively.



(B)  Kameko might catch a cold this winter and she might go outside without a hat this winter. Therefore, it is possible that Kameko will catch a cold because she goes outside without a hat this winter.



(C)  Susan says that it is cold outside, and Nathan says that it is snowing; therefore, it is both cold and snowing outside.



(D)  It is possible to write a best-selling novel and it is possible to write one that appeals to the critics. Therefore, an author could write a critically acclaimed novel that gains a large readership.



(E)  There are machines that brew coffee and there are machines that toast bread. And it is possible to make a machine that does both. So there will someday be a machine that does both.






This is a fairly straightforward logical flaw. Basically, it goes, “We can build a vehicle that will take us to the moon, and we can build a vehicle that will take us to the bottom of the ocean, therefore we can build a vehicle that will take us to both
 the bottom of the ocean and the moon.” Um, no we can’t. The two vehicles require vastly different specifications. This is just plain stupid.

The question tells us that the argument is flawed. When a question tells
 you that there is a flaw in the argument, it is absolutely critical that you identify the flaw in the argument before
 you look at the answer choices. Remember, the answer choices are 80 percent bullshit and only 20 percent true. And even the one answer that is correct might be confusingly written. The answer choices are not your friend.
 Arm yourself with a prediction before you wade into the answer choice swamp.

Here, the flaw is, “Just because we can do one thing, and another thing, doesn’t mean we can do the two things simultaneously.” Now I have to find another argument that embodies that same
 flaw. The correct answer choice here has to be 1) flawed, and 2) flawed in the exact same way.





A)  There is no flaw in this answer choice, so it can’t be the correct answer. The conclusion, “No dishwasher available is well engineered,” is justified by the facts presented.

B)  This is a flawed cause and effect argument (just because two things will happen, doesn’t mean one thing will cause the other thing). But that’s not the flaw we were looking for, so that’s not the answer.

C)  This isn’t flawed. If we believe both Susan (it’s cold) and Nathan (it’s snowing), then it’s both cold and snowing. This isn’t our answer.

D)  This is the best so far. It’s possible to write a best-seller, and it’s possible to write a book that the critics will like. But that doesn’t necessarily mean that we can write a best-seller that the critics will like. What if the critics are a bunch of snobby a-holes, and turn their noses up at every best-seller no matter how good it is? Alternatively, what if the general public only ever buys books for idiots, which makes the well-educated critics want to cry? This could be the one.

E)  This starts out on the right track, but goes offline near the end. Like B, this one is
 a flawed argument, but it’s not the flaw we were looking for. Here, “It is possible to make a machine that does both,” is not presented as a conclusion, but as a premise. We can’t argue with premises, only conclusions. The argument then makes the flaw of assuming that anything that is possible will actually someday happen. That’s a flaw, but it’s a different flaw.





Our answer is D.
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Question 20



Professor Donnelly’s exams are always more difficult than Professor Curtis’s exams. The question about dinosaurs was on Professor Donnelly’s last exam. Therefore, the question must be difficult.







Which one of the following exhibits both of the logical flaws exhibited in the argument above?







(A)  Lewis is a better baker than Stockman. Lewis made this cake. Therefore, it must be better than most of Stockman’s cakes.



(B)  Porter’s new book of poetry is better than any of her other books of poetry. This poem is from Porter’s new book, so it must be good.



(C)  Professor Whitburn is teaching English this year and always assigns a lot of reading. Therefore, this year’s English class will have to do more reading than last year’s class.



(D)  Shield’s first novel has a more complicated plot than any other that she has written. Hence, that plot must be very complex.



(E)  Mathematics is more difficult than history. Therefore, my calculus test will be more difficult than my history test.






No, no, no
 . The argument has two flaws: First, it assumes that if A is harder than B, then A must be hard. But can’t both be super-easy, with A only slightly
 harder than B? Second, the argument assumes that if an exam is difficult then every
 question on the exam will be difficult. Simply not true.

We’re asked to find an argument that displays both of these dumbass flaws. Let’s see.





A)  This answer lacks the flaw of, “Since A is better than B, A must be good.” This answer would be correct if it said, “Therefore this cake must be good.”

B)  This argument makes two flawed assumptions. First, even if this is Porter's best book, it could still suck. Second, even if it actually is a good book, there could still be a stinker poem or two in it. This is 99 percent guaranteed to be the correct answer.

C)  This answer only has one flaw. It’s missing, “Therefore, this single assignment will require a lot of reading.”

D)  This answer only has one flaw. It’s missing, “Therefore, every element in the plot is complex.”

E)  This answer only has one flaw. It’s missing, “Therefore, this calculus test will be difficult.”





Our answer is B.
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Question 21



Each of the candidates in this year’s mayoral election is a small-business owner. Most small-business owners are competent managers. Moreover, no competent manager lacks the skills necessary to be a good mayor. So, most of the candidates in this year’s mayoral election have the skills necessary to be a good mayor.







The pattern of flawed reasoning in which one of the following is most similar to that in the argument above?







(A)  Anyone who has worked in sales at this company has done so for at least a year. Most of this company’s management has worked in its sales department. So, since no one who has worked in the sales department for more than a year fails to understand marketing, most of this company’s upper management understands marketing.



(B)  Everything on the menu at Maddy’s Shake Shop is fat-free. Most fat-free foods and drinks are sugar-free. And all sugar-free foods and drinks are low in calories. Hence, most items on the menu at Maddy’s are low in calories.



(C)  All the books in Ed’s apartment are hardcover books. Most hardcover books are more than 100 pages long. Ed has never read a book longer than 100 pages in its entirety in less than 3 hours. So, Ed has never read any of his books in its entirety in less than 3 hours.



(D)  Each of the avant-garde films at this year’s film festival is less than an hour long. Most films less than an hour long do not become commercially successful. So, since no movie less than an hour long has an intermission, it follows that most of the movies at this year’s film festival do not have an intermission.



(E)  All of the bicycle helmets sold in this store have some plastic in them. Most of the bicycle helmets sold in this store have some rubber in them. So, since no helmets that have rubber in them do not also have plastic in them, it follows that most of the helmets in this store that have plastic in them have rubber in them.






Wow. This is another one that seems like a smart skip based on length alone.

But at least the flaw is pretty clear. The argument starts with, “Each of the candidates in the race is a small-business owner,” and, “Most small-business owners are competent managers.” The implication is that most of the candidates are competent managers. But that’s not logically valid. Even if most
 small-business owners are competent managers, it’s possible that no
 competent manager would be stupid enough to ignore his business and run for mayor. It’s possible that all of the candidates are running for mayor precisely because they are not
 competent managers. They know their businesses are destined to fail, so they’re grabbing desperately for the public teat.

