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            About This Book
        

        ABOUT THIS BOOK

        The Kaplan Companion to LSAT PrepTests 62-71

        This book contains complete explanations to every question from officially released LSAT PrepTests 62 through 71, along with exclusive data and analysis of test taker performance and question difficulty on each one of these LSAT exams. It is the perfect companion to these tests individually, or to the LSAC's bundle of these tests released under the title 10 Actual, Official LSAT PrepTests Volume V.

        Whether you are taking a prep course or studying on your own, taking officially released LSATs is an essentially component of successful preparation. LSAT students are fortunate that LSAC (the organization that develops and administers the test) typically releases three LSATs--the test forms given in June, in the Fall, and in December--each year. It probably goes without saying that practice with recent LSATs is especially valuable, and the tests covered by this book range from the test administration in December 2010 through the one in December 2013. 10 Actual, Official LSAT PrepTests Volume V is, at the time of this book's release, the most recent bundle of ten tests released by LSAC. 

        While practice tests are necessary, LSAT experts will tell you that simply taking and scoring tests isn't sufficient to maximize your score improvement. You need to know why you missed questions, and how to get to the right answers even more efficiently.  That's where this companion comes in. For each of the ten tests explained and analyzed here, Kaplan provides exclusive data about how test takers perceived the tests' difficulty. We then compare that to actual student performance on the test, and we identify each test's ten most difficulty questions and categorize the difficulty of all of the test's questions. You'll also see how representative each test is of the LSAT's most recent trends and learn about anything that makes a particular test administration unique or unusual. Finally, you get complete explanations for every question, game, and passage in the test, including explanations for every single wrong answer. 

        Start by reading the section called "Introduction: How to Use Kaplan LSAT Explanations," so that you get familiar with Kaplan's methods, strategies, and terminology. Then, after taking any of the practice tests covered by this volume, put your practice experience in context by reading the test's "Inside Story" page. Finally, review your performance on any question, game, or passage from the test. Kaplan's LSAT experts encourage you to review every question--even those you got right--to learn the patterns that top LSAT scorers approach the exam effectively and efficiently. 

        No matter how you choose to use the information and explanations included in this book, Kaplan is here to encourage and support your study and practice. For over seventy years, our commitment has been to raising scores for every test taker. So, here's to good luck, and more importantly, good preparation.

        

        

    
        
            INTRODUCTION: HOW TO USE KAPLAN LSAT EXPLANATIONS
        

        How to Review a PrepTest

        Taking full-length practice LSAT tests is an essential part of comprehensive preparation for this important exam. Not only do practice tests contain examples of all the questions, games, and passages used by the testmaker, but by taking practice LSATs, you also get a feel for the timing restrictions that make each section of the LSAT so challenging. Moreover, when you take full-length exams, you approximate the endurance and stamina demands of Test Day. 

        The LSAT is unique among the major post-graduate admissions exams in that the LSAC (the organization that creates and administers the LSAT) releases three previously administered, official LSAT tests each year. To help our students get the most out of these valuable practice resources, Kaplan has a team of LSAT experts who evaluate each test, and write comprehensive explanations for every question (indeed, for every answer choice) immediately after the exam's release. Now, for the first time, we are making these explanations available to everyone who is serious about their LSAT preparation. 

        Here are a few tips for the best way to use the explanations. 

        1. Learn the Kaplan Methods for Each Section

        Every official LSAT contains two sections of Logical Reasoning, and one section each of Logic Games (or Analytical Reasoning, as the LSAC calls it) and of Reading Comprehension. Test takers who train with Kaplan learn simple but highly effective Methods for the questions, games, and passages in these sections. Thus, our explanations are written so that they follow the steps of those Methods consistently. As you review the questions in the test, the explanations here will not only explain why a particular answer is correct, it will show you how an LSAT expert efficiently untangles the question, and how she can demonstrate that all four wrong answers are wrong. 

        The Kaplan Methods for each type of scored section are outlined for each section later in this chapter. The Methods are somewhat intuitive, so you'll get the gist of each one pretty quickly. In addition, you'll learn about some of the specific strategies Kaplan students learn in class. Keep an eye out for those strategies again as you review the questions in your test.

        Terminology and Definitions

        In our comprehensive LSAT prep courses, Kaplan students learn a sweeping vocabulary of terms, categories, and distinctions for the question types, patterns of reasoning, flaws, conclusions, and rhetorical devices employed by the testmaker. If you are not currently in a Kaplan LSAT prep course, you may come across terms with which you're unfamiliar, or unsure how to understand in the context of the test. For such terms, we've created a glossary, and we have linked the term directly to its glossary entry for easy navigation. 

        2. Evaluate Timed Practice Differently than Untimed Practice

        We'll stipulate that you have already completed the test. Why else would you be looking at the explanations? Now, a couple of questions: First, did you take the LSAT under strict, timed conditions? If you did, review questions in context. Were you running out of time near the end of the section? Did you have to guess? Did you spend far too long to get one or two questions correct, thus costing yourself the opportunity to try other questions? Many of the explanations in this book will give you strategies for answering questions more efficiently and effectively, as well as always explaining how to answer them correctly. Speed and confidence can be important to your score on Test Day--in some cases, as important as expertise. 

        If you did not time yourself, or if you gave yourself extra time to complete the LSAT, review the questions to assess your mastery of LSAT skills. There is nothing wrong with untimed practice. Indeed, Kaplan's expert LSAT instructors encourage their students to engage in untimed, mastery practice whenever the students learn a new question type.  When you are reviewing a test on which you took extra time, your focus should be on assessing how you did on each step of each question, and especially on how well you executed the skills rewarded by the LSAT. 

        3. Note the Question Difficulty

        At the beginning of each section of explanations, you will see a list of the questions in that section of the test. For each question, we provide the question type and a difficulty rating of between 1 star (easiest) and 4 stars (hardest). Pay attention to the difficulty level of the questions you got right and those you missed. 

        Because our students take official, released LSAT tests for practice during their courses, we at Kaplan have hundreds of thousands of data points on the questions in these released tests. We can accurately determine the difficulty of every question on each exam, and even determine which wrong answers gave students the most trouble, and which ones they dismissed easily.

        Here's how the star ratings work. 4-star questions are the ten most difficult questions on the test. Typically these are answered correctly by one-third of students or less. The next 20 questions in difficulty are assigned a 3-star rating. The next 30 get a 2-star rating. And, the rest (the easiest 40 or 41 questions on the exam) are given a 1-star rating. On most LSATs, the 1-star questions are answered correctly by 70 percent of students or more. 

        The difficulty ratings help you assess your performance in two important ways. First, when you miss a 4-star or 3-star question, you're in good company. These questions are difficult for most students. Study the explanation to a 4-star or 3-star question carefully, and note the strategic approaches that allows LSAT experts to solve these tough verbal and reasoning puzzles. On the other hand, when you miss a 1-star or 2-star question, focus on where you may have misinterpreted the instructions or some key piece of information. While these questions are not too hard for most students, even top scorers occasionally miss 1-star and 2-star questions, usually because of same kinds of oversights you'll see cleared up in the explanations in this book. 

        The second way difficulty ratings can help you is by providing insight into your score. Here is a chart showing how raw score (the number of correct answers a test taker generates) translates into scaled score (the 120 to 180 score law schools see on your score report) and into percentile (the percentage of test takers who scored below you on a given exam). 

        
            
                
How raw score (number of questions correct) translates into scaled score and percentile rankingPrepTest 74 (December 2014)
                
                
                    
                        	Raw Score (#correct)
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                        	Percentile
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                        	172
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        Because the LSAC score report is comparing you to all those who took your test, and to the cohort of applicants likely to apply to law school at the same time you do, the translation from raw score to scaled score and percentile change slightly from test to test. The chart above, however, provides a good estimate of scoring on most recent LSATs. As you can see, on most tests, you could miss all ten 4-star questions and still score a 172, placing you in the 99th percentile, and giving you a score competitive at any law school in the country. Were you to miss all of the 4-star and 3-star questions, you would still get 70 correct answers, producing a scaled score around 158, better than 75 percent of test takers. To place above the 50th percentile (or, to score over 151, if you like), you'll need to get about 60 correct answers, that's all of the 1-star and a majority of the 2-star questions. Now, most test takers get a mixture of easier and harder questions right, and even top scorers occasionally mess up and miss a 1-star question. But, take note of what happens once you are scoring over the 50th percentile: adding between five and ten correct answers to your performance can move your percentile score up ten points or more, making your application stronger than those of thousands of other test takers.

        

        4. Recognize Patterns in the LSAT and in Your Performance

        As a standardized test, the LSAT is nothing if not predictable. You won't know the content of the questions or passages you'll see on your official exam, of course, but repeated practice can reveal patterns that will help you improve your performance. As you review multiple tests, you will begin to see that certain question types recur with greater or lesser frequency. Moreover, each question type is amenable to a handful of expert strategies, which are often outlined in the explanations in this book. Beyond the patterns associated with question strategies and correct answers, you'll see that even the wrong answers regularly fall into a handful of definite types as well. Whenever this is the case, the Kaplan explanations will highlight and articulate the wrong answer pattern. 

        Use these patterns and categories to help assess your own performance. Ask yourself the following questions, and answer honestly. Do you regularly struggle with a particular Logic Reasoning question type? Is a certain pattern in Logic Games easier for you? Does another game type trip you up? Do some topics or question types in Reading Comprehension give you more trouble than others? Throughout the test, are there wrong answer types to which you are routinely susceptible? 

        In our comprehensive Kaplan LSAT prep courses, we provide tools that help all of our students identify their individual strengths and weaknesses, and then we provide personalized instruction to help them maximize their potential on the test. If you are preparing on your own, identifying the patterns that impact your performance (for better or worse) will require more time and attention, but don't skip this important part of review. Determine your areas of greatest opportunities for improvement, and focus on them as you continue your practice. That leads directly to the next tip. 

        5. Apply What You Learn

        This is the most important tip of all. Taking a practice LSAT is very important. If you complete your practice test under timed, test-like conditions, it will give you a great snapshot of your performance as it stands now. But, to get a genuine reading on your strengths and opportunities--and, more importantly, to improve your performance--you need to take and review multiple tests.

        The greatest value of these explanations is that, in between each practice test, you can use them to evaluate your performance. That will point you in the right direction the next time you practice. Don't be content with getting a question right. Review the explanation until you are satisfied that you can get a similar question right the next time you see one, and that you can get it right as quickly and efficiently as you'll need to under the time constraints of the test. When you get a question wrong, don't simply read the correct answer and think, "Oh, I get it now." Make sure you know how you misread or misunderstood the question, and why the particular wrong answer you chose was tempting. 

        Practice and review the LSAT consistently with the help of expert explanations, and you will improve. 

    
        Logical Reasoning Method and Strategies

        

        The Kaplan Method for Logical Reasoning has four steps. The order of Steps 1 and 2 may surprise you a little bit. 

        
            LOGICAL REASONING METHOD

            
                	1. Identify the Question Type 

                	2. Untangle the Stimulus 

                	3. Predict the Correct Answer 

                	4. Evaluate the Answer Choices

                

            

        

        Every Logical Reasoning question has three easily identifiable parts: the stimulus, the question stem, and five answer choices. The stimulus is the paragraph or short dialogue at the top of the question; it may contain an argument or a set of statements. Beneath the stimulus is the question stem; it gives the test taker her task, e.g., identify an assumption in the argument, pick the answer that makes the argument stronger or weaker, describe a flaw in the author's reasoning, or choose the answer that follows from the statements in the stimulus. Underneath the question stem, there are five answer choices, exactly one of which fulfills the task called for the question stem; the other four answer choices are demonstrably incorrect. 

        The Kaplan Method for Logical Reasoning takes the most efficient and strategic route through the questions. You will see this Method reflected in the explanations to every Logical Reasoning question. 

        Step 1: Identify the Question Type

        Begin with the question stem. Find out what your task is. That way, you'll know what to look for as you are analyzing the stimulus. The explanations will show you how an expert approaches the stimulus differently depending on the question type found in the question stem. 

        
            LOGICAL REASONING STRATEGY

            Identify the Question Type

            As you review your test, take note of the task, or question type, for every Logical Reasoning question. You'll soon notice that certain question types are more prevalent. Moreover, you'll begin to see how LSAT experts approach the same question types consistently to maximize their accuracy and speed. Note: Every question type is defined in the glossary; for your convenience, the question type name is linked right to its definition. 

        

        Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

        Once you understand your task, read the stimulus actively, focusing on the sentences or statements that will help you choose the correct answer. 

        
            LOGICAL REASONING STRATEGY

            Effectively Analyze Arguments 

            In questions that ask you to analyze an argument, you will want to first locate and paraphrase the author's conclusion, meaning the assertion or opinion about which the author is trying to convince the reader. After identifying the conclusion, focus on the author's evidence, the statements or premises the author offers in support of the conclusion. Many questions require that you then determine the author's assumption(s), the unstated premise(s) that logically connect the evidence to the conclusion. 

            The explanations will outline expert argument analysis whenever it is relevant, but here's a simple demonstration. Imagine a stimulus with this simple argument:

            This raspberry lemonade is a very sour drink. Therefore, it will not pair well with the pasta dish.

            Here, the author's conclusion is that the raspberry lemonade will not pair well with the pasta dish. His evidence is that the raspberry lemonade is quite sour. From this, you can determine that the author assumes that very sour drinks will not pair well with the pasta dish. You may agree or disagree with the author; the LSAT doesn't care about that. The test will reward you for being able to untangle and analyze the explicit (conclusion and evidence) and implicit (assumption) parts of the author's argument. You'll see argument analysis demonstrated in a majority of the Logical Reasoning explanations.

        

        
            lOGICAL REASONING STRATEGY

            Effectively Catalog Statements

            In cases where the stimulus does not contain an argument, the LSAT typically rewards you either for making a valid inference based on the stimulus, or for resolving an apparent paradox described in the stimulus. Since there is usually no argument in these stimuli, LSAT experts approach them differently, but no less strategically. 

            In non-argument based questions, experts note five patterns:

            Concrete statements/assertions. The statement "All students at State U must complete Composition 102" is far stronger, and thus more likely to lead to valid deductions, than a statement such as "Some students at State U have taken Professor Manning's archaeology seminar." 

            Shared terms. When two statements share a term, they often combine to produce valid deductions. For example, if the author tells you that "Project X receives government funding," and then tells you that "projects which receive government funding are subject to annual review," you can infer that Project X is subject to annual review. 

            Keywords. Words that highlight how an author thinks two statements relate to one another can be helpful in making inferences. Consider what you can infer about a fictional politician named Carson in the following sentence: "The population of Crow County is quite conservative, but Carson is likely to be elected Commissioner." That's quite different than what we could infer were the author to say: "The population of Crow County is quite conservative, and so Carson is likely to be elected Commissioner." 

            By the way, every Paradox question stimulus will contain a Contrast Keyword, highlighting the two seemingly contradictory statements at issue. 

            Conditional statements. Also known as Formal Logic, conditional (or "If-then") statements are powerful tools for making valid inferences. Consider a statement such as "If Rebecca auditions for the role of Desdemona, then Jonas will audition for the role of Hamlet." This makes Jonas's audition necessary for Rebecca's. If this stimulus went on to say, "Jonas will not audition for the role of Hamlet," then you can deduce that Rebecca will not audition for the role of Desdemona. Note: Formal Logic is discussed further at the end of this chapter.

            Uncertain statements. Statements containing terms such as "some," "several," and "most" are less concrete than those containing "all," "every," or "none." LSAT experts, however, learn to recognize patterns to produce valid deductions. One of these patterns, fairly common on the LSAT, is a pair of "most" statements. For example, if a stimulus states that "Most members of the water polo team are in-state students," and tells you that "Most members of the water polo team are scholarship athletes," an LSAT expert will deduce that "At least one in-state student is a scholarship athlete." 

        

        Untrained test takers instinctively read the stimulus first, after all it is at the top of the question. When they next read the question stem, however, they often have to reread the stimulus now that they know their task. The Kaplan Method for Logical Reasoning eliminates this redundancy. The strategies outlined above help the well trained test taker zero in on the relevant, helpful statements in the stimulus.

        

        Step 3: Predict the Correct Answer

        After untangling the stimulus, an LSAT expert will pause very briefly to paraphrase what the correct answer must say. This allows the expert to evaluate the answer choices more efficiently and effectively. 

        Without pausing to "pre-phrase" the correct answer, a test taker is likely to read answer choice (A), and then to reread the stimulus. If still unsure whether choice (A) is correct, this untrained test taker will do the same thing with choices (B), and (C), and so on. This reading, rereading, and comparing of answer choices is far too time consuming, and can make you more confused about the question than were to begin with. 

        An LSAT expert, armed with a strong prediction, evaluates the answer choices by asking, "Does this answer choice match my prediction?" If the answer is "No," she crosses it out. If the answer is "Yes," she can confidently circle it and move on to the next question. 

        
            lOGICAL REASONING STRATEGY

            Accurately Predict Correct Answers

            Different Logical Reasoning question types (e.g., Assumption, Strengthen/Weaken, Flaw, Inference) reward different skills. LSAT experts learn to predict correct answers accurately and in the ways that best fit the different question stem tasks. 

            Here are some of the ways LSAT experts treat the prediction step differently in the most common Logical Reasoning questions.

            Assumption questions. In the simplest arguments, it's easy to spot (and to state) the author's assumption. For example, if an author concludes that "Socrates is mortal" because of evidence that "Socrates is human," then this author is assuming (correctly, in fact) that "Humans are mortal." On the LSAT, however, arguments are usually a bit more complex than that. Moreover, the LSAT may ask for an assumption necessary to the author's argument, or for an assumption sufficient to establish the author's conclusion. In the explanations, you'll see how LSAT experts predict the correct answer differently depending on the Assumption question stem. 

            Strengthen/Weaken questions. In these questions, the correct answer states a fact that makes the author's conclusion more or less likely to follow from the author's evidence. That's different than saying that the answer will prove or disprove the argument. For example, if an author argues that "The new public tennis courts will not be built because MegaCorp has withdrawn its offer to fund the new public tennis courts," the author assumes that only MegaCorp's funding would make the construction of new courts possible. To weaken that argument, the test will provide a correct answer that names a potential alternate source of funding. That is the LSAT expert's prediction: "The correct answer here will point out another way to pay for the construction." The LSAT expert does not try to guess which source the test will choose (a tax levy, a bond issue, a wealthy philanthropist, a private tennis club), but he knows with confidence that the one correct answer will provide an alternative source and that the four incorrect answers will not. 

            Flaw questions. It is common for some Flaw questions to be among the toughest questions on a given LSAT. That's because they ask you to describe an error in the author's reasoning. The answer choices often contain abstract wording and avoid reference to the subject matter of the stimulus. For a Kaplan-trained LSAT expert, however, Flaw questions can be among the easiest for predicting what the correct answer will contain. That's because there are a handful of Flaw types that the testmaker uses again and again. Some of them will sound familiar (ad hominem, circular reasoning, correlation versus causation, unrepresentative samples, equivocation) even if you can't easily define them at this point. Of course, the explanations will always point out these common flaw types when they appear in questions or in answer choices, and the name of the flaw type will link to its definition in the glossary. 

            Inference questions. These are often the hardest questions in which to accurately predict the correct answer. After all, there are sometimes dozens of things you could infer from a series of three or four statements. When you are preparing to evaluate the answer choices in Inference questions, pay careful attention to the question stem. Does it ask for a correct answer that "must be true" given the statements in the stimulus, or does it ask for the one that is "most strongly suggested" by the statements in the stimulus? Beyond that, keep an eye out for the patterns discussed above in the strategy labeled "Effectively Catalog Statements." If you are given two statements that share a common term, or if you spot conditional statements, you can be fairly certain that the testmaker wants you to use those tools to reach the correct answer. 

        

        Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

        In the discussion of Step 3, you saw how an LSAT expert uses a solid prediction of the correct answer to confidently evaluate each answer choice. Test takers who truly master the Logical Reasoning Method become so confident that, if choice (C) is clearly the correct answer, they may check choices (D) and (E) quickly, just to confirm that they are clearly incorrect. In the explanations in this book, we always present the correct answer first to reinforce the strategies of predicting and evaluating. In addition, we discuss each wrong answer thoroughly, even though you (if you follow the Method) may not need such thorough analysis on Test Day.

        

        
            LOGICAL REASONING STRATEGY

            Spot Common Wrong Answer Patterns

            The LSAT is so standardized, that particular types of wrong answers appear over and over throughout the test. Spotting these common wrong answer types will make you more efficient throughout the Logical Reasoning section. 

            The most common wrong answer type is Outside the Scope, an answer that introduces a fact or consideration irrelevant to the argument or statements in the stimulus. Other important wrong answer types include 180 and Extreme. A 180 wrong answer states exactly the opposite of what the correct answer must say. 180 answers can be effective "traps" for an inattentive test taker. If the correct answer must weaken an argument, for example, it's not uncommon for one or more of the wrong answers to effectively strengthen the argument. Extreme wrong answers stay within the scope of the stimulus, but overstate what the correct must say. If you can infer, for example, that at least one in-state student is a scholarship athlete, one of the wrong answers might state that "most in-state students are scholarship athletes." 

            NOTE: There are a handful of other wrong answer patterns. Whenever an answer choice fits one of the wrong answer patterns, the explanations will make note of the pattern, and the term describing the wrong answer type will be linked to its definition in the glossary. 

        

        In our comprehensive LSAT prep courses, Kaplan students learn and practice the Logical Reasoning Method over several class sessions, and in dozens of additional LSAT Channel lessons and homework assignments. If you are not in a Kaplan course, we still want you to improve your LSAT score as much as possible. That's why we make the Logical Reasoning Method the foundation of every question's explanation, and why we always highlight and explain the strategies outlined above. 

    
        Logic Games Method and Strategies

        Every Logic Games section contains four games, each with around five or six questions. To finish the section within the allotted 35 minutes, you need to average around 8 and 1/2 minutes per game. That's a tall order, one most test takers are not able to fill. The Kaplan Method for Logic Games is designed to attain the maximum combination of speed and accuracy within this section.

        
            LOGIC GAMES METHOD

            
                	1. Overview

                

                	2. Sketch

                	3. Rules

                	4. Deductions

                	5. Questions

            

        

        You may find it striking that the LSAT expert completes four steps in this Method before turning her attention to the questions. That seems counter-intuitive. Don't we want to get to the questions as quickly as possible? As you study the logic games explanations in this book, however, you'll see that the expert's approach, which involves organizing the game's information first, allows her to answer the questions much more efficiently, sometimes in a matter of seconds. These explanations will demonstrate the enormous power of patience in logic games, and will convince you of the value of consistently applying the Method to every game you encounter.

        To understand what each step involves, let's first define the parts of a logic game as they appear in the test booklet. To conduct your overview of the game, you'll examine the game's setup, the short description of the game's situation, entities (the people or things you're asked to arrange in the game),  and action (the game's task). Beneath the setup, the testmaker always includes some rules, which are listed in indented text. These rules provide restrictions on how the entities may behave within the game's action and framework. After that, you'll see the game's questions. In most games, one or more of the questions will begin with a hypothetical "If" condition. Such a condition acts like an additional rule, but it applies only to that individual question. Keep your Master Sketch with the rules that apply throughout the game separate from your scratchwork on individual questions containing new "If"s that are unique to that question. 

        Step 1: Overview

        The goal here is to have a clear mental picture of your task. Ideally, you could describe your job within the game in a single sentence, e.g., "I will be dividing eight students into two teams of four with no overlap," or "From among seven books, I will select four and reject three." Be as precise as you can without overstating the limitations imposed by the setup. Make sure, for example, that the game asks you to choose "exactly four books" and not "at least four books." In logic games, every word is important.

        
            LOGIC GAMES STRATEGY

            Ask the SEAL Questions to Conduct Your Overview

            To make sure that they have a strong grasp of the game's layout and task, LSAT experts ask four questions, known to Kaplan students by the acronym SEAL, from the first letter of each word. 

            What is/are the . . .

            Situation--What is the real-world scenario being described? What is the deliverable information--an ordered list, a calendar, a chart showing what's matched up?

            Entities--Who or what are the "moving parts," the people or things I'm distributing, selecting, sequencing, or matching?

            Action--What is the specific action--distribution, selection, sequencing, matching, or a combination of those--that I'm performing on the entities?

            Limitation--Does the game state parameters (e.g., select exactly four of the seven, sequence the entities one per day) that determine or restrict how I'll set up and sketch the game?

            Throughout Kaplan's Logic Games explanations, the LSAT experts will often break down their Overviews just like this. Be sure you see what they see before you move into the complicated rules and deductions.

        

        Step 2: Sketch

        Based on your Overview, create a simple framework in which you record and organize the game's information, rules, and limitations. The testmaker uses just a handful of game types, so as you review your work and study the expert's sketches in the explanations, learn to identify the most common actions and the sketches typically associated with them. Here are two good rules of thumb: 1) Always list out the entities in abbreviation (e.g., M O P T W Y) above your sketch framework, and 2) make your framework as simple and easy to copy as possible (since you will want to repeat it when a question offers you a new "If" condition). 

        
            LOGIC GAMES STRATEGY

            Learn the Standard Sketch for Each Game Type

            Every game needs a Sketch. It provides a framework into which you can build the rules and restrictions that will allow you to answer the questions. Fortunately, the LSAT uses the same game types test after test, and you can learn some standard patterns that will save you time and frustration on Test Day. Here's how LSAT experts typically set up the most common game actions.

            Strict Sequencing--These games ask you to arrange or schedule entities in numbered positions, or on specific days or times. A series of numbered slots (either horizontal or vertical) usually suits this task.

            
                
                    [image: Strict Sequencing Sketch: A list of the first letters of each entity, and below that, six numbered dashes arranged horizontally.]
                

            

            Loose Sequencing--These games are similar to Strict Sequencing, but here, the setup does not provide numbered slots or days of the week. Instead, all of the rules describe the relative position of two or more entities. The rules can be combined to show all of the known relationships among the entities.

            
                
                    [image: Loose Sequencing Sketch: The entities depicted with dashes or ellipses to indicate their relative positions. ]
                

            

            Selection--These games ask you to choose or select a smaller group of entities out of a longer list. All you really need here is a roster of all the entities. Then, you can circle those selected and cross out those rejected.

            
                
                    [image: Selection Sketch: A list of the first letter in each entity; selected entities are circled; rejected entities are crossed out.]
                

            

            Matching--These games ask you to match up members of one group with those of another, or to assign certain attributes to some members and different attributes to others. A list or grid fits the bill here.