I might be able to illustrate this flaw with a more concrete example. How about this one: It’s a fact that every block in the Tenderloin is within San Francisco city limits. And it’s a fact that most blocks in San Francisco city limits do not smell like urine. But could we conclude, based upon those facts, that most blocks in the Tenderloin do not smell like urine? Take a walk around UC Hastings Law on a warm day and tell me what you think.

We’re asked to find a flawed pattern. Our Tenderloin example would be perfect. That’s obviously not going to be the
 answer, but it’s going to make our life a lot easier since we know what type of answer we’re looking for.





A)  This isn’t flawed. If most of the upper management has worked in sales for at least a year, and if nobody who has worked in sales for at least a year fails to understand marketing, then most of the upper management does
 understand marketing. This answer is like saying, “Most San Franciscans live in hilly neighborhoods, and everyone who lives in a hilly neighborhood should curb their wheels. Therefore most San Franciscans should curb their wheels.” That’s valid. Note that in the given argument, and in my Tenderloin example, the “all” filter preceded the “most” filter, leading to an incorrect “most” conclusion. In answer A, and in my hilly neighborhood example, the “most” filter preceded the “all” filter, leading to a valid “most” conclusion.

B)  Yep, this one makes the same flaw as we found in the given argument. Sure, most fat-free foods (spinach? broccoli? water?) are also sugar-free. But that doesn’t mean that Maddy’s Shake Shop
 , for Chrissakes, even if it has only fat-free items, has filled its menu with sugar-free items. Maddy probably has picked the sugariest ingredients she can possibly find, to make up for the fact that fat-free shakes are an abomination. So it is not true that most of Maddy’s items must be low in calories. This is a perfect answer.

C)  This argument does have the flaw we’re looking for (it mistakenly implies that Ed didn’t select only those rare hardcovers with less than 100 pages to fill his library) but it also makes a different conclusion than the one we’re looking for. The conclusion we were looking for had a relative term, “most,” in it. This conclusion has an absolute term, “never,” in it. That’s not quite the same. B was more similar.

D)  There’s a weird hanging thread in this one. It starts talking about being commercially successful, but then leaves that term hanging there and never revisits it. Instead, it finishes up by talking about intermissions, a totally different issue. The given argument didn’t do anything like that, so this can’t be it.

E)  This argument is valid, so it can’t possibly be our answer.





Our answer is B.






Matching Flaw Questions: HARDEST



Opposition leader: Our country has the least fair court system of any country on the continent and ought not to be the model for others. Thus, our highest court is the least fair of any on the continent and ought not to be emulated by other countries.







The flawed reasoning in which one of the following arguments is most similar to that in the opposition leader’s argument?







(A)  The residents of medium-sized towns are, on average, more highly educated than people who do not live in such towns. Therefore, Maureen, who was born in a medium-sized town, is more highly educated than Monica, who has just moved to such a town.



(B)  At a certain college, either philosophy or engineering is the most demanding major. Therefore, either the introductory course in philosophy or the introductory course in engineering is the most demanding introductory-level course at that college.



(C)  For many years its superior engineering has enabled the Lawson Automobile Company to make the best racing cars. Therefore, its passenger cars, which use many of the same parts, are unmatched by those of any other company.



(D)  Domestic cats are closely related to tigers. Therefore, even though they are far smaller than tigers, their eating habits are almost the same as those of tigers.



(E)  If a suit of questionable merit is brought in the first district rather than the second district, its chances of being immediately thrown out are greater. Therefore, to have the best chance of winning the case, the lawyers will bring the suit in the second district.






Sometimes on the LSAT, you will see the flaw of, “Every member of this team is awesome, therefore this team is awesome.” That’s not right, because if I tried to make a basketball team entirely out of Hall of Fame centers, my team would probably suck. Wilt Chamberlain, Bill Russell, Kareem Abdul-Jabbar, Patrick Ewing, and Hakeem Olajuwon? Those are all superstudly players, but if that was your starting five, who would dribble the ball up the court? A team like this might lose to any properly-assembled team in the NBA. This question is not that flaw, but it’s a similar commonly-tested flaw. You should watch out for both.

The flaw that’s present in this question is the reverse of the above. It’s, “Our team is the awesomest team in the league, therefore our best player is the awesomest player in the league.” This isn’t right either, because it’s very possible that the awesomest single player in the league is LeBron James, who plays for the Miami Heat, but the champions of the league are the Dallas Mavericks (2010-2011 NBA season).

Applying what I know about that flaw to this question, I would argue, “Okay, our court system sucks balls, but that does not mean that our highest court, even if it is the most sucky of all of our courts, is not necessarily the suckiest in the world
 . It’s very possible that there are plenty of other terrible single courts out there. For example, what about in the United States, which has a pretty fair system of courts overall, but has courts in the south that are clearly racist as hell?” I’d say something like that, anyway. And I think we’ve probably already figured this question out by now.

We’re asked to find a similar flawed argument. So let’s look for something like, “Our team is the worst in the league, and Buford is our worst player. Therefore Buford is the worst player in the league.”





A)  This is definitely flawed thinking, but I’m not sure it’s flawed in the exact same way. This answer is more like, “Our team members suck, therefore Buford, who has been here forever, sucks more than Homer, who just arrived on our team.” That’s different, right? So this probably isn’t the answer.

B)  This is slightly different, in that it has two different majors instead of just one team, but it’s also similar in that it says, “Philosophy and Engineering are the hardest majors, therefore Intro to Philosophy or Intro to Engineering has to be the hardest intro course in the college.” This isn’t a terrible answer. We can go with this if C through E are bad.

C)  This is definitely flawed, but it’s more like, “Our football team kicks ass, therefore our basketball team, which has many of the same players as our football team, also kicks ass.” That’s different. I like B better.

D)  This one just doesn’t even seem close. Let’s not waste time with it.

E)  This is different logic. This is more like, “It’s easier to beat the A’s than beat the Yankees, so if you want to win you would choose to play the A’s.” That’s definitely not the same as what we’re looking for.





B was slightly different from the given argument, but it also contained the kernel of the flaw that was made. If a whole has some characteristic, then each part of the whole will always display the same degree of this characteristic. That’s not true.





So B has got to be our answer.
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Question 21



The trees always blossom in May if April rainfall exceeds 5 centimeters. If April rainfall exceeds 5 centimeters, then the reservoirs are always full on May 1. The reservoirs were not full this May 1 and thus the trees will not blossom this May.







Which one of the following exhibits a flawed pattern of reasoning most similar to the flawed pattern of reasoning in the argument above?







(A)  If the garlic is in the pantry, then it is still fresh. And the potatoes are on the basement stairs if the garlic is in the pantry. The potatoes are not on the basement stairs, so the garlic is not still fresh.



(B)  The jar reaches optimal temperature if it is held over the burner for 2 minutes. The contents of the jar liquefy immediately if the jar is at optimal temperature. The jar was held over the burner for 2 minutes, so the contents of the jar must have liquefied immediately.



(C)  A book is classified “special” if it is more than 200 years old. If a book was set with wooden type, then it is more than 200 years old. This book is not classified “special,” so it is not printed with wooden type.



(D)  The mower will operate only if the engine is not flooded. The engine is flooded if the foot pedal is depressed. The foot pedal is not depressed, so the mower will operate.



(E)  If the kiln is too hot, then the plates will crack. If the plates crack, then the artisan must redo the order. The artisan need not redo the order. Thus, the kiln was not too hot.






The first sentence, rearranged, says, “If April rainfall exceeds five centimeters, then the trees blossom in May.” And the second sentence tells us another thing that happens if April rainfall exceeds five centimeters: the reservoirs are full. So if April rainfall exceeds five centimeters, two things happen. But the conclusion then says if one of those two things doesn’t happen, then the other thing can’t happen. And that ain’t right. Two things can be necessary for the same thing, without having any effect on one another.

We’re asked to find a similarly flawed pattern of reasoning. What we need is, “If A then B and C, but not C, therefore not B.”

Example: To live, you must have a heart in your chest and a brain in your head. John’s heart was removed from his chest, with a sharpened ice cream scoop, by an escaped mental patient. Therefore John doesn’t have a brain either.

No. It’s possible for John to have a heart without a brain, or a brain without a heart. If either are missing, you’re dead. But that’s not what the argument concluded, so it’s a flawed argument. The point here is that two things that are necessary for life might be entirely unrelated to each other.

All we have to do now is find an argument that contains the exact same flaw.





A)  Yep. If the garlic is in the pantry, two things happen. But that doesn’t mean that the absence of one of those things means the other thing must also be absent. This is a perfect answer. It follows the “If A then B and C, but not C, therefore not B” pattern we were looking for.

B)  I stopped reading this one after the second sentence. It needed to say that two
 things are known if one thing is known (if A, then B and C). Instead, it started with “if A then B, and if B then C.” That doesn’t match the given argument.

C)  Same thing. This one starts with “If A then B,” and then says “If C then A.” That’s not a match.

D)  This one goes “if A, then not B, and if C, then B.” That’s not a match.

E)  This one starts with “if A, then B, and if B, then C.” Not a match.





Our answer is A, because it’s the only one that’s a perfect match for the “If A then B and C, but not C, therefore not B” pattern we were looking for.
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Question 22



Taking advanced mathematics courses should increase a student’s grade point average, for, as numerous studies have shown, students who have taken one or more advanced mathematics courses are far more likely to have high grade point averages than students who have not taken such courses.







The flawed pattern of reasoning in the argument above is most similar to that in which one of the following?







(A)  Fur color is in large measure hereditary, for, as many studies have shown, black cats are more likely than others to have black kittens, and orange cats are more likely to have orange kittens.



(B)  Water can cause intoxication. After all, imbibing scotch and water, whiskey and water, bourbon and water, gin and water, and vodka and water all cause intoxication.



(C)  Eating a diet consisting primarily of fats and carbohydrates may cause weight gain in some people. Studies have shown that many overweight people eat such diets.



(D)  Buying running shoes should increase the frequency with which a person exercises, since those who buy two or more pairs of running shoes each year tend to exercise more often than those who buy at most one pair.



(E)  Reading to children at an early age should inspire them to read on their own later, since studies have shown that children who have not been read to are less likely to develop an interest in reading than children who have been read to.






Too easy. The flaw in the argument is a possible reversal of cause and effect. How do we know that people don’t make it to advance math because they are already getting good grades
 ? I’ve seen this flaw a billion times on the LSAT. All we have to do here is find an answer choice that has this exact same flaw.





A)  I don’t think this is necessarily flawed. And if it is, the flaw isn’t a reversal of cause and effect, because it’s impossible for an orange kitten to cause its parent to be orange.

B)  I like this one because it is about booze,
 which I love. And it’s definitely flawed thinking. But this is the flaw of ignoring a possible alternate cause (booze) not a reversal of cause and effect. Reversal of cause and effect would be something about intoxication causing the drinking of booze. Sadly, we don’t get to pick this answer.

C)  This could be it. Maybe the fat people are eating fats and carbs because they are fat
 , and there’s something about being fat that causes the craving for fats and carbs? I think this is possible, so this might be our answer. Then again, eating a lot of fat and carbs will obviously make you fat, so I don’t love this answer.

D)  Oh, this is better than C. We had to work hard to make C a reversal of cause and effect, but with D there’s an obvious reversal of cause and effect. People who run a lot need to buy a lot of shoes. Buying a lot of shoes does not
 make you run.

E)  This answer infers the likelihood of causation from mere correlation. That’s possibly wrong, but it’s not the reversal of cause and effect flaw we were looking for.





Our answer is D.
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Question 22



All the evidence so far gathered fits both Dr. Grippen's theory and Professor Heissmann's. However, the predictions that these theories make about the result of the planned experiment cannot both be true. Therefore, the result of this experiment will confirm one of these theories at the expense of the other.







The argument above exhibits an erroneous pattern of reasoning most similar to that exhibited by which one of the following?







(A)  David and Jane both think they know how to distinguish beech trees from elms, but when they look at trees together they often disagree. Therefore, at least one of them must have an erroneous method.



(B)  Although David thinks the tree they saw was a beech, Jane thinks it was an elm. Jane's description of the tree's features is consistent with her opinion, so this description must be inconsistent with David's view.



(C)  David and Jane have been equally good at identifying trees so far. But David says this one is an elm, whereas Jane is unsure. Therefore, if this tree turns out to be an elm, we'll know David is better.



(D)  David thinks that there are more beeches than elms in this forest. Jane thinks he is wrong. The section of forest we examined was small, but examination of the whole forest would either confirm David's view or disprove it.



(E)  David thinks this tree is a beech. Jane thinks it is an elm. Maria, unlike David or Jane, is expert at tree identification, so when Maria gives her opinion it will verify either David's or Jane's opinion.






Wait, what? Theory A (the Bible) and Theory B (the Koran) are incompatible with each other, therefore one of them has to be right and the other one has to be wrong? Um, no. They might both be one hundred percent made-up bullshit.

We’re asked to look for a similar “erroneous pattern of reasoning.” Let’s look for an answer choice that says something like, “Two ideas (or theories, or plans, or stories, etcetera) are incompatible with each other, therefore one must be right and the other must be wrong.” The flaw, again, will be that it’s possible that neither
 are right. A good answer would be something like, “The Democrats say one thing, and the Republicans say another thing, therefore one of them is right and the other is wrong.” This is flawed because it’s possible that both parties are corrupt, stupid, and wrong.