            
                
                    [image: Matching Sketch: A list or grid headed by columns with each entity, and rows labeled with each item to be matched to the entities. ]
                

            

            Distribution--These games give you a group of entities and ask you to break it up into smaller groups (two or three smaller groups is most common, but you will see four on occasion). 

            
                
                    [image: Distribution Sketch: A list of the entities, and below that, columns representing the groups into which the entities are distributed.]
                

            

            For every game, the Kaplan explanations will show the LSAT expert's initial sketch framework and explain how she chose it. Then, you'll see how the expert develops the sketch to accommodate the rules and deductions provided by the game. Study the Sketches carefully and make sure you see why the expert chose the one she did.

            Now, some games may have twists or special requirements that require you to vary or add to these standard sketches, and Hybrid games combine two or three of the standard actions together. Don't let these exceptions deter you from learning the standard sketches. Once you know the common patterns, it will be easier to see how LSAT experts can account for the unique features of any game within them. 

        

        Step 3: Rules

        Once you have created a sketch framework, you will then analyze and sketch each rule. Make sure to consider what each rule does and does not determine. Again, every word in logic games is important. A rule stating that "A gives his presentation on a day earlier than the day on which B gives his presentation" is different than one stating that "A gives his presentation on the day immediately before the day on which B gives his presentation," and both are distinct from the rule "A gives his presentation on the day immediately before or the day immediately after the day on which B give his presentation." As you review the explanations, pay careful attention to how the LSAT expert sketched out each rule to make sure you didn't over- or under-determine the rule's scope. 

        
            LOGIC GAMES STRATEGY

            Build Rules Directly into the Sketch Framework

            Always seek to depict rules in the most concrete, helpful way possible. If you can, build them right into the sketch, so that you can see their impact on the setup and the entities. 

            When you encounter a rule that establishes exactly where an entity should go, your instinct will rightly be to place that entity right into your sketch framework. Consider, for example, a game that asks you to sequence six entities--A, B, C, D, E, and F--into six numbered positions--1 through 6. If you get a rule that says "D will be placed in Position 4," you'll just jot down "D" on top of that slot in your framework. Perfect! The entity can't move, and you'll always see where it is. 

            With other types of rules, however, many test takers do not add them to the sketch in the most helpful way. When analyzing Logic Games rules, LSAT experts always consider what the rules does and does not restrict. Sometimes, the negative implications of a rule are stronger than its affirmative ones. For example, consider a game that asks you to sequence six entities--A, B, C, D, E, and F--into six numbered positions--1 through 6. A typical rule for that game might say: C must be placed in one of the first three positions. You could jot down something like "C = 1, 2, or 3," but that doesn't tell you anything concrete. You cannot easily place that into your sketch framework. The negative implications of that rule, however, are very strict: C absolutely cannot go in positions 4, 5, or 6. If you write something like "~C" directly underneath slots 4, 5, and 6 in your sketch, you will have a very clear visual depiction of this rule. 

            Throughout the Kaplan explanations, take time to study how LSAT experts draw and depict the rules. It's okay if your drawings don't look identical to those in the explanations, but you're sure to encounter a few instances in which the expert's sketch makes a lot of sense, and teaches you a few new tactics for handling games and their rules. 

        

        Step 4: Deductions

        This is the step that most untrained test takers miss, but it is also the step that can transform your performance on a game. Deductions arise when you are able to combine rules and restrictions to determine additional information. Logic games reward test takers for being able to quickly and accurately determine what must, can, and cannot be true about the entities in the game, and deductions can increase your brain's processing power enormously. Take the simplest kind of deduction, accounting for "Duplicators," in other words, entities mentioned in more than one rule. Here's the scenario:

        In a game that asks you to arrange six entities - call them A, B, C, D, E, and F - into six hour long spots - from 1 PM through 6 PM, you have two rules: 

        
            	B gets an earlier spot than C.

            	D gets a later spot than C.

        

        Combining those two rules (B . . . C and C . . . D) produces a three-entity list (B . . . C . . . D). That's pretty routine, but consider the implications. You now know that D will never take 1 PM or 2 PM, that C will never take 1 PM or 6 PM, and that B will never take 5 PM or 6 PM. 

        Most deductions are more elusive than that, and some are even more powerful in their effects on the entities within the game. As you review your work and study the explanations, pay attention to the deductions made by the LSAT experts. Especially in games where you feel that you really struggled, discovering that there was an available deduction that you missed can make the entire game clearer and more comprehensible. 

        
            LOGIC GAMES STRATEGY

            Use the BLEND Checklist to Make All Available Deductions

            One of the hardest things to learn to do in logic games is to make all of the deductions quickly, and then to be confident enough that there are no more deductions that you can move on to tackle the question set. To help with this difficult task, Kaplan's LSAT experts have created a mnemonic of the five most common deduction-producing patterns seen in the rules and restrictions. We call it BLEND, for the first letter of each item in the list. Check for these patterns, and you'll be sure you don't overlook an available deduction, and you'll know when there are no more deductions to be found.

            Blocks of Entities: When a rule forces two or more entities to occupy adjacent spaces in a list, or to be placed together in a group, check to see where space is available for them, and where they may prevent other entities from appearing.

            Limited Options: When a rule (or combination of rules) restricts the entire game to just two or three patterns, LSAT experts will often create dual sketches to depict the game. Pay careful attention to Limited Options in the explanations. They aren't always easy to spot, but when they occur, they make the questions much, much easier to answer.

            Established Entities: When a rule (or combination of rules) restricts an entity to just one space in a list, or forces the entity to be placed into a particular group, note it. This is powerful not only because you have firmly placed one entity, but also because that entity's placement may prevent others from being assigned to the same position or group.

            Number Restrictions: When rules and limitations within a game restrict the number of entities that may be placed into a particular group, it makes the game much easier to solve. Being asked to split up seven students into two teams doesn't tell you much, but deducing that Team A must have three students and Team B must have four tells you a lot.

            Duplications: When an entity appears in two rules, it allows the rules to be combined. We described the simple B . . . C + C . . . D = B . . . C . . . D type of duplication above, but duplications can be far more sophisticated, and may appear in any type of logic game. 

            In the explanations to every game, the expert will note when one or more of these patterns appears, and the term will be linked to the glossary in case you've forgotten how it's defined.

        

        Step 5: Questions

        Above, we alluded to the fact that logic games reward you for being able to determine what must, can, and cannot be true about the placement of the entities within the game. Scan the questions from any logic games section, and you'll see multiple variations asking "Which one of the following is an acceptable arrangement/could be true/must be false/etc.?" Throughout the explanations, you'll see how an LSAT expert uses the Master Sketch (including the additional deductions he's made) to make short work of these questions. 

        Quite often, the question stem opens with a New-"If" condition, but then asks one of these same questions given the new constraint or limitation. In most cases, LSAT experts tackle these with new "mini-sketches" so that they can make the new condition concrete. This strategy is discussed briefly below. 

        
            LOGIC GAMES STRATEGY

            Use "Mini-sketches" to Take Control of New-"If" Questions

            One "rookie mistake" that untrained test takers will make in Logic Games is to create a Master Sketch for a game and then try to use it for all of the game's New-"If" questions. Let's say a game has five questions, and when our untrained test taker comes to Question 2, he sees that it begins with a new "If" condition. He then adds the new restrictions into his overall Master Sketch and works out the implications. That's great for that one question, but here are a few reasons why it's a bad strategy for the rest of the game:

            Subsequent questions  will either have different New-"If" conditions, or they will have no new conditions at all. That means that to use his Master Sketch again, the untrained test taker will have to erase all of the work he did on Question 2. At a minimum, that will be messy and will take up some time. The bigger risk is that the test taker will forget exactly which of the deductions he made at the beginning of the game, and which he made specifically for Question 2. He could wind up inadvertently leaving some of Question 2's work in the sketch, or erasing some of the initial deductions he'd made. Either way, he's now in danger of missing all the subsequent questions associated with the game.

            Additionally, if our untrained test taker effectively erases the work in the sketch that was unique to Question 2, he will no longer have that work to refer to. In the next strategy note, you'll learn how LSAT experts sometimes consult their work on earlier questions to help answer later ones. If you are building-erasing-rebuilding your sketch as you go, you won't have a record of the work you've done throughout the question set. 

            LSAT experts avoid these pitfalls by creating a Master Sketch containing the setup, rules, and deductions for the overall game. And, then, they leave it alone. They can consult the Master Sketch for questions without New-"If" conditions. For each New-"If" question, however, they quickly copy the Master Sketch and label it with the question number of the New-"If" question. They add the question's new "If" condition to this copy, and work out the question's implications there. When they move on, they leave that question's work as a reference, just in case it helps them on a subsequent question. 

            As you review, study the new "mini-sketches" that experts make for New-"If" questions. You'll learn not only how they got a particular question right, but also how they effectively manage an entire game. 

        

        There are a handful of relatively rare Logic Games question types, but well trained test takers can use the same sketches and techniques to answer them, as well. At times, test takers who have truly mastered the Logic Games Method will even use their work on one or two questions to help them quickly answer another. That's why it is valuable to review an entire game, from Step 1 all the way through the last question, even when you only missed one or two of the questions along the way. Your review will not only reveal where you went off track on the questions you missed, it also will likely show you how you could have handled the entire game more quickly and confidently. 

        
            LOGIC GAMES STRATEGY

            Use Previous Work to Determine what Could be True

            The LSAT always provides enough information to answer every question. That's comforting to know, but open-ended questions that ask you what could be true or must be false in a game without giving you any new conditions or constraints can be very time consuming. For most students, their instincts tell them to try out every answer choice one by one. 

            LSAT experts know to keep track of the work they do on every question, and when they can use it to help them solve these open-ended questions. If they see that an open-ended question will be very time consuming, or will require them to test every answer choice, they often skip that question temporarily. After working through the other questions in the set, they'll come back to the open-ended question. 

            Here's how it works. Let's say a question asks "Which one of the following must be false?" You check your Master Sketch, but you don't see anything there that definitively rules out one of the answer choices. Work through the rest of the questions for the game. Along the way, you'll likely encounter one question that asks for an "acceptable arrangement" of entities. You'll probably also have two or three questions with New-"If" conditions, and you'll solve those by creating "mini-sketches" that reveal some additional "acceptable arrangements." Now, the expert test taker uses critical thinking: "Since the correct answer to the open-ended question must be false, all four of its wrong answers could be true." Then, he can check any acceptable arrangement he has discovered or created along the way. Any answer choice for the "must be false" question that appears in an acceptable arrangement is an incorrect answer, and he can cross it out. Sometimes, you may be able to eliminate all four wrong answers in this way! 

        

        Students in Kaplan's comprehensive LSAT prep courses drill with the Logic Games Method in class and throughout their homework. They are assigned chapters in Kaplan's LSAT treatise "LSAT Premier" that go over the strategies, tactics, and techniques associated with each step of the Method. They practice it on dozens of real LSAC-released logic games in Kaplan's exclusive Q-Bank, a library of over 2,000 official LSAT questions. As you review your work in these explanations, follow along with the LSAT experts who make the Logic Games Method their template for accuracy and speed in this section. 

    
        Reading Comprehension Method and Strategies

        For many students, Reading Comprehension is the section of the LSAT in which they find it most difficult to improve their scores. This is due, in part, to how familiar Reading Comprehension feels. In one way or another, you have been tested from grade school through college on how well you understood or remembered something that you had read. Learning to read actively and strategically, in the way rewarded by the LSAT, takes some getting used to. Kaplan's Reading Comprehension Method is designed to make your performance on this section of the test just as efficient and effective as our Logic Games Method can on that section. 

        
            READING COMPREHENSION METHOD

            
                	1. Read the passage strategically.

                	2. Analyze the question stem.

                	3. Research the relevant text.

                	4. Predict the correct answer.

                	5. Evaluate the answer choices.

            

        

        Given that you have four passages (and their accompanying questions) to complete in 35 minutes, time is precious in Reading Comprehension. LSAT experts will usually complete Step 1 for a passage in around 3 to 4 minutes. That leaves between 4 to 5 minutes to tackle the questions, using Steps 2 through 5 for each one. Here's what each step accomplishes.

        Step 1: Read the Passage Strategically

        LSAT Reading Comprehension passages are excerpts of around 450 to 500 words, typically from academic writing in fields covered by social science, natural science, humanities, and law. The writing is dense, and the topics are rarely, if ever, familiar to the casual reader. This content is pretty intimidating, and students often compound the problem by trying to read and remember the details and facts in these arcane passages.

        But, here's what LSAT experts know: The LSAT is far more interested in how and why the author wrote the passage than it is in what the author said about the details. Here's why. Imagine if you saw this question on the LSAT.

        In which of the following years did George Washington lead Continental Army troops across the Delaware River?

        This is a question that rewards knowledge, not reading comprehension. If you happen to know the answer, you could get this question right even without the passage. Law schools need to evaluate your skill level in comprehension and analysis. So, the LSAT asks questions more like these.

        The author of the passage would most likely agree with which one of the following statements about Washington's military leadership?

        The author includes a reference to Washington's crossing of the Delaware in order to

        The primary purpose of the fourth paragraph of the passage is

        To answer LSAT questions, you need to read for the passage's structure, and the author's opinions, and not just for names or dates or facts. Anticipating the kinds of questions that the test asks, LSAT experts read actively, interrogating the author as they proceed. When the author offers an opinion, the expert looks for where and how the author supports it. If the author describes two theories, the expert looks for the author's evaluation of them, or for language in which the author prefers one theory over the other. An LSAT expert's reading is never passive or wayward.

        
            READING COMPREHENSION STRATEGY

            Use Keywords to Read Effectively

            Given the LSAT's emphasis on opinion and purpose, Kaplan has compiled a list of Keywords that indicate text that is likely to be relevant in answering LSAT questions. These include terms that indicate an author's point of view, her reason for including a detail or illustration, and words that show contrast or correspondence between two things or ideas. LSAT experts circle or underline these Keywords when they encounter them in the passage, and they use Keywords to effectively paraphrase or summarize chunks of text.

            To see why Keywords are so helpful, try to answer the following question:

            Type X coffee beans grow at very high altitudes. Type X coffee beans produce a dark, mellow coffee when brewed.

            With which one of the following statements would the author most likely agree?

            
                	Coffee beans that grow at high altitudes typically produce dark, mellow coffee when brewed.

                	
Coffee beans that grow at high altitudes typically produce light, acidic coffee when brewed.

                

            

            You cannot answer that question from the text alone. It contains only facts. To understand the author's point of view, and thus to answer the LSAT question about it, you need for the author to supply Keywords that logically connect the facts in a specific way. Observe:

            Type X coffee beans grow at very high altitudes, but produce a surprisingly dark, mellow coffee when brewed. 

            Now, choice (2) is the correct answer on the LSAT. Choice (1) is clearly incorrect. But, what if the author had written the following?

            Type X coffee beans grow at very high altitudes, and so produce a dark, mellow coffee when brewed. 

            Now, it's choice (1) that is supported by the passage. Notice that the facts did not change at all, but when the author changes the Keyword, the correct answer on the LSAT changes! Keywords indicating a passage's structure or an author's point of view are not the kinds of words you typically pay attention to when you are reading for school, so you need to train yourself to spot them, and use them, on the LSAT.

            Throughout the Kaplan LSAT explanations for Reading Comprehension, LSAT experts will show you the Keywords and phrases that they circled or underlined in the passage text. Then, as they explain individual questions associated with a passage, they will demonstrate how they refer back to those Keywords to research the passage, predict correct answers, and evaluate the answer choices. The categories of Keywords are defined in the glossary. 

        

        By circling or underlining Keywords, and then jotting down succinct notes in the margin next to the passage, an LSAT expert creates a "Roadmap" of the passage. This helps the expert quickly research the text when one of the questions refers to a detail, illustration, or argument in the passage. 

        While a Roadmap of Keywords and margin notes is helpful on most questions, there are a typically a few questions accompanying each passage that call for broader answers, such as the author's "primary purpose" or the passage's "main idea." To prepare for these questions, an LSAT expert also summarizes the "big picture" of the passage as she reads. Keeping in mind the kinds of questions that the LSAT asks, these summaries must go beyond mere subject matter to encompass how and why the author wrote the passage. Big picture summaries are described in the following strategy note. 

        
            READING COMPREHENSION STRATEGY

            Summarize the Passage's Big Picture

            In addition to circling Keywords and jotting down notes in the margins next to the passage, LSAT experts also mentally summarize passages as they strategically read LSAT Reading Comprehension passages. To do this efficiently, experts will usually break down the passage's big picture into Topic, Scope, Purpose, and Main Idea. You'll see these "big picture" terms referenced throughout Kaplan's LSAT explanations, and for most passages, the discussion following the Sample Roadmap will paraphrase the expert's summaries for you. 

            The Topic means the overall subject matter. It almost always appears in the first paragraph. At this high level, the subject matter is likely to be familiar to you, even if you don't know much about it. 

            The Scope refers to the aspect of the Topic that interests this author. For example, if the Topic is George Washington, the Scope could be Washington's economic policies, Washington's education, or Washington's service as a general in the Continental Army. Usually, you will have some idea of the Scope from the passage's first paragraph, although occasionally, it may not be entirely clear until the second (or even third) paragraph. The Scope must be narrower than the Topic, and it is important that you recognize the author's Scope and avoid imposing your thoughts about a Topic onto the passage.

            Identifying the author's purpose is central to your LSAT success. To put your finger on why the author is writing the passage, look to the passage's structure. Does the author begin by describing someone else's idea or theory about the subject? If so, the author's purpose may be to rebut the other thinker's idea. On the other hand, the author might go on to explain how this other person's theory influenced subsequent ideas on the subject. In another passage structure common on the LSAT, the author opens with a description of an event or phenomenon. She might go on to evaluate the importance of the phenomenon, or she might advocate for a particular kind of response to it. Notice that all of the italicized words here are verbs, and learn to paraphrase the author's Purpose as a verb in your own summaries. Remember, you want to capture why and how the author examines a subject, and not only what she says about it. 

            If you have summarized the Topic, Scope, and Purpose accurately, you can usually combine them into a fairly clear statement of the passage's Main Idea. For example, if the Topic is George Washington, the Scope is Washington's time as commander of the Continental Army, and the author's Purpose is to illustrate how his military career influenced his political career, then the Main Idea might be something like: "Washington's generalship trained him to be consultative and decisive in political battles with Congress." In the most academic passages on the LSAT, you may encounter a one-sentence thesis statement or summary that makes the Main Idea explicit, but more often, you will need to paraphrase the Main Idea by combining the Topic, Scope, and Purpose you have identified from the passage structure and the author's point of view. 

            As you review Reading Comprehension sections using these explanations, you'll see how LSAT experts handle "main idea" and "primary purpose" questions using the kinds of big picture strategies we've just discussed. 

        

        In Reading Comprehension, Step 1 should take you around 3-4 minutes. Think of your passage Roadmap much as you would your Sketch in a Logic Game. It highlights and organizes the most important information in the passage, and it gets you ready to answer the questions.

        Step 2: Analyze the Question Stem

        Reading Comprehension passages are usually accompanied by 6-8 questions. Start your analysis of each question by identifying two things: the question type and any clues that will help you research the passage text. Kaplan always identifies the question type at the start of every question's explanation. The question types are defined in the glossary, as well. 

        As we've already alluded to, some Reading Comprehension questions ask about the "big picture." Kaplan calls these Global questions, and if you've summarized the Topic, Scope, Purpose, and Main Idea of the passage, you won't need do any further research. Just use your summaries to predict the correct answer.

        Other question types focus on the specifics of what the author said. Occasionally, you'll encounter a Detail question. These usually begin with a phrase such as "According to the passage . . ." making it clear that the correct answer is something stated in the passage. More often, the LSAT tests details through Logic Function questions. These question stems cite the detail from the passage and then ask why the author included the detail or how he used it. A common phrasing for this question type is: "The author refers to xxx (lines 24-26) in order to".  Use the detail, and any line or paragraph reference to research the text. Keywords before or after the detail ("but xxx is different" or "xxx is especially important because") will often demonstrate the author's reason for including it, and will help you predict the correct answer.

        By far, the most common question type in Reading Comprehension is the Inference question. These ask you for something that the passage implies, but does state explicitly. Inference question stems can be open-ended ("With which one of the following statements would the author of the passage most likely agree?") or they may include references to a detail in the passage ("Based on the information presented in the passage, which one of the following economic policies would Washington have been most likely to endorse?"). Whenever a research clue is present, use it to pinpoint the relevant text in the passage. For example, the "economic policies" mentioned in the second Inference question stem would likely take you to a particular paragraph, and maybe even to a particular line in the passage about Washington. 

        A handful of questions in the Reading Comprehension section will mimic the skills tested in the Logical Reasoning section. A Reading Comprehension question could, for example, ask you to strengthen an argument made by the author, or to identify a method of argument parallel to one in the passage. To manage these questions, LSAT experts employ the skills they've learned for the comparable question types in the Logical Reasoning section. This is a good reminder that you should review complete tests, even when you're primarily concerned with just one or two sections. 

        Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

        Don't answer LSAT Reading Comprehension questions on a whim. Whenever you are able to research the passage, do so. But, be careful. Don't passively re-read the passage, or go on a "fishing expedition" for details you don't remember. 

        An LSAT expert uses the research clues that he finds in question stems in conjunction with his strategic reading Roadmap to put his finger right on the relevant text in the passage. Moreover, the expert always seeks out Keywords that indicate why the author included a detail, or how the author used it in the passage. In some questions, the LSAT testmaker will include wrong answers that use words or phrases directly from the passage, but that distort what the author had to say about those words or phrases. The following strategy examines how LSAT experts use research effectively and efficiently. 

        

        
            READING COMPREHENSION STRATEGY

            Use Research Clues to Answer Questions Efficiently

            Most LSAT test takers are pretty good readers. Given unlimited time, a lot of test takers could probably get all of the Reading Comprehension questions correct. Of course, the LSAT does not give you unlimited time. Indeed, the 35-minute time limit may be your biggest obstacle to Reading Comprehension success. 

            LSAT experts combat the test's time constraints by very effectively avoiding pointless re-reading. There are five kinds of research clues they recognize in question stems that help them zero in on the relevant text and predict the correct answer. 

            
                	
Line References--Experts research around the referenced detail, looking for Keywords that indicate why the referenced text has been included and how it is used.

                	
Paragraph References--Experts consult their Roadmaps to check the paragraph's scope, and its function in the passage. 

                	
Quoted Text (sometimes accompanied by a line reference)--Experts check the context of the quoted term or phrase, and they ask consider what the author meant by it. 

                	
Proper Nouns--Experts check for the context of the person, place, or thing in the passage; they check for whether the author made a positive, negative, or neutral evaluation of it; and they consider why the author included it.

                	
Content Clues--Experts take note when question stems mention terms, concepts, or ideas highlighted in the passage, knowing that these almost always refer to something that the author emphasized, or about which the author expressed an opinion.  

            

        

        If you struggle to maintain your accuracy while trying to complete the Reading Comprehension in time, pay attention to how Kaplan's LSAT experts explain their work in Step 3. It could really change the way you take the test. 

        

        Step 4: Predict the Correct Answer

        Once you have researched the passage (or, for Global questions, once you have paused to consider your big picture summaries of the passage), take a moment to paraphrase (or "pre-phrase," if you like that term) what the correct answer must contain. Taking a few seconds to predict the correct answer can save you a lot of time as you move through the answer choices. Just as they do in Logical Reasoning explanations, the Kaplan experts who write the Reading Comprehension explanations will always share their predictions with you in their analysis of Step 4. Pay careful attention to this step if you want to improve your speed and accuracy in Reading Comprehension. 

        Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

        Every question on the LSAT has one correct answer and four demonstrably incorrect ones. This is especially important to remember in Reading Comprehension because comparing answer choices back to the text can lead to endless re-reading and wasted time. Armed with a solid prediction (or, at a minimum, with a clear idea of the author's purpose and point of view), evaluate the choices boldly. If (A) does not contain what the correct answer must say, cross it out and move on. Those who master the Reading Comprehension Method often become so confident that once they spot the correct answer, they do not even need to read the rest of the answer choices. In the Kaplan explanations, we always explain why every wrong answer is wrong, even when the correct answer is (A). On Test Day, however, you will be well served by the ability to predict and evaluate consistently. 

        
            READING COMPREHENSION STRATEGY

            Spot Common Wrong Answer Patterns

            LSAT experts use the standardized nature of the LSAT to their advantage in Reading Comprehension (just as they do in Logical Reasoning) by anticipating certain types of wrong answers that occur over and over again. 

            Many of the wrong answer types in this section are the same ones associated with Logical Reasoning questions. You will see a fair share of Outside the Scope wrong answers, and in Reading Comprehension Global questions particularly, you will see wrong answers that go beyond the scope, encompassing more than what the author included in her purpose or main idea. You will also see Extreme and 180 wrong answers similar to those in Logical Reasoning. 

            Two wrong answers types that are more common in Reading Comprehension than they are in Logical Reasoning are the Distortion and Half-Right/Half-Wrong answer choices. Distortion wrong answers are those that stay within the scope of the passage, but then twist what the author has said in a way that misstates the author's position or point of view. Half-Right/Half-Wrong answer choices are those that start off well, matching the passage up to a point, but then incorrectly characterize or contradict the passage in their second half. 

            Whenever an answer choice fits into one of the common wrong answer categories, the Reading Comprehension explanations will point it out. If there is a wrong answer type that doesn't make sense to you, check out its description in the glossary.

        

        Students in Kaplan's comprehensive LSAT prep courses make Reading Comprehension a regular part of their practice. They understand that they have to. After all, improvement in Reading Comprehension requires diligent practice. Kaplan instructors encourage both un-timed and timed practice so that students can learn the skills and strategies rewarded by the Reading Comprehension section, and then evaluate them under test-like conditions. In addition to having access to hundreds of released LSAT Reading Comprehension passages, Kaplan students also hone their skill set with LSAT Channel lessons covering the full range of ability levels, from Fundamentals to Advanced. Even if Reading Comprehension is your strongest section initially, practice and review it throughout your LSAT prep. Steady improvement in this tough section will lead to a higher score on the exam.

    
        A Note About Formal Logic on the LSAT

        In college and university Philosophy departments, Formal Logic is an enormous topic that may cover several semesters and hours and hours of difficult reading. It's reputation as a formidable and intimidating subject is well deserved. The LSAT, however, tests only a small sliver of Formal Logic, a sliver that can be mastered with a few hours of expert instruction and diligent practice. 

        The aspect of Formal Logic tested on the LSAT is restricted to conditional statements (also called "If-then" statements). You'll see them from time to time in Logic Games, and multiple times in Logical Reasoning on every test. Here's a brief introduction to how you will see Formal Logic described and discussed in these explanations. 