A)  There’s no flaw here, because if two theories can’t be right simultaneously then at least one of them must
 be wrong. The problem with the given argument is that one of them doesn’t have to be right
 .

B)  This is flawed because it’s possible that David’s description of a beech and Jane’s description of an elm might actually match. Beeches and Elms could look identical, for all we know, or maybe one of them just has a mistaken description of what a beech or elm looks like. This is flawed logic, but it’s not flawed in the same way as our Bible vs. Koran prediction above. Let’s keep looking.

C)  This just isn’t what we’re looking for. We shouldn’t waste too much time with it before we read the rest of the answers.

D)  This isn’t flawed, because David has to be either right or wrong. And if we count every goddamn tree in the entire goddamn forest, then we are going to know for goddamn sure.

E)  Bingo. Maria, the tree expert, very well might roll in and say, “You are both incredible dumbasses, because this tree is a redwood.” This exactly matches our Bible vs. Koran and Republican vs. Democrat examples above, so this is our answer.





The answer is E.
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Question 22



Only a minority of those who engage in political action do so out of a sense of social justice. Therefore, some people who have a sense of social justice do not engage in political action.







Which one of the following uses flawed reasoning most similar to that used in the argument above?







(A) Most scholars are not motivated by a desire to win prestigious academic prizes. Thus, some of those who want to win prestigious academic prizes are not scholars.



(B) Only foolish politicians disregard the wishes of most voters. Thus, most voters deserve to be represented by foolish politicians.



(C) Some corporations only feign a concern for the environment when they advertise a product as environmentally friendly. Thus, no corporation has a genuine concern for the environment.



(D) Some parents show no interest in the curricula used in the schools that their children attend. Thus, some of the decisions regarding school curricula should be made without regard for the wishes of the children’s parents.



(E) Only a small percentage of the profits that companies make are directly attributable to good management decisions. Thus, even companies that are managed badly will usually turn a profit.






This argument has one premise and a conclusion. The premise is that, of the people who engage in political action, only a few are motivated by a sense of social justice. The conclusion is totally unsupported: “Some people who have a sense of social justice do not engage in political action.” The problem with this logic is that it’s possible that there are only a few people in the world who are motivated by a sense of social justice, and every single one of them engages in political action. I think I can come up with a similarly flawed argument: “Of the people who play major league baseball, only a few were All-Stars last season. Therefore, there are some people who were All-Stars last season who don’t play major league baseball.” Now we just need to find an answer choice that’s similar to my baseball argument (which is easier to understand) and we’re done.





A)  This seems pretty close even though it uses “most” instead of “few” (this exchanges one relative term for another relative term) and “not” instead of “are” (this exchanges one absolute term for another absolute term). The logical flaw is the same, I think, so unless we find something better this is our answer.

B)  This isn’t matching at all; the bit about “deserving” gives it away.

C)  The absolute nature of “no corporation” makes it impossible for this to be the answer. The argument dealt with “few” and “some,” not absolutes.

D)  This isn’t necessarily flawed. If parents show no interest in the curricula, then maybe we should
 ignore them regarding the curricula. Anyway it’s not the same flaw, so it’s not our answer.

E)  There’s no “some” in the conclusion so this isn’t the answer.





Our answer is A, because it’s the best match for the given argument and our baseball example.
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Question 23



Statistical analysis is a common tool for explanation in the physical sciences. It can only be used, however, to explain events that can be replicated to the last detail. Since human mental events never precisely recur, statistical analysis cannot be employed to explain these events. Therefore, they cannot be explained by the physical sciences.







Which one of the following arguments is most similar in its flawed reasoning to the argument above?







(A)  Computer modeling is used to try to explain the way in which wind resistance affects the movement of bicycles. To use computer modeling, the phenomenon being modeled must be predictable. But wind resistance is not predictable. Therefore, the way in which wind resistance affects the movement of bicycles cannot be explained by computer modeling.



(B)  The only way to explain how music affects the emotional state of a person is to appeal to the psychology of emotion. The psychology of emotion can be applied only to cases involving human beings. But not all music is created by human beings; some music is computer generated. Therefore, the way in which music affects the emotional state of a person cannot be explained.



(C)  The best way to explain why an object has a particular color is in terms of the interaction of light and matter. It is sometimes impossible to find out what kind of matter constitutes an object. Therefore, the color of such objects has nothing to do with the interaction of light and matter.



(D)  To determine which explanation of the origin of the universe is correct, we would need to know about the first moments of the existence of the universe. Due to the immense time that has passed since the universe began, it is impossible to get such information. Therefore, none of the explanations of the origin of the universe is likely to be correct.



(E)  A good way to explain historical events is to construct a coherent narrative about those events. In order to construct such a narrative, a great many details about the events must be known. Virtually no details can be known of certain very ancient historical events. Therefore, no historical explanation can be given for these events.






The logic is pretty tight until the very last sentence, which is the argument’s main conclusion. I can follow along at first: Human mental events never precisely recur, and statistical analysis should only be used to explain events that can be replicated to the last detail, therefore we shouldn’t use statistical analysis to explain human mental events. Looks good so far. “Replicated to the last detail” is similar enough to “precisely recur” that we don’t need to worry about this part of the logic.

But the conclusion then says, “Therefore [mental events] cannot be explained by the physical sciences,” which is way
 overbroad. The first sentence said statistical analysis is one
 of the tools used for explanation in the physical sciences, not the only
 tool. This is like saying, “The screwdriver won’t work, so nothing in the entire workshop will work.”

That’s the argument’s flaw—assuming that if a screwdriver won’t work, then nothing in the whole workshop will work. Let’s see if we can find the same flaw in the answer choices.





A)  There’s no flaw here, so this can’t be the answer.

B)  “Some music is computer generated,” makes this unlike the argument we were given, so it’s out.

C)  “Has nothing to do with” in the conclusion doesn’t match “explain” in the first sentence. The argument we were given didn’t make such a shift, so this isn’t the answer.

D)  This is a tough one to pass up, but it’s not quite right. The flaw here is, “Because we can’t know which explanation is correct, none of the explanations are correct.” That doesn’t match our prediction. This is more like, “Because I don’t know which tool will do the job, none of them will do the job.” That’s flawed, but it’s not the exact same flaw we were looking for.

E)  Perfect. The argument says it’s impossible to use one
 way to explain, then concludes that none
 of the explanations is any good. That’s the same flaw we were looking for, so it’s our answer.





The answer is E.






Matching Flaw Questions: HARDEST


October 2008




Section 3




Question 23



Essayist: Computers have the capacity to represent and to perform logical transformations on pieces of information. Since exactly the same applies to the human mind, the human mind is a type of computer.







The flawed pattern of reasoning in which one of the following most closely resembles the flawed pattern of reasoning in the essayist’s argument?