        Conditional statements: sufficiency and necessity

        A conditional statement is defined by having a sufficient clause and a necessary clause. That's a hifalutin' way of saying it has an "If" clause and a "then" clause. Here's a simple example: 

        If this car is running, then it has gasoline in its gas tank.

        That means that gasoline in the gas tank is necessary for this car to run. So, the necessary clause follows "then." That's always the case. Now, notice that the clause "this car is running" is sufficient to establish that the car has gasoline in its gas tank. The "If" clause is always sufficient (that is, it is enough by itself) to establish the truth of the necessary (or "then") clause. 

        In the explanations, the LSAT expert will often abbreviate Formal Logic by using an arrow for the "then" clause, like this:

        If car running --> has gas

        Translating conditional statements 

        There are many ways to express conditional logic in the English language, and the LSAT uses them all. For example, on the test, the conditional statement above might be expressed in any of the following ways:

        
            	This car will run only if it has gasoline in its gas tank.

            	This car will not run unless it has gasoline in its gas tank.

            	Only if this car has gasoline in its gas tank will this car run.

            	If this car does not have gasoline in its gas tank, then this car will not run.

            

        

        From the perspective of Formal Logic these are all equivalent statements. They all present exactly the same relationship of a sufficient term to a necessary term. LSAT experts learn to recognize conditional statements and to quickly and accurately translate them into the "If-then" format. You'll see this skill demonstrated several times in the explanations to any LSAT test.

        

        The final version of our statement about the car ("If this car does not have gasoline in its gas tank, then this car will not run") is also known as the contrapositive of the original statement. Being able to formulate the contrapositive of any conditional statement is a crucial skill for LSAT success. 

        Contrapositives

        The logic underlying contrapositives is simple. Since the term that follows "then" is necessary for the term that follows "If," when you negate the necessary term, you must also negate the sufficient term. In other words, when you remove something that is necessary, you can't have the thing it's necessary for. So, to abbreviate our example above:

        If NO gas --> car NOT running

        If our original statement is true, then this one must be true as well. And, that's it. To form the contrapositive of a conditional statement, reverse AND negate its sufficient and necessary terms. 

        Be careful, though, because if you reverse without negating, or if you negate without reversing, you will create illogical statements (and the LSAT will punish illogical statements with wrong answers). For example, here's what we would get by negating our original statement's terms without reversing them too:

        If car NOT running --> NO gas

        But that could be wrong, couldn't it? If the car is not running, it might have a dead battery, or a broken transmission, or it might even be turned off. In any of those cases, it might have gasoline in its gas tank. 

        Similarly, here's what we'd get by reversing without negating:

        If has gas --> car running

        Again, the mistake is obvious in our simple example. Having gasoline is necessary for the car to run, not sufficient for it to run. It could have a full tank of gas, but if its battery is dead, it would not be running. 

        To see why contrapositives are important on the LSAT, consider a Logic Games rule: "If Katherine is selected, then Malik will be selected." It's easy to translate and jot down:

        If K --> M

        That will be helpful any time you know that Katherine is selected in the game. But, here's what the test is likely to ask: "If Malik is not selected, then which one of the following must be true?" An LSAT expert may even anticipate a question like this one because as soon as he sees the original conditional statement among the rules, he will also note its contrapositive by reversing and negating the original terms:

        If NOT M --> NOT K

        There's no doubt that if Malik is not selected, then it must be true that Katherine is not selected either.

        Conditional statements with multiple terms

        From time to time, the LSAT will include conditional statements that have more than one term in the sufficient clause, in the necessary clause, or in both. For the most part, these work just the same as the example above, but there is one important additional note we need to make about contrapositives in conditional statements with multiple terms. To see this, let's add a term to the necessary clause of our original statement:

        If car running --> has gas AND has charged battery

        This statement now has two terms in the necessary clause, and both are necessary: If this car is running, then it has gasoline in its gas tank AND it has a charged battery. Because both conditions are necessary, the negation of either one will cause the car not to run. Thus, the contrapostive would read:

        If NO gas OR NO charged battery --> car NOT running

        When we reverse and negate to form the contrapositive, we must also change the "AND" linking the two necessary terms to "OR." This will always work, regardless of whether the "AND" or the "OR" are found initially in the sufficient clause or in the necessary clause. We can illustrate this with another Logic Games rule. Imagine that the test tells you the following: "If Juliana and Nestor attend the dance, then Patricia will not attend the dance." That is, if J and N are both there, P will not be. Here's that rule in Formal Logic shorthand:

        If J AND N --> NOT P

        Now, to form the contrapositive, reverse and negate the terms, and change the "AND" to an "OR":

        If P --> NOT J OR NOT N

        That might look funny initially, but it is absolutely true based on the original statement. Patricia will not go to the dance if both Juliana and Nestor go. So, knowing that Patricia is at the dance is sufficient to establish that at least of the other two is absent. 

        Any time you see a conditional statement, you can form its contrapositive correctly by reversing and negating the terms, and changing "AND" to "OR" or vice versa.

        Combining conditional statements

        The LSAT often rewards your ability to combine conditional statements to reach valid deductions that may not be apparent at first. The most obvious example is when they give you two statements like these:

        If A --> B

        If B --> C

        From this, we can pretty easily deduce the following:

        If A --> B --> C

        And, thus:

        If A --> C

        When the example is that straightforward, the deduction is pretty easy to see. But, on the LSAT, the testmaker will sometimes add a step or two. Imagine that you see these rules in a logic game:

        Danny will audition for any play that Carla directs.

        Danny will not audition for a play unless Rebekkah also auditions for that play.

        First, you will need to translate those sentences into Formal Logic abbreviations:

        If Cdir --> Daud

        If NOT Raud --> NOT Daud

        Now, the result of the first statement (it's necessary clause) is that Danny auditions. The trigger (or sufficient clause) of the second sentence is that Rebekkah does NOT audition. Right now, you can't combine those statements. But look what happens when you formulate the contrapositive of the second sentence:

        If Daud --> Raud

        Now, the trigger (the sufficient clause) of the second statement is that Danny auditions. Thus:

        If Cdir --> Daud -> Raud

        So, when combined, those statements allow you can deduce that Rebekkah also auditions for any play that Carla directs. 

        The skill of combining conditional statements doesn't only appear in Logic Games. In fact, it's far more common in Logical Reasoning questions. Wherever they encounter Formal Logic on the test, LSAT experts are adept at spotting conditional statements, translating them into the "If-then" format, formulating their contrapositives, and combining them to reach deductions. 

        For students in a comprehensive LSAT prep program, they regularly practice Formal Logic in and out of class, in their books, homework assignments, and they hone their skills watching advanced Formal Logic LSAT Channel sessions. Whenever you encounter Formal Logic in these explanations, the LSAT expert will explain the analysis thoroughly, using abbreviations like those you've seen here. Always give Formal Logic an extra careful review. 

    
        
    
            Kaplan LSAT Courses
        

        TAKING A KAPLAN LSAT COURSE: A Personalized Experience

        Preparation for the LSAT is a combination of two things: instruction and practice - lots of it. And every student is different, with different strengths, weaknesses, goal scores, and dream schools. That means every student has different needs. So Kaplan customizes the LSAT preparation experience for you. You get the right instruction and the right practice at the right time for you. Here's how we do it:

        Personalized Instruction: Core Curriculum + The LSAT Channel


        First, Kaplan customizes instruction. There’s not one long “one-size-fits all” course for you to sit through. There is a core curriculum - 10 sessions in our In Person or Live Online classes - including 3 full-length, proctored practice tests - that everyone attends. The core sessions cover the key concepts for each and every question type. If you are enrolled in our Self-Paced program, this material is presented in short, digestible chapters.

        
            But how do we personalize it? We recently introduced a new innovation called The LSAT Channel. It's nightly, live-streamed, live online instruction with Kaplan’s best teachers, and features over 100 unique one-hour episodes on every LSAT topic imaginable. If you're rocking Logical Reasoning, you can attend advanced episodes tailored for you. If you're struggling in, let’s say, Hybrid Logic Games, you can attend foundations episodes to go deeper into the basics. The LSAT Channel provides unique, customizable, niche live instruction (lots and lots of it), and all of LSAT Channel lessons are also available in an On Demand archive for viewing whenever you want.

        Personalized Practice: PrepTest Library, Explanations, Q-Bank & Smart Reports

        Second, Kaplan customizes practice. The LSAT has not changed substantially since 1991, and you’ll have access to every officially released LSAT PrepTest. That’s over 80 exams and 8,000 questions. Plus, you’ll have detailed answers and explanations to each. But additionally, we give you an online tool called Q-Bank where you can create customized quizzes to practice questions in the specific areas where you need the most help.

        
            How will you know what to do? Kaplan’s scoring analytics tool, Smart Reports, evaluates your performance on practice tests to tell you exactly where you need help and where you need to focus your time.

        Personalized Promise: Kaplan’s Higher Score Guarantee

        And finally, you can be confident in your decision to prep with Kaplan, as our courses feature the industry-leading Higher Score Guarantee. If you are not ready to take the LSAT for any reason or are unhappy with your score, you can repeat your course and have continued access to your resources for free - no questions asked. And if for whatever reason your score does not improve, you’ll receive a full tuition refund. You’ll have the confidence to rock the LSAT on Test Day.

        Kaplan LSAT Course Options

        All of the benefits of a Kaplan comprehensive course are available in four different ways:

        
            	
Private Tutoring – Get the attention you need from a personal tutor

            	
In Person – Learn in a real classroom taught by an expert, Kaplan-trained instructor.

            	
Live Online – Get the convenience of a live classroom in the comfort of your home.

            	
Self-Paced – Study at your own pace in a location that’s convenient for you.

            

        

        Take a Look

        
            
LSAT Channel Demo

             Click to learn about how The LSAT Channel works.

        

        
            
LSAT Channel Highlights

             Click to see our LSAT Channel instructors in action.

        

        
            Getting Started Video

             Click to learn about all the courses resources at your disposal.

        

        Free LSAT Events

        Kaplan regularly hosts free, live online LSAT events for prospective law students to learn more about the test and the admissions process. Find LSAT Practice Tests, Preview Classes, Free LSAT Channel Previews, Admissions Seminars and more.

    
        
            PrepTest 71: The Inside Story
        

        PREPTEST 71: THE INSIDE STORY

        PrepTest 71 was administered in December 2013. It challenged 28,363 test takers. What made this test so hard? Here's a breakdown of what Kaplan students who were surveyed after taking the official exam considered PrepTest 71's most difficult section. 

        
            [image: Pie chart. Hardest section of PrepTest 71 as reported by test takers: 49% Logic Games; 22% Reading Comprehension; 28% Logical Reasoning.]
        

        Based on these results, you might think that studying Logic Games is the key to LSAT success. Well, Logic Games is important, but test takers' perceptions don't tell the whole story. For that, you need to consider students' actual performance. The following chart shows the average number of students to miss each question in each of PrepTest 71's different sections. 

        
            [image: Bar Chart. Percentage Incorrect by PrepTest 71 section type: Logical Reasoning 35%; Logic Games 32%; Reading Comprehension 35%.]
        

        Actual student performance tells quite a different story. On average, students were almost equally likely to miss questions in all three of the different section types, and on PrepTest 71, Reading Comprehension and Logical Reasoning were somewhat higher than Logic Games in actual difficulty. 

        Maybe students overestimate the difficulty of the Logic Games section because it's so unusual, or maybe it's because a really hard Logic Game is so easy to remember after the test. But the truth is that the testmaker places hard questions throughout the test. Here were the locations of the 10 hardest (most missed) questions in the exam.

        
            [image: Bar chart. Location of the ten most difficult questions in PrepTest 71: Section 1 (LR), two questions; Section 2 (LG), two questions; Section 3 (LR), three questions; Section 4 (RC), three questions.]
        

        The takeaway from this data is that, to maximize your potential on the LSAT, you need to take a comprehensive approach. Test yourself rigorously, and review your performance on every section of the test. Kaplan's LSAT explanations provide the expertise and insight you need to fully understand your results. The explanations are written and edited by a team of LSAT experts, who have helped thousands of students improve their scores. Kaplan always provides data-driven analysis of the test, ranking the difficulty of every question based on actual student performance. The ten hardest questions on every test are highlighted with a 4-star difficulty rating, the highest we give. The analysis breaks down the remaining questions into 1-, 2-, and 3-star ratings so that you can compare your performance to that of thousands of other test takers on all LSAC material. 

        Don't settle for wondering whether a question was really as hard as it seemed to you. Analyze the test with real data, and learn the secrets and strategies that help top scorers master the LSAT challenge. 

        8 Can't Miss Features of PrepTest 71

        
            	In Logical Reasoning, PrepTest 71 was exceptionally representative of recent trends: Every LR question type came in within 1.1 questions of the expected number of questions for that type.

            	Logical Reasoning was also very balanced in terms of the answers; each answer choice--(A) through (E)--appeared as the correct answer between 9 and 11 times.

            	Not everything in Logical Reasoning was predictable here: PrepTest 71 was the first LSAT administration in over 13 years to feature both a Strengthen EXCEPT question and a Weaken EXCEPT question. 

            	PrepTest 71's Logic Games section has a big stunner: It was the first ever (and, at the time of this book's release, still the only one ever) to have two Rule Substitution questions. 

            	PrepTest 71 was the first LSAT in two years to feature a Loose Sequencing game. The last Loose Sequencing game had been on the December 2011 test, and PrepTest 71 was administered in December 2013. 