(A)  Often individual animals sacrifice their lives when the survival of their offspring or close relatives is threatened. It is probable, therefore, that there is a biological basis for the fact that human beings are similarly often willing to sacrifice their own well-being for the good of their community.



(B)  In the plastic arts, such as sculpture or painting, no work can depend for its effectiveness upon a verbal narrative that explains it. Since the same can be said of poetry, we cannot consider this characteristic as a reasonable criterion for distinguishing the plastic arts from other arts.



(C)  In any organism, the proper functioning of each component depends upon the proper functioning of every other component. Thus, communities belong to the category of organisms, since communities are invariably characterized by this same interdependence of components.



(D)  Some vitamins require the presence in adequate amounts of some mineral in order to be fully beneficial to the body. Thus, since selenium is needed to make vitamin E fully active, anyone with a selenium deficiency will have a greater risk of contracting those diseases from which vitamin E provides some measure of protection.



(E)  Friendship often involves obligations whose fulfillment can be painful or burdensome. The same can be said of various forms of cooperation that cannot strictly be called friendship. Thus cooperation, like friendship, can require that priority be given to goals other than mere self-interest.






Oh, please. This logic follows the pattern of, “Shitty law schools like UC Hastings don’t give a damn about their alumni, except of course when they repeatedly ask their alumni for money. Exactly the same applies to a shitty medical school. Therefore a shitty medical school is a type of shitty law school.
 ”

Obviously stupid, right? In the abstract, we’d say, “Just because Y does Z doesn’t mean anything
 that does Z is a type of Y.”

We’re told the reasoning is flawed, and we’re asked to find a similarly-flawed pattern of reasoning. Our law school/med school example would be perfect. Obviously that won’t be the answer, but it’s the exact type
 of answer we need.





A)  The softer wording here (using the word “probable”) makes this answer different from the absolute wording of the given argument. Furthermore, there’s nothing like, “Z is a type of Y,” anywhere in the argument.

B)  This one is closer, but the conclusion is more like, “Therefore we can’t use Z to identify Y.” That doesn’t feel like a perfect match.

C)  This is the best so far. The elements are in a different order (the given argument had the conclusion last, and this one has the conclusion at the beginning of the second sentence) but that doesn’t matter.  All that matters is that the components match up and the logic is the same. The logic here is, “Organisms (Y) have a certain characteristic (Z). Therefore communities, which also have a certain characteristic (Z), are organisms (Y).” Looks good. Let’s just skim the rest.

D)  Nah. After the first sentence, this one would have needed to finish with, “Therefore carrots (or whatever), which also need the presence of a certain mineral to be fully beneficial to the body, are a type of vitamin,” in order to be the correct answer. That ain’t what it said, so it ain’t the answer.

E)  Nope. This one would have needed to say, “Cooperation is a type of friendship,” in order to be correct.





Our answer is C, because it most closely matches the flawed pattern of reasoning we were given.






Matching Flaw Questions: HARDEST


June 2010




Section 4




Question 23



A species in which mutations frequently occur will develop new evolutionary adaptations in each generation. Since species survive dramatic environmental changes only if they develop new evolutionary adaptations in each generation, a species in which mutations frequently occur will survive dramatic environmental changes.







The flawed pattern of reasoning in which one of the following is most closely parallel to that in the argument above?







(A)  In a stone wall that is properly built, every stone supports another stone. Since a wall’s being sturdy depends upon its being properly built, only walls that are composed entirely of stones supporting other stones are sturdy.



(B)  A play that is performed before a different audience every time will never get the same reaction from any two audiences. Since no plays are performed before the same audience every time, no play ever gets the same reaction from any two audiences.



(C)  A person who is perfectly honest will tell the truth in every situation. Since in order to be a morally upright person one must tell the truth at all times, a perfectly honest person will also be a morally upright person.



(D)  An herb garden is productive only if the soil that it is planted in is well drained. Since soil that is well drained is good soil, an herb garden is not productive unless it is planted in good soil.



(E)  A diet that is healthful is well balanced. Since a well-balanced diet includes fruits and vegetables, one will not be healthy unless one eats fruits and vegetables.






The big flaw I see here is a misunderstanding of the necessary and sufficient condition. The facts say it is necessary (as indicated by “only if”) to develop new adaptations in each generation if one is to survive dramatic environmental changes. But then the conclusion says that a species in which mutations frequently occur (which will, according to the first premise, develop new evolutionary adaptations in each generation) will survive
 dramatic environmental changes. Huh? That’s like saying, “Having your head attached to your body is necessary for survival, so as long as you have your head attached to your body, you will survive.”

I’m hoping our identification of the flaw is enough, by itself, to answer the question. The correct answer must display this exact same flaw.





A)  Nope. In order for this to be the correct answer, the conclusion should have said, “Therefore a wall that has every stone supporting another stone will be sturdy.” The word “only” makes this answer choice wrong.

B)  There’s a flaw here, but I don’t think it’s the same flaw. The flaw here is confusing “a different audience every time” with “never plays before the same audience every time.” It’s possible to play before a same audience some
 of the time, even if you didn’t play before the same audience every
 time. Which would mean you could
 get the same reaction. So it’s a flaw, but I don’t see a sufficient vs. necessary flaw here, which was what we were looking for.

C)  Yep, this one does it. Telling the truth is necessary in order to be morally upright, but telling the truth, by itself, wouldn’t make you morally upright. (“Yes, officer, I sure did
 set fire to the kindergarten. The fact that I’m telling the truth about it proves that I am morally upright.”) This seems to be the same mistake as the given argument.

D)  No flaw here. Can’t be the answer.

E)  No flaw here either.





Our answer is C.






Matching Flaw Questions: HARDEST


October 2003




Section 1




Question 23



Perception cannot be a relationship between a conscious being and a material object that causes that being to have beliefs about that object. For there are many imperceptible material objects about which we have beliefs.







Which one of the following is most closely parallel in its flawed reasoning to the flawed reasoning in the argument above?







(A)  Art cannot be an artifact created by someone with the express purpose of causing an aesthetic reaction in its audience. For we often have aesthetic reactions to artifacts that are not art.



(B)  Liberty cannot be the obligation of other people not to prevent one from doing as one wishes. For no matter what one tries to do some people will try to prevent it.



(C)  Preparation cannot be action directed toward fulfilling needs and solving problems before they arise. For there are problems so severe that no amount of preparation will help.



(D)  Happiness cannot be the state of mind in which pleasure both qualitatively and quantitatively predominates over pain. For we simply cannot compare pain and pleasure qualitatively.



(E)  Physics cannot be the science that investigates the ultimate principles of nature. For human beings are finite, and the ultimate principles cannot be understood by finite beings.






This is an extremely difficult question. You should stop reading now and go study a different question. The biggest problem is that the argument makes no sense whatsoever. We have to try to find an answer choice that has parallel elements. Or, more likely, eliminate the four that seem least similar and move on.





A)  This seems reasonably similar because each of the two sentences carries 1) something about art and 2) something about aesthetics. This mirrors the argument we were given, in which each of the two sentences had 1) something about perception and 2) something about beliefs.

B)  This seems less similar because the first sentence has 1) liberty and 2) prevention, but the second sentence has only 2) prevention. This is out.

C)  This immediately seems less similar because the first sentence has 1) preparation, 2) needs, and 3) problems. We were looking for two concepts, not three.

D)  This also has three concepts in the first sentence: 1) happiness, 2) qualitatively, 3) quantitatively. Furthermore the second sentence ignores “quantitatively.” No way.

E)  This has physics in the first sentence, but not in the second sentence.





I would guess A and move on. I’d trust my gut on a question like this, rather than overanalyzing it and burning up 10 minutes.





The answer is A.
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Question 24



Politician: The law should not require people to wear seat belts in cars. People are allowed to ride motorcycles without seat belts, and riding a motorcycle even while wearing a seat belt would be more dangerous than riding in a car without wearing one.







Which one of the following arguments is most similar in its flawed reasoning to the politician’s argument?







(A)  Marielle and Pat should allow their children to have snacks between meals. They currently allow their children to have a large dessert after dinner, and allowing them to have snacks between meals instead would improve their nutrition.



(B)  Any corporation should allow its employees to take time off when they are under too much stress to concentrate on their work. Some corporations allow any employee with a bad cold to take time off, and even a healthy employee under stress may be less productive than an unstressed employee with a bad cold.



(C)  Amusement parks should allow people to stand while riding roller coasters. It is legal for people to stand at the edges of high cliffs, and even sitting at the edge of a high cliff is more likely to result in a fatal fall than standing while riding a roller coaster.



(D)  It should be illegal for anyone to smoke in a public place, for it certainly should be illegal to pollute public drinking water, and smoking even in the privacy of one’s home can be more harmful to the health of others than polluting their water would be.



(E)  Vanessa should be allowed to let her dog run around in the park without a leash. She already lets the dog roam around her yard without a leash, and the park differs from her yard only in size.






This is an argument by analogy, and from extremes. Motorcycles are presented as analogous to cars: “If people are allowed to ride motorcycles without seatbelts, they should be allowed to ride in cars without seatbelts.” And it’s an argument from extremes: “Hey, riding a motorcycle without a seatbelt is more
 dangerous, so riding in cars without seatbelts should be allowed.”

There are problems with both aspects of this argument. First, are motorcycles really similar to cars? Would a seatbelt really matter, if a motorcycle was involved in a crash? I think it would probably do more harm than good. Second, does the fact that motorcycles are extremely dangerous actually support the proposition that we should make cars more dangerous, by allowing people to forego seatbelts? I doubt it.

We’re asked to find a flawed pattern of reasoning that’s similar to the flawed pattern of reasoning in the cars/motorcycles/seatbelts argument. Since I found two flaws in the argument, (the analogy might not apply, and one danger doesn’t justify another danger), I need to find those same two arguments in my answer choice. Let’s see.





A)  This one started off pretty good, but the word “instead” makes it a completely different argument. The cars/motorcycles argument wasn’t trying to say, “Let’s let people ride in cars without seatbelts instead of
 letting them ride in motorcycles without seatbelts.” So this isn’t the answer.

B)  Nah, this is a different flaw. My objection here would be, “Workers who are allowed to stay home with a cold are allowed to stay home so that they don’t get other workers sick
 , or maybe because it’s the humane thing to do
 , not because they will be unproductive.” That’s just different from the motorcycles/cars/seatbelts flaw, so this isn’t the answer.

C) Yeah, this is it. First, what the fuck do riding rollercoasters and standing on the edges of cliffs have to do with one another? It’s a false analogy. Second, why does the danger presented by cliffs justify the danger presented by standing on a rollercoaster? This answer has both of the flaws I was looking for, so it’s my answer. Of course I’ll read D and E to be sure, but I’ll be shocked if this isn’t it.

D)  I’m not sure there’s a flaw here. “If one thing is illegal because it’s dangerous, then another thing that’s more dangerous should also be illegal.” That sounds fairly reasonable to me.

E)  If “the park differs from the yard only in size,” then this can't be the answer because cars and motorcycles have many more differences than size.





Our answer is C.
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Question 24



Most of the employees of the Compujack Corporation are computer programmers. Since most computer programmers receive excellent salaries from their employers, at least one Compujack employee must receive an excellent salary from Compujack.







Which one of the following arguments exhibits a flawed pattern of reasoning most similar to the flawed pattern of reasoning exhibited by the argument above?







(A)  Most gardeners are people with a great deal of patience. Since most of Molly’s classmates are gardeners, at least one of Molly’s classmates must be a person with a great deal of patience.



(B)  Most of Molly’s classmates are gardeners. Since most gardeners are people with a great deal of patience, some of Molly’s classmates could be people with a great deal of patience.



(C)  Most gardeners are people with a great deal of patience. Since most of Molly’s classmates are gardeners, at least one of Molly’s classmates who is a gardener must be a person with a great deal of patience.



(D)  Most gardeners are people with a great deal of patience. Since most of Molly’s classmates who garden are women, at least one female classmate of Molly’s must be a person with a great deal of patience.



(E)  Most of Molly’s classmates are gardeners with a great deal of patience. Since most of Molly’s classmates are women, at least one female classmate of Molly’s must be a gardener with a great deal of patience.






“Compujack” makes me laugh. I heard that’s the most common use for the Internet.

Anyway, it will probably come as no surprise to you that I think this argument is stupid. I think it is stupid because the facts that are given (most Compujackers (is Compujackoffs too much?) are programmers, and most programmers in the world get excellent salaries) leave wide open the possibility that Compujack could be the stingiest goddamn employer on the face of the earth and pay shitty salaries to all
 Compujackers, from the CEO right down to the janitorial staff. If the second premise had said all
 computer programmers get excellent salaries then Compujack would have to pay at least one employee an excellent salary, because at least one of its employees is a computer programmer. But that’s not what the second premise says. It says most
 . Well, that’s fine, but that means that Compujack could be the exception to the rule.

We’re asked to identify a similarly flawed argument, and before we try to find one let’s see if we can make one up. How about, “Most of the classes at Hastings are taught by law professors, and most law professors are boring as hell. Therefore at least one class at Hastings is boring as hell.” The problem with this argument is that Hastings could be the exception to the second rule, and all of its classes could be scintillating. (Believe me, in real life Hastings is most certainly not
 the exception. But it could be, using the bad logic I articulated here.) This is the same flaw as the Compujack flaw given to us by the test.