            	Choice (D) was the least popular correct answer in Logic Games - showing up only twice - but it was the most popular answer in Reading Comprehension -showing up seven times.

            

            	Speaking of Reading Comp, PrepTest 71 marked the fifth time in seven tests that the Comparative Reading passage was a Law passage, but only the third time since 2009 that Comparative Reading was the second passage in the section.

            

            	It's common to hear test takers refer to success on the LSAT as "slaying the dragon"; this was never more appropriate than on PrepTest 71, which was administered when The Hobbit: The Desolation of Smaug was the country's #1 movie!

        

        PrepTest 71 in Context

        As much fun as it is to find out what makes a PrepTest unique or noteworthy, it's even more important to know just how representative it is of other LSAT administrations (and, thus, how likely it is to be representative of the exam you will face on Test Day). The following charts compare the numbers of each kind of question and game on PrepTest 71 to the average numbers seen on all officially released LSATs administered over the past five years (from 2011 through 2015). 

        
            [image: Bar chart. Number of LR questions by type in PrepTest 71, compared to the average number over the past five years of PrepTests.]
        

        
            [image: Bar chart. Number of LG games by type in PrepTest 71, compared to the average number over the past five years of PrepTests.]
        

        
            [image: Bar chart. Number of RC questions by type in PrepTest 71, compared to the average number over the past five years of PrepTests.]
        

        There isn't usually a huge difference in the distribution of questions from LSAT to LSAT, but if this test seems harder (or easier) to you than another you've taken, compare the number of questions of the types on which you, personally, are strongest and weakest. And then, explore within each section to see if your best or worst question types came earlier or later. 

        Students in Kaplan's comprehensive LSAT courses have access to every released LSAT, and to an online Q-Bank with thousands of officially released questions, games, and passages. If you are studying on your own, you have to do a bit more work to identify your strengths and your areas of opportunity. Quantitative analysis (like that in the charts above) is an important tool for understanding how the test is constructed, and how you are performing on it.

        

        

    
        
            LSAT PrepTest 71
        

        
            
                Section I: Logical Reasoning

                
                    
                        
                            
                                	Q#
                                	Question type
                                	Correct
                                	Difficulty
                            

                        
                        
                            
                                	1
                                	Assumption (Sufficient)
                                	E
                                	★
                            

                            
                                	2
                                	Method of Argument
                                	D
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	3
                                	Flaw
                                	D
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	4
                                	Assumption (Necessary)
                                	D
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	5
                                	Main Point
                                	E
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	6
                                	Strengthen
                                	D
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	7
                                	Main Point
                                	E
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	8
                                	Inference
                                	D
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	9
                                	Method of Argument
                                	A
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	10
                                	Point at Issue
                                	C
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	11
                                	Role of a Statement
                                	E
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	12
                                	Strengthen
                                	B
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	13
                                	Weaken
                                	A
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	14
                                	Parallel Reasoning
                                	C
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	15
                                	Inference
                                	B
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	16
                                	Assumption (Necessary)
                                	B
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	17
                                	Inference
                                	B
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	18
                                	Flaw
                                	C
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	19
                                	Principle (Apply/Inference)
                                	A
                                	★★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	20
                                	Paradox
                                	C
                                	★★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	21
                                	Flaw
                                	C
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	22
                                	Assumption (Necessary)
                                	E
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	23
                                	Parallel Flaw
                                	C
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	24
                                	Flaw
                                	E
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	25
                                	Principle (Apply/Inference)
                                	D
                                	★

                                
                            

                        
                    

                

                
                    	
1. (E) Assumption (Sufficient)
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            This question is a new twist on two common question types. The LSAT Logical Reasoning
                                section has long had questions that ask you to fill in the blank at the end of the
                                stimulus, but typically with a conclusion. This question asks you to fill in an unstated
                                piece of evidence that would allow the already stated conclusion to logically follow.
                                Even though the LSAT does not typically provide a blank for where the missing piece
                                of evidence would go in the argument, Assumption questions ask for that overlooked
                                link. The phrasing “conclusion . . . is properly drawn if which one . . . completes
                                the passage” makes this a Sufficient Assumption question. This exact question format
                                has appeared as the first question on both PrepTest 70 and PrepTest 71.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The argument concludes that “the agency is unlikely to achieve its goal.” Don’t leave
                                vague terms in the conclusion when you analyze an argument. What agency and what goal?
                                The first two sentences in the stimulus define those terms. So, paraphrase the conclusion
                                as follows: The government agency that took over most of the country’s large banks
                                is unlikely to strengthen the banking system. The contrast Keyword [b]ut highlights the primary evidence: the banking system will not be strengthened if the
                                banks’ former owners buy them back. The evidence Keyword since reaffirms that the question wants you to fill in the blank with another piece of
                                evidence.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Because this is a Sufficient Assumption question, the new piece of evidence must guarantee
                                the conclusion. The only evidence given that would lead to the banks not being strengthened
                                is about previous owners buying back the banks. The critical aspect to note about
                                this existing evidence is that it is a conditional Formal Logic rule. If the trigger
                                in the Formal Logic statement gets pulled, then the conclusion is guaranteed to follow
                                logically. According to the rule, if the former owners of the banks buy them back,
                                then the banking system will not be strengthened. So, anything that guarantees that
                                the former owners will repurchase the banks would also guarantee the conclusion. The
                                correct answer will indicate that the sufficient condition will be met.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) is correct. This fact would make it highly likely, if not definite, that former owners
                                will buy back the banks, which in turn, based on the evidence in the stimulus, will
                                guarantee that the goal of strengthening the banking system is unlikely to be achieved.
                            

                            (A) is incorrect. Even if the agency fails to sell some of the banks, the evidence does
                                not indicate that that failure would assure it was unlikely that the effort to strengthen the banking system would fail. The stimulus indicates
                                that previous owners shouldn’t buy back the banks, but it doesn’t mention what would
                                happen if some remained in the government’s hands.
                            

                            (B) is Out of Scope. The author is not concerned by a monopoly, but by former owners
                                retaking their banks. This would only be relevant if the single company is one of
                                the former owners, which the answer choice does not specify.
                            

                            (C) is an Irrelevant Comparison. A sluggish economy may be something that would make the banking system unlikely to be strengthened. However,
                                the only condition the stimulus provides as sufficient to guarantee that the government
                                agency would not strengthen the banking system is if the previous owners bought the
                                banks back. Introducing other possible sufficient conditions (like the overall economic
                                prognosis) would strengthen the argument, but would not guarantee the conclusion.
                            

                            (D) is an Irrelevant Comparison between the salvaged banks and other banks. This choice
                                does not necessarily indicate that the agency’s efforts to strengthen the overall
                                banking system will be unlikely to succeed. Even if a resold bank will be weaker than
                                the country’s other banks, it might well be healthier than it was before, which would
                                be positive movement for the overall system.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
2. (D) Method of Argument
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “argument proceeds by” indicates a Method of Argument question, which asks
                                how the author constructs the argument. Focus on the step-by-step structure of the argument.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The accountant begins by citing the newspaper industry’s usual explanation for falling
                                profits: the rising cost of newsprint. The contrast Keyword [b]ut signals the accountant’s disagreement and highlights the accountant’s refutation
                                of the industry’s evidence. The third sentence is a more emphatic restatement of the
                                prior sentence. Finally, the accountant provides an alternative explanation for the
                                newspaper industry’s problems (falling circulation and advertising).
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The correct answer will describe how the accountant identifies an explanation put
                                forth by others, disproves it, and then provides an alternative explanation. The correct
                                answer need not include a description of everything in the argument, but you must
                                be able to match each piece of the answer to something in the stimulus.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is an accurate description of how the accountant constructs the argument. The accountant
                                challenges the newspaper industry’s explanation for its falling profits (newsprint
                                costs) and provides a different explanation (falling circulation and advertising).
                                Each piece of this answer accurately matches the argument.
                            

                            (A) cannot be correct as the stimulus does not contain any analogies.
                            

                            (B) is not correct. Although the accountant does use economic data to raise doubts, the
                                accountant does not attack the effectiveness of an approach by the newspaper industry. Rather, the accountant addresses the accuracy of an explanation.
                            

                            (C) is not an accurate description of the argument. The accountant is not criticizing
                                a method or strategy of the newspaper industry, but rather refuting the industry’s
                                explanation for declining profits. Also, at a general level this answer is a 180,
                                as the accountant criticizes the conventional explanation and presents a new idea,
                                not vice versa.
                            

                            (E) has two problems. First, while the accountant does call into question a justification
                                (or reason) for falling profits, he does not criticize a “justification for a practice.” Moreover, the author does not show how the industry’s justification could support
                                a different, disagreeable practice.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
3. (D) Flaw
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The question stem explicitly asks you to identify the flaw in the argument. Identify
                                any disconnect between the evidence and conclusion, and keep common LSAT flaws in
                                mind.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author concludes that alcohol consumption is beneficial. The evidence is that
                                alcohol creates an inhospitable environment in the body for certain harmful bacteria.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Two important LSAT argument patterns are involved in this argument. First, a logical
                                recommendation must balance the potential pros and cons, yet most authors on the LSAT
                                overlook one side or the other. This argument concludes that “on balance” alcohol
                                consumption is beneficial, but Peter only mentions certain beneficial effects of alcohol.
                                He doesn’t consider any downsides that might tips the scales against alcohol consumption.
                            

                            Second, this argument varies in scope. When reading stimuli, notice any qualifications
                                or limitations on the evidence that are not carried over to the conclusion. In this
                                case, the evidence is limited to “moderate alcohol consumption,” but the conclusion is not so restricted. The correct answer
                                choice will mention one of these two patterns.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) accurately describes how the argument relies on evidence about moderate alcohol consumption
                                yet reaches a conclusion about alcohol consumption generally. A common scope shift
                                or flaw on the LSAT occurs when an author jumps from limited or restricted evidence
                                to a broad, sweeping conclusion.
                            

                            (A) is not something Peter assumes. This answer is Outside the Scope of the argument,
                                because Peter doesn’t address the motivations of those who drink alcohol.
                            

                            (B) is a 180. Peter bases his argument on scientific evidence, not “popular belief.”
                            

                            (C) is not a flaw. Peter does not conclude that alcohol consumption is the only or the
                                best way to achieve these health benefits. Peter asserts merely that alcohol consumption
                                is beneficial. The fact that he doesn’t consider other ways to get the same benefits
                                doesn’t hurt his argument and therefore cannot be a flaw.
                            

                            (E) is similar to (C) in that it mentions something Peter does in fact overlook. However, just as in (C), Peter is not wrong in failing to consider this possibility. Peter cites evidence
                                that alcohol has an effect on certain harmful bacteria. His conclusion does not depend on alcohol affecting all harmful bacteria. An overlooked possibility is a flaw only when, if true, it would
                                weaken the author’s argument.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
4. (D) Assumption (Necessary) 
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            A question that asks you to fill in a blank is usually an Inference question, asking
                                for the logical conclusion. However, this blank follows because, which means that the question wants you to provide additional evidence to shore
                                up the already stated conclusion. A question that asks for unstated evidence is an
                                Assumption question. The question stem doesn’t immediately indicate whether this is
                                a Sufficient or Necessary Assumption question, but that shouldn’t change your general
                                approach. Break down the argument into the evidence and conclusion, and then look
                                for the gap between them.
                            

                            If you interpreted this as an Inference question, that’s also fine because the correct
                                answer will directly follow from the stimulus—the author will supply evidence that
                                bridges the gap to reach the conclusion. In theory, every Assumption question calls
                                for an inference about the relationship between the author’s evidence and conclusion.
                                Don’t get flustered on categorization of the question though. As long as you know
                                what your task is from the question stem, you’re prepared for Step 2. In this case,
                                the correct answer logically completes the argument. The part that’s missing is the author’s reason for his recommendation.
                                Untangle the stimulus to determine what would make a good reason.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The argument concludes that Grodex should probably conduct its employee-training seminars
                                using innovative new educational methods. The evidence is that the new methods have
                                been effective in training children to think more creatively, though not in teaching
                                them to memorize large amounts of information. Grodex employees need to think creatively,
                                but do not need to be able to effectively memorize information.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The consultant’s argument contains mismatched concepts, from evidence about education
                                methods for children to a conclusion about training methods for adult employees at
                                Grodex Corporation. Thus, the consultant assumes her evidence is relevant. To complete
                                the argument, the author must assume there is some similarity between the training
                                of children and the training of adult employees at Grodex.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is correct. For the author to conclude that Grodex should use innovative methods
                                in its training seminars, it must be true that the results they achieve in children
                                will be similar to those they will achieve in adults. Use the Denial Test to check
                                that assumption. “If the effects of teaching adults were generally not similar to teaching children,” then the consultant would have no reason to probably
                                recommend the methods, and her conclusion would fall apart. That also means this question
                                could arguably be considered a Necessary Assumption question, because the consultant
                                needs this statement in order for her conclusion to be valid. As mentioned in Step 1, though,
                                nothing in the question stem indicates whether this is a Necessary or Sufficient Assumption
                                question, so the test maker would not include a sufficient and a necessary assumption
                                in the answers. There is just one answer that connects the mismatched concepts in
                                the argument—(D).
                            

                            (A) is Out of Scope. That most Grodex employees began to learn their skills in high school
                                doesn’t provide a reason why Grodex should use innovative educational methods. If
                                anything, this choice undermines the utility of the training seminars, since it indicates
                                that most Grodex employees already have creative thinking skills. Additionally, this
                                choice doesn’t bridge the gap between the training of children and the training of
                                adults.
                            