A)  Yes, this is exactly it. Molly’s classmates, who are mostly gardeners, should
 be patient, if most gardeners have great patience, but maybe Molly’s friends are the exception to the “most” and are actually all a bunch of super-impatient assholes. I’m 99 percent certain this will be our answer, but I’ll go ahead and read all five answers, as always.

B)  This doesn’t match because of the “could” in the second sentence. Answer A was better.

C)  This doesn’t match because of the “who is a gardener” in the second sentence. The Compujack argument made no such qualification. Answer A was better.

D)  This doesn’t match because of the “who garden” in the beginning of the second sentence and the “female” in the middle of the second sentence. Answer A is still best.

E)  This doesn’t match because of the “gardeners with patience” in the very first sentence.





Our answer is A.
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Question 24


The asteroid that hit the Yucatán Peninsula 65 million years ago caused both long-term climatic change and a tremendous firestorm that swept across North America. We cannot show that it was this fire that caused the extinction of the triceratops, a North American dinosaur in existence at the time of the impact of the asteroid. Nor can we show that the triceratops became extinct due to the climatic changes resulting from the asteroid’s impact. Hence, we cannot attribute the triceratops’s extinction to the asteroid’s impact.






Which one of the following has flawed reasoning most similar to the flawed reasoning in the argument above?







(A)  I know that one cannot move this piano unless one can lift at least 150 kilograms. I doubt that either Leon or Pam can lift 150 kilograms alone. So I doubt that either Leon or Pam can move this piano alone. Thus, I doubt that Leon and Pam can move this piano together.



(B)  Since we are quite sure that Cheng and Lin are the only candidates in the mayoral election, we can be quite sure that either Cheng or Lin will win the election. Therefore, either we know that Cheng will win or we know that Lin will win.



(C)  It has not been conclusively proven that the accident was caused by John’s driving at excessive speeds. Nor has it been conclusively proven that the accident was the result of John’s weaving out of his lane. Hence, it has been conclusively proven that the cause of the accident was neither John’s driving at excessive speeds nor John’s weaving out of his lane.



(D)  The flooding in the basement caused damage to the furnace and also caused a short in the electrical system. Fire investigators could not show that the damage to the furnace caused the fire that resulted shortly after the flooding, nor could they show that the fire was caused by the short in the electrical system. Therefore, we cannot claim that the flooding in the basement caused the fire.



(E)  We have good reason to believe that the cause of the flooding along the coast was the unusually high tides. We also have good reason to believe that the cause of the unusually high tides was either the sun or the moon. So it is reasonable to maintain that the cause of the flooding was either the sun or the moon.






Triceratops! That’s pretty much my favorite dinosaur. Either that or a stegosaurus. They were both herbivores, but they had some bitchin’ self-defense. They probably wouldn’t have fought each other, but as a kid I used to wonder who would win in a fight.

OK, I still do.

Anyway, it’s a weird argument. It’s basically, “The asteroid caused a fire, but the fire didn’t kill the Triceratops. And the asteroid caused some climatic changes, but those didn’t kill the Triceratops either. Therefore the asteroid didn’t kill the Triceratops.” This is silly, because what if the asteroid hit the Triceratops right on its head?






The argument seems to assume that the asteroid could only kill the Triceratops in two ways. This is like assuming that your drunken cousin Buford only has two ways of ruining your wedding. “Well, he didn’t try to fondle the bride, or barf on the wedding cake, therefore he didn’t ruin the wedding.” Um, no. Buford could have sharted himself while escorting your grandma to her pew, or told the preacher to go fuck himself, or ruined your wedding in any manner of other ways.

We’re asked to find a similarly-flawed argument. I like our example about cousin Buford. That would be a perfect answer.





A)  This is flawed, but not in the same way. The given argument didn’t say, “Neither the fire nor the climatic change killed the triceratops, therefore the fire and the climatic change combined didn’t kill the triceratops.” Our objection was about different, completely unforeseen ways the triceratops could have died.

B)  This actually doesn’t seem flawed at all. If Cheng and Lin are the only two candidates, then one of them has to win, right?

C)  This is definitely flawed, because just because we haven’t “conclusively proven” that John’s speeding did cause the accident definitely does not “conclusively prove” that John’s speeding didn’t
 cause the accident. Absence of proof does not prove the opposite. But this isn’t the flaw we were looking for.

D)  Yeah, this looks pretty good. The flood caused damage to the furnace, and a short in the electrical system. And the furnace and short were not the cause of the resulting fire. But that doesn’t mean the flood didn’t knock over a candle that was sitting next to a pile of gasoline-soaked newspapers. This matches the triceratops argument and the cousin Buford argument. It’s perfect.

E)  Nah, this is different. “We have reason to believe that Y causes Z, and reason to believe that either W or X caused Y. Therefore either W or X caused Z.” I'm not even sure that's flawed logic, but I'm sure it's different.





Our answer is D.
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Question 24



Advertisement: Our oat bran cereal is the only one that has printed right on its package all of its claimed health benefits. And really health-conscious consumers have demonstrated that these health claims are true by buying our cereal since they would not have bought our cereal unless the claims were true. How do we know these consumers are really health-conscious? No really health-conscious consumer would buy food in a package that did not have accurate information about the food’s health benefits printed on it.







Which one of the following employs a flawed argumentative strategy that is most closely parallel to the flawed argumentative strategy in the advertisement above?







(A)  Greeting one’s coworkers must be a polite thing to do, because people who are considered polite always greet their coworkers. The proof that these people really are polite is that they are consistently polite in their daily lives.



(B)  This card game must be intellectually challenging, because it is played by highly intelligent people, who play only intellectually challenging card games. In fact, these players’ intelligence is demonstrated by the fact that they play this game.



(C)  When coffee is being chosen, Brand Z is the coffee chosen by people with highly developed taste in coffee. These people showed their highly developed taste in coffee by correctly distinguishing eight brands of coffee from each other in a taste test.



(D)  That jacket must have been made for a very short person, because only very short people were able to fit into it. We know that they were very short because we saw them before they tried on the jacket.



(E)  This painting is a poor imitation, because only people with poor eyesight mistook it for the original. That these people have poor eyesight is demonstrated by the fact that they also mistook a vase of flowers in the painting for a peacock.






This seems like circular reasoning. “Our cereal is healthy because it says so on the package.” It sounds like my favorite example of flawed, circular reasoning: “Every word in the Bible is true, because it says so in the Bible.” That argument wouldn’t be valid logic on the LSAT because it assumes its own conclusion. Since we’re asked to identify a similarly flawed
 argument, I’m looking for an answer that is 1) bad logic and 2) the same
 bad logic. So the correct answer should be circular.





A)  Not circular. People who are consistently polite in their daily lives are considered polite, and these people greet their coworkers, therefore greeting coworkers must be a polite thing to do. This makes some sense, so it’s probably not the answer.

B)  This is totally circular. These people are smart because they play this game. Therefore this game must be a game played by smart people. Love it.

C)  Not circular: there is actual evidence that these people have a palate for coffee.

D)  Not circular: we can tell short people by sight.

E)  Not circular: there is actual evidence that the people had poor eyesight.





The only circular argument was B, so that’s our answer.








Epilogue







Whether you think the LSAT is easy or hard, you’re right. Mindset is at least half the battle. What I do for a living is convince students like you that the test is actually quite a bit easier than they initially thought. Really, there are just three types of questions:





1)  Questions that are basically easy.
 Example: The correlation-equals-causation flaw. Maybe you get these right away, or maybe they trip you up a few times, but after you’ve done a moderate amount of practice you’ll see these questions coming a mile away. This level of difficulty probably makes up a quarter of the test.

2)  Questions that look hard on the surface, but eventually become very easy.
 Example: Logic games that require you to understand complex rules and link them together. These will take a lot of practice, but you can become expert at them. This is probably half the test. If you master types one and two, you can score in the 160s.

3)  Questions that are actually hard.
 Example: Very long match-the-pattern-of-reasoning questions. These questions are difficult even for experts, and they generally appear toward the end of each section. You can make them incredibly easy by skipping them outright and filling in an answer bubble at random. Or, you can get very good at types one and two so that you have plenty of extra time to devote to these questions. This is probably a quarter of the test. It’s not the difference between going to law school and not going to law school, but it does impact what kinds of offers you’ll receive.





  Start with types one and two. Do a little bit every day. I’ve never met anyone who couldn’t improve his or her LSAT score dramatically by following this simple plan. And as always, let me know if I can help: nathan@foxlsat.com.
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People say you can’t go out and eat with your players. I say why not.
 —Tommy Lasorda






My dad, Gary, is in the storage business. Warehouses and freezers. Before that, he was in the wholesale foodservice business. Peas and carrots. But he’s really always been in the people
 business. You can judge a man by the company he keeps, and I’m privileged to have been included in my dad’s company.

I trailed him to work when I was small. He drove into the mountains every Monday to make sales calls. He loved the mountains, and he loved his customers. “I can’t believe they pay me to come up here and visit my friends,” he’d say. I’ve always strived for that feeling, and with Fox LSAT, I’ve finally found it.

My dad’s boss was a guy named Gerry Williams. From Gerry, I learned that the smartest and most accomplished guy in the room is also frequently the softest-spoken. But I also learned a lot from the folks who were not
 soft-spoken. My dad was a high school football referee, and I came along to his games as ball boy. After the games were over, I made myself useful by tending bar out of the ice chest in the back of the van on our way to Monaco’s, where the officials gathered to tell stories. I suppose I was eight or nine years old. In the bar, “Uncle Jerry” Streeter taught me many words that I didn’t think were printable until just recently—and a few that even I will probably never print. “Uncle Bob” Stuhlman deserved, and got, a lot of shit from the guys, but taught me to easily deflect attacks with, “If you’re picking on me, you’re leaving somebody else alone.”

I also tagged along with my pops to the golf course, starting around age 10. I learned volumes at Spring Creek. Woody van Vuren, teaching me how to play golf: “Whatever you do, Nate, just don’t swing like your dad.” Mike McNulty, playing liar’s dice: “You know, Nate… nobody ever liked you, you little shit.” (I learned that this can mean, “I love you.”) David Benn and Merv Fikse taught me about the importance of the short game, by showing me the carnage that ensues when you don’t have one. They’ve all been role models, and anti-role models, in a million different ways, along with Weintz, Lash, Hawes, Bonner, Filgas, and too many others to mention. Nobody ever liked any
 of you, and I mean that from the bottom of my heart.

Unlike myself, my dad is great with children. (My niece Hailey, his granddaughter, idolizes him.) He’s also great with old folks. He visits elderly neighbors, takes his dad out to breakfast, and takes my mom’s parents on road trips to family reunions out of state. He plays golf with his customers, and he barbecues for his employees.

He’s loving, but he’s honest. When I was eight, I told him I wanted to be a Major League baseball player. Difficulty: I could never run or hit. He told me so—“I suppose you could be a catcher, but for that you’d need to hit the weights”—and I moved directly on to golf. I’ve always respected him for that.

He loves me but he never coddled me, at least not by modern standards. I got my first car when I was 16, a used Chevy pickup, and I worked at Pizza Plus to help pay for it. I worked at the campus bowling alley at UC Davis, splitting college expenses with my parents. After I graduated, for my own benefit, I was on my own. Even though I’m an atheist, I thank God for that. I always knew that the safety net was there if I needed it, but I’ve paid my own bills since I was 21 and I know that I would be nowhere
 in life if I hadn’t been forced to. Thanks Dad.

I have peers in the tutoring business who carefully avoid making friends with their students, but I take mine out for cocktails. It’s fun, it’s relaxing, and it just seems like the human thing to do. It’s what my dad would do, and it’s what his buddies would do. I’m quite sure my legal department wouldn’t approve. Good thing Fox LSAT does not have, and will never have, a legal department.

I get choked up listening to country music, especially Willie Nelson, thinking about our trip to Spring Training when I was in the sixth grade. We took my grandparents’ motorhome, and my dad and Streeter sang along to the radio.





I love you Dad.








NEED A LITTLE HELP?





Call me.












 
I’M HERE TO HELP




Stop banging your head against the wall! The LSAT and law school admissions aren’t as mind-boggling as you might think. If there’s a type of LSAT question that’s bothering you, or you’re really confused by the whole “sufficient vs. necessary” thing, or you want to know how to negotiate for law school scholarships... please let me help! I’m a nerd about this stuff, and I love to show students how easy it can be. Email me any time at
 
nathan@foxlsat.com

 , or just pick up the phone. I’m generally available to talk between 9 am and 7 pm PST.








ONLINE LSAT COURSE




If you like my books, I think you’ll love my online LSAT class. It includes the exact same tests, quizzes, and lectures as my 12-week “Extended-Length” Class in San Francisco. Students pay $1495 for the 12-week classroom experience, but the class video is yours to watch and rewatch at your own pace from anywhere in the world for just $595. All materials included. And you’re always encouraged to call or email me directly if you have any questions during the course. Like I said, I’m a nerd.












www.foxlsat.com/online-lsat-course








No confusing jargon, no pulled punches, no bullshit.



LSAT made simple.







CALL NATHAN TODAY







415-518-0630



   @nfox






   facebook.com/FoxTestPrep






   foxlsat.com/lsat-blog






   linkedin.com/in/foxlsat
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