                            (B) is an Irrelevant Comparison. It says corporations using innovative training methods
                                are more successful than companies that don’t provide training seminars at all. While that might indicate Grodex should provide training seminars, it doesn’t indicate
                                that those seminars should necessarily use the innovative methods. Additionally, this
                                choice doesn’t bridge the gap between the training of children and the training of
                                adults.
                            

                            (C) minimizes the importance of the seminars. However, the seminars’ importance or unimportance
                                doesn’t affect the argument over which methods should be used to most benefit those
                                who do attend. Additionally, this choice doesn’t bridge the gap between the training
                                of children and the training of adults.
                            

                            (E) is Out of Scope. Even if knowing how to think creatively helps people compensate
                                for deficient memorization skills, this doesn’t add a reason why Grodex should use
                                the innovative methods, which foster creative thinking. The stimulus states Grodex
                                employees don’t need to be strong in memorization skills, so this benefit is irrelevant.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
5. (E) Main Point
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The question stem explicitly asks you to identify the conclusion, or the main point,
                                of the argument. The correct answer should match the meaning of the argument that
                                you bracket as the conclusion.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            On the LSAT, in both Reading Comprehension and Logical Reasoning, when the author
                                refutes another’s point of view, the author’s conclusion will usually be the refutation
                                of that view. Here, the essayist says some have claimed overpopulation will likely
                                not be a problem because humans will be able to colonize other planets in the future.
                                The essayist then concludes, “This would, however, be a temporary solution at best.”
                                The information after the colon is the essayist’s evidence.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The correct answer should match the meaning of the claim that “This would, however,
                                be a temporary solution at best.” However, paraphrasing the conclusion’s meaning requires
                                defining the vague term this. This refers back to what came previously: the claim of others that humans will be able
                                to colonize other planets. So, the essayist’s conclusion is that colonizing other
                                planets is at best a temporary solution to the problem of population growth. Avoid
                                answers that drift into the evidence, summarize the entire argument, or extrapolate
                                beyond the argument.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) is an accurate match.
                            

                            (A) references an introductory fact that sets up the central debate as to whether colonizing
                                other planets is a viable solution to overpopulation.
                            

                            (B) is Extreme and extrapolates beyond the argument. The essayist concludes that colonizing
                                other planets is not a long-term solution to overpopulation, but does not indicate
                                whether there are other potential solutions or how effective their implementation
                                would likely be.
                            

                            (C) is the author’s primary evidence for the conclusion that colonization of other planets
                                is not a long-term solution to overpopulation. Remember that punctuation can act as
                                Keywords. A colon is often an evidence Keyword, indicating that what follows will
                                expand on what was just said.
                            

                            (D) is implicit in the argument, but is not the explicitly stated conclusion. The essayist’s
                                evidence consists of a conditional statement about the population geometrically growing.
                                In order for the essayist’s conclusion to follow, she must assume that the sufficient
                                condition will be met, i.e., that population growth will continue. But while this
                                answer bridges a gap between the evidence and the conclusion, it is not itself the
                                conclusion of the argument.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
6. (D) Strengthen
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The questions stem explicitly asks you to strengthen the argument. Identify the assumption,
                                and firm up the bridge between the evidence and conclusion.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            Defining the vague term (“this complexity”) yields the following paraphrase of the
                                conclusion: The complexity of chocolate’s flavor probably masks any difference in
                                taste between full-fat and low-fat chocolate ice cream. The evidence is twofold. First,
                                chocolate has a very complex flavor. Second, taste tests have shown that people dislike
                                low-fat versions of vanilla ice cream but not low-fat versions of chocolate ice cream.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            This argument contains a recurring LSAT argument pattern: the author identifies an
                                interesting phenomenon and then provides an explanation. The usual assumption is that
                                there is no other explanation for the phenomenon. A weakener will likely provide an
                                alternative explanation. A strengthener will likely either discount an alternative
                                explanation or provide additional support for the author’s explanation. In this case,
                                the interesting phenomena are the different results in taste tests for low-fat vanilla
                                versus low-fat chocolate ice cream. The author’s explanation is that the complexity
                                of chocolate’s flavor masks the effects of reduced fat. The author assumes that there
                                is no other explanation for the different taste test results. The correct answer will
                                eliminate an alternative reason or will add to the connection between the complex
                                flavor and the favorable taste test results.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is correct. Notice that the stimulus mentions that chocolate’s flavor is complex but
                                says nothing about vanilla. If vanilla were similarly complex, the author’s argument
                                would fall apart. This choice proves there is a difference between the complexity
                                of vanilla and chocolate and therefore increases the chances that the author’s explanation
                                is correct.
                            

                            (A) is an Irrelevant Comparison because the stimulus is concerned with the difference
                                in preference between full-fat and low-fat ice cream, not the difference in preference
                                across flavors. Arguably, this choice is also a 180 because it provides an alternative
                                explanation for the disparity in the taste tests. Notice that the stimulus never actually
                                says whether people like high-fat vanilla ice cream, just that they dislike low-fat
                                vanilla ice cream. This answer suggests that the explanation for the difference in
                                preference is simply that people prefer the taste of chocolate over vanilla regardless
                                of fat content.
                            

                            (B) indicates that the study was conducted well, because it is generally considered best
                                to conduct “blind” taste tests. However, as long as the tests were conducted the same
                                for vanilla and chocolate, whether or not subjects were told of the difference in
                                fat content would not explain their different reactions to low-fat vanilla as compared
                                to low-fat chocolate ice cream.
                            

                            (C) veers slightly off track. While this choice would support a conclusion that chocolate’s
                                complex flavor explains its popularity in general, it does not support the author’s
                                conclusion that chocolate’s complex flavor masks the difference in taste between full-fat
                                chocolate ice cream and low-fat chocolate ice cream. Additionally, this choice does
                                not rule out the possibility that vanilla’s flavor also requires many distinct compounds.
                            

                            (E) is Out of Scope. People’s awareness is irrelevant to the author’s conclusion.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
7. (E) Main Point
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The question stem explicitly asks you to identify the conclusion, or the main point,
                                of the argument. The correct answer should match the meaning of the argument that
                                you bracket as the conclusion.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The ethicist begins by presenting an argument put forth by Robert Gillette. As often
                                seen in both Reading Comprehension and Logical Reasoning, the contrast Keyword however indicates the ethicist’s opposing conclusion. The ethicist believes that “Gillette’s
                                argument is not persuasive.” The evidence Keyword because indicates that the ethicist’s evidence follows.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Usually, on the LSAT, when the author introduces an alternative point of view, the
                                author’s conclusion is that that view is wrong in some way. Here, the ethicist says
                                Gillette’s argument is not persuasive. However, don’t let your paraphrase end there;
                                make sure you define Gillette’s argument. In total, the ethicist is not persuaded
                                by Gillette’s argument that thoroughly understanding genetics would benefit humanity.
                                Notice that the ethicist does not argue that Gillette is wrong, just that he isn’t convincing.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) is the correct answer because it is the only choice that indicates that Gillette’s
                                argument is unconvincing, or unpersuasive. Unusual for a Main Point question, this
                                answer also accurately paraphrases the ethicist’s evidence. However, the use of the
                                evidence Keyword because indicates that this choice does not confuse a piece of evidence as the conclusion.
                                While this choice is not limited to only the conclusion, it is the only one of the
                                five that is not demonstrably wrong.
                            

                            (A) goes wrong in two ways. First, it describes why the ethicist would draw her conclusion that Gillette is unconvincing but does not
                                express the conclusion itself. Second, the ethicist’s evidence is that Gillette isn’t
                                persuasive because he fails to consider cons, not because his evidence of benefits is wrong.
                            

                            (B) is incorrect because it mentions what Gillette fails to consider, which is the ethicist’s
                                supporting evidence, not her conclusion. While the correct answer includes this evidence,
                                it explicitly identifies it as evidence (by using the Keyword because), but (B) does not make that distinction.
                            

                            (C) is Extreme. The ethicist merely says Gillette isn’t convincing because he ignores
                                possible cons. The ethicist doesn’t go further to say those possible cons mean genetic
                                research should stop.
                            

                            (D) is similar to (A) in that it states that the ethicist’s conclusion is a rejection of Gillette’s evidence.
                                The ethicist’s conclusion is that Gillette’s argument isn’t convincing, not that his
                                evidence is wrong.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
8. (D) Inference
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            A question stem that asks you to use information from the stimulus to support an answer
                                that follows logically (direction of support flowing downward) indicates an Inference
                                question. Accept all statements as true, focus on the most concrete and emphasized
                                facts, and look for any deductions that come from combining facts, especially Formal
                                Logic statements.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            In the first sentence, the author says people have claimed that hypnosis has many
                                uses. The author then describes an experiment involving hypnosis that, according to
                                the author, sheds light on the supposed connection between hypnosis and recall. In the experiment, subjects listened to a
                                piece of music and were then hypnotized. Half the subjects under hypnosis were asked
                                to describe the film they had just seen, despite not actually having seen a film.
                                Those subjects were just as detailed and confident in their descriptions as those
                                in the other half, who were asked about the music that they had just heard.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The correct answer is unlikely to relate to the first sentence, which introduces other
                                claimed uses of hypnosis, but will likely touch on the connection between hypnosis
                                and recall, since the experiment focuses on that aspect. The correct answer will most
                                likely be a modestly worded implication of the experiment. Assess whether each choice
                                must be true, and prioritize answers with safe sounding, modestly phrased wording.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is a modestly phrased implication of the experiment. The subjects had not seen a
                                movie, but when asked under hypnosis to describe “the film they had just viewed,”
                                they provided detailed and confident descriptions. This indicates that the leading
                                question affected their recall to “at least some extent.”
                            

                            (A) is Extreme. Though the author mentions many uses have been claimed for hypnosis,
                                she only discusses one: “the supposed connection between hypnosis and increased power
                                of recall.” Though the experiment casts some doubt on that particular connection,
                                that’s not enough to infer the author believes many claims are overstated.
                            

                            (B) is also Extreme. The experiment indicates that in at least some instances, hypnotic
                                suggestion can distort recall, but that does not necessarily imply that hypnosis cannot significantly increase recall in other instances.
                            

                            (C) is Extreme as well. Just because the single experiment apparently triggered false
                                memories in some subjects, that does not imply that hypnotic recall inevitably results in false memories. Indeed, there is no indication that those who were asked
                                about the musical piece experienced any false memories. Moreover, the subjects who
                                described movies may have been drawing on real memories from the more distant past.
                            

                            (E) is an Irrelevant Comparison. The experiment does not compare visual memory and auditory
                                memory. Only auditory memory was actually tested.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
9. (A) Method of Argument
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “argument proceeds by” indicates a Method of Argument question, which asks
                                you to describe in general terms how an author makes her point. Focus on the argument’s structure.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The first sentence provides evidence of a correlation between years with more successful
                                crops and babies with higher birth weights. The second sentence provides the author’s
                                conclusion that the health of a newborn depends in large part on the amount of food
                                available to the mother in pregnancy.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            This argument introduces mistaken causality, a common focus of the LSAT. The author
                                uses evidence of a correlation to reach a causal conclusion. The correct answer will
                                describe this type of reasoning without distorting the argument. Notice also that
                                the author makes subtle scope shifts from the evidence to the conclusion. The author
                                equates babies’ birth weight with babies’ health and successful crops with the amount
                                of food available to the pregnant mother. The correct answer might also call out these
                                scope shifts. In any case, make sure each piece of your answer matches a piece in
                                the stimulus.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) is correct. It accurately describes the author’s evidence and conclusion. The evidence
                                consists of a claimed correlation between two phenomena (crop success and birth weights),
                                and the conclusion indicates a causal connection between two other phenomena (health and food availability).
                            

                            (B) is Extreme. The author concludes that food availability “to a large extent” determines
                                the health of a newborn, but does not assert that it is the sole factor affecting newborn health. Additionally, this answer does not reflect the different
                                phenomena described in the evidence versus those in the conclusion.
                            

                            (C) is a Distortion. First, this choice does not accurately reflect that the conclusion
                                indicates a causal connection between two phenomena, rather than merely a correlation.
                                Second, while the author asserts a relationship between crops yields and birth weights,
                                he does not necessarily assert that that exact relationship still exists. Finally,
                                this answer does not indicate that the phenomena in the evidence and the conclusion
                                are different, as the correct answer does.
                            

                            (D) is a Distortion. The author does not assert that a common phenomenon caused both
                                higher birth weights and successful crops, nor does he present a hypothesis about
                                that cause. The author instead uses the correlation between those two to assert that
                                a causal relationship exists between two related, but different, phenomena.
                            

                            (E) is a Distortion on two accounts. While the author does infer the existence of a causal
                                connection, he does so based on a separate correlated relationship, not from another causal relationship. More definitively, this answer cannot be correct because the argument
                                does not include a further explanation for the existence of these two relationships.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
10. (C) Point at Issue
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            A question stem that asks what two people disagree over indicates a Point at Issue
                                question. The correct answer will identify an issue that both people address and about
                                which they disagree.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            Vincent asserts that science can only study that which can be measured. He further
                                asserts that happiness cannot be measured because it is entirely subjective. It can
                                be deduced that Vincent further believes that happiness or any other subjective experience
                                cannot be the subject of scientific study.
                            

                            Yolanda analogizes happiness research to optometry, as both rely on subjects’ reports
                                of what they feel and see respectively. She asserts that optometry is a scientific
                                discipline. It can be deduced that Yolanda believes happiness research is also a scientific
                                discipline.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The correct answer will likely relate to whether happiness research can be a scientific
                                discipline. Or, it might discuss the use of subjective experience in scientific disciplines.
                                Since only Yolanda mentions optometry, that cannot be the subject of the disagreement.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (C) is correct. Yolanda would agree with this answer while Vincent would not. Yolanda
                                asserts that optometry is a scientific discipline despite its reliance on patients’
                                reports, which are by definition subjective. According to Vincent, because subjective
                                experiences cannot be measured, they cannot be studied by any scientific discipline.
                            

                            (A) is incorrect because, while Vincent explicitly states this, Yolanda’s view is not
                                fully discernible. At best, because Yolanda indicates that happiness research relies
                                on subjects’ reports of how they feel, it is quite possible that she agrees with Vincent
                                that happiness is an entirely subjective experience.
                            

                            (B) cannot be correct because Vincent does not give any opinions on optometry.
                            

                            (D) is implicit in Yolanda’s statements, but whether or not Vincent considers optometry
                                a scientific discipline is not discernible.
                            

                            (E) is a Distortion of Vincent’s assertion that subjective experiences cannot be measured.
                                Because this statement is an incorrect contrapositive of Vincent’s evidence (it reverses
                                without negating), it’s not clear whether or not even Vincent would agree with it.
                                More obviously, Yolanda does not mention experiences that can’t be measured, so this
                                can’t be the point at issue.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
11. (E) Role of a Statement
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “role played in the argument” indicates a Role of a Statement question.
                                This question type reproduces a statement from the stimulus and asks you to identify
                                its argumentative purpose. Underline the statement in the stimulus, and then break
                                down the stimulus.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The claim in question is located at the end of the first sentence. The contrast Keyword
                                [a]lthough at the beginning of the stimulus highlights a paradox: While cities are more polluted,
                                urbanization might reduce overall pollution. The rest of the paragraph provides reasons
                                why concentrating a population in cities could produce less pollution overall.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            There are two important Keywords that are helpful in understanding this argument’s
                                structure. First, the contrast Keyword [a]lthough. Contrast Keywords always highlight important pieces of an argument: either the conclusion
                                or an important piece of evidence. Second, the conclusion Keyword [t]hus. Conclusion Keywords will indicate either the ultimate conclusion or a subsidiary
                                conclusion.
                            

                            In this case, you need to determine which Keyword indicates the author’s actual conclusion.
                                Two different methods can help you here. First, look for the most opinionated piece.
                                The last clause of the first sentence is the author’s subjective opinion (“may actually”),
                                which goes against the expectation set up in the first clause of the sentence. The
                                second and third sentences are presented as established facts. Second, look for which
                                part of the argument supports the rest. Both the second and third sentences function
                                as reasons to believe that “increasing urbanization may actually reduce the total
                                amount of pollution generated nationwide.” It would not make sense to say that the
                                first sentence supports the third. So, the relevant statement is the conclusion of
                                the argument.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) correctly describes the relevant statement’s role as the argument’s conclusion. The
                                conclusion is by definition what the rest of the argument is designed to establish.
                            

                            (A) is incorrect because it both inaccurately identifies the relevant statement as a
                                piece of evidence and misidentifies the conclusion as a recommendation (“people should
                                live in large cities”) that is never actually stated.
                            

                            (B) is incorrect for two reasons. First, and most importantly, this choice does not mention
                                the statement’s vital role as the conclusion. Second, the author does not dispute
                                that “large cities are generally more polluted than the countryside.” Rather, the
                                author states it as fact. The contrast Keyword [a]lthough functions as an acknowledgement of the paradoxical nature of the two claims in the
                                first sentence. The author accepts both as true and then provides supporting reasons
                                for why the second claim can be true, despite the first claim.
                            

                            (C) is incorrect. Rarely, if ever, will an author’s own opinion (indicated by the opinion word may) serve as mere background. Also, ideas highlighted by a contrast Keyword ([a]lthough) tend to be significant components of an argument.
                            

                            (D) is incorrect because the contrast Keyword [a]lthough indicates a contrasting relationship between the two clauses of the first sentence, not a supporting one.
                                Additionally, the claim that large cities are more polluted than the countryside is
                                not the conclusion.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
12. (B) Strengthen
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The question’s stem explicitly asks you to strengthen the argument. Identify the assumption
                                and firm up the bridge between the evidence and conclusion.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The climatologist concludes that the mountain snowpack will probably melt earlier
                                and more rapidly, triggering the negative consequences of greater spring flooding
                                and less storable water. The evidence is that increasing winter temperatures, due
                                to global warming, will cause a greater percentage of precipitation to fall as rain
                                instead of snow.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The climatologist essentially presents a causal argument. Normally, on the LSAT, authors
                                see a result and identify a likely cause; here, the climatologist sees a changing
                                condition and then predicts a result. She assumes, basically, that there will not
                                be a different result. The correct answer should strengthen the connection between
                                the evidence and conclusion, making it more likely that the result the climatologist
                                predicts will come to pass. That is, that a greater percentage of winter precipitation
                                falling as rain instead of snow will cause mountain snowpack to melt earlier and more
                                rapidly, resulting in greater spring flooding and less storable waters.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) is correct. This answer supports the connection between warmer winters and greater
                                spring flooding and less storable water by bringing in analogous evidence from past
                                results in similar regions.
                            

                            (A) does not bridge the gap between the author’s evidence and conclusion. It does indicate
                                that there will be more precipitation (either snow or rain), which might explain higher
                                floods (if it’s rain rather than snow, such that the snowpack would melt). But that
                                doesn’t explain why there would be less storable water. The change the climatologist
                                points out is the change in proportion of rain to snow. Somehow the correct answer
                                needs to show that that proportion shift will cause the effects the climatologist
                                describes. This answer doesn’t address the ratio of snow to rain, just the overall
                                combined amount.
                            

                            (C) is an Irrelevant Comparison. The quantity of storable water in different locations
                                does not increase the author’s causal claim that increased rain will prematurely melt
                                the snowpack forcing flooding and a decrease in the water supply. That difference
                                in water supply may be from other causes than those cited by the author, and thus
                                isn’t sufficient to strengthen the overall argument.
                            

                            (D) is another Irrelevant Comparison. While correct answer (B) provides evidence from comparable geography, this answer choice does not. The global
                                scope of this choice means that the Rocky Mountains are being compared to locations
                                with the mildest winters—tropical jungles and the Sahara Desert, for example. Those
                                areas aren’t comparable to the Rocky Mountains, so their increased flooding and lack
                                of storable water is irrelevant. Although the Rocky Mountain winters may be getting
                                milder, (D) does not provide further evidence that there will be more rain or that the winter
                                snowpack will melt earlier.
                            

                            (E) is a 180. The climatologist claims that global warming would mean more rain, which
                                means a quickly melting snowpack. More rain would also mean less snow, which would
                                mean a smaller mountain snowpack to begin with. The climatologist claims that that
                                scenario would lead to greater spring flooding, but this choice says a larger mountain
                                snowpack would mean greater spring flooding, so it contradicts the stimulus.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
13. (A) Weaken
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The question stem explicitly asks you to weaken the argument. Identify the assumption
                                and attack it.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The conclusion is the author’s negative recommendation that “animal feed should not
                                include genetically modified plants.” The evidence comes from a study in which some
                                lab rats were fed genetically modified potatoes and others were fed a normal diet
                                of non-genetically modified foods. The first group of rats developed health problems,
                                while the second group of rats did not.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            There are two common problems in this argument. First, there is a scope shift from
                                a study on rats to a conclusion about animal feed, presumably for pets or livestock.
                                Second, the author implies that genetic modifications were responsible for the rats’
                                health problems, which means the author assumes there is no other cause. For that
                                to be likely, the study would need to control for all other factors. Yet the two groups
                                were not necessarily fed equivalent diets in this study: One group got genetically
                                modified potatoes while the other got “a normal diet.” Unless “a normal diet” is non-genetically modified potatoes, the author’s conclusion is unsupported; an alternative
                                cause of the rats’ health problems is possible. The correct answer will likely indicate
                                some complication resulting from the study group getting a potato-only diet compared
                                to the control group getting a normal diet, which is unrelated to any genetic modification.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) is correct. It raises the possibility that the rats’ health problems were caused
                                by eating a single food that is not a normal part of their diet.
                            

                            (B) is consistent with the argument. The rats may have lost their appetites as the study
                                progressed (likely due to the developing intestinal deformities), but this choice
                                does not lessen the likelihood that the genetic modifications in the potatoes were
                                the cause of the health problems.
                            

                            (C) is Out of Scope. The evidence indicates that the study group developed intestinal deformities over the course of the experiment. Additionally, because all
                                the rats in the study were “lab rats” and therefore likely bred in laboratory conditions,
                                any rate of existing intestinal deformities would be consistent between both groups.
                            

                            (D) is an Irrelevant Comparison. The author assumes that the genetic modifications cause
                                the health problems, but does not assume that a nutritional deficiency was at fault.
                                Moreover, we don’t know what the control group of rats ate; their normal diet may not have included non-genetically modified potatoes at all. Also, if anything,
                                this strengthens the argument by removing any suspicion that a difference in nutritional
                                value caused the problems.
                            

                            (E) is incorrect. The inability of those researchers to provide an explanation of how
                                the genetic modifications to the potatoes would cause the health problems is not evidence
                                that the genetic modifications did not cause the health problems. The absence of evidence
                                supporting a claim does not constitute evidence against that claim.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
14. (C) Parallel Reasoning
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “similar . . . reasoning” indicates a Parallel Reasoning question, which
                                asks you to find the answer that uses the same type of evidence to reach the same
                                type of conclusion as the argument in the stimulus.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author begins by describing a claim made by some philosophers: that we visually
                                perceive an object by forming a mental image of that object in our mind. The author
                                concludes that the hypothesis cannot be correct. The author’s evidence is the absurd series of endless mental images within mental images that follows from the hypothesis.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            You should initially approach Parallel Reasoning questions by characterizing the conclusion.
                                Here, the conclusion that the philosophers’ hypothesis cannot be correct is an assertion
                                of fact. When more than one conclusion in the answer choices matches the conclusion
                                in the stimulus, then you need to incorporate the evidence. Here, the author’s evidence
                                is that the philosophers’ hypothesis would require endless repetition of a mental
                                image and inner self, which is absurd. (Think of the infinite image that occurs when you stand between two mirrors). The
                                correct answer will similarly conclude that a hypothesis cannot be correct based on
                                the absurd necessary implications of that hypothesis.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (C) is a match. The argument concludes that the historians’ claim must be false because
                                it would necessitate a similar endless chain of precedent theories within precedent
                                theories deemed to be impossible or absurd.
                            

                            (A) is not an accurate match. First, in the conclusion, the author doesn’t actually reject
                                the linguists’ claim. Some linguists say many languages can be traced back to Indo-European.
                                That’s different and less extreme than what the author rejects, which is that Indo-European
                                is the earliest language. Additionally, the author’s evidence is overwhelming contrary evidence,
                                rather than a resultant impossible chain of implications.
                            

                            (B) is not an accurate match based on the evidence. The argument concludes that a particular
                                claim cannot be correct, but the evidence is based on an infinite number of theories
                                that can’t possibly all be true, rather than a single infinite chain that is impossible
                                in itself. Even though the reference to an infinite number of theories is appealing,
                                these are different independent theories, not a self-perpetuating infinite chain,
                                as contained in the stimulus and the correct answer.
                            

                            (D) is not correct due to its conclusion. This argument merely concludes that a claim
                                is unfortunate, not that it cannot be correct. Additionally, the evidence does not contain a similar endless sequence
                                resulting from the rejected claim.
                            

                            (E) is not an accurate match based on the evidence. The argument concludes that a claim
                                cannot be correct, but the evidence does not contain a similar endless sequence of
                                libraries within libraries that would be required in order to match the stimulus.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
15. (B) Inference
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            A question stem that asks you to use information from the stimulus to support an answer
                                that follows logically (direction of support flowing downward) indicates an Inference
                                question. Accept all statements as true, focus on the most concrete and emphasized
                                facts, and look for any deductions to be made by combining statements, especially
                                Formal Logic statements.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            According to the stimulus, greatly exceeding the recommended intake of vitamins A
                                and D is dangerous. Some vitamin-fortified foods have 100 percent of the recommended
                                daily amount of these vitamins in a single serving. But many people consume two to
                                three times the standard serving of vitamin-fortified foods.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Contrast Keywords such as but typically highlight critical information. In this case, combining the last two sentences
                                yields a deduction that at least some people are consuming more than the recommended
                                amounts of vitamins A and D. However, without knowing what constitutes “greatly exceeding”
                                the recommended levels, it cannot be deduced that anybody is consuming dangerous or
                                toxic levels.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) matches the prediction from Step 3. It is tentative enough to be correct.
                            

                            (A) is a Distortion. The stimulus indicates that many people misjudge what constitutes
                                a “serving,” but there is no indication as to whether people are aware of the recommended
                                intake levels of vitamins A and D.
                            

                            (C) is a Distortion. The stimulus indicates that some people exceed the recommended levels
                                because they misjudge the serving size, but there is no indication that they believe
                                it is healthy to do so.
                            

                            (D) is Out of Scope and Extreme. The stimulus is limited to vitamins A and D and does
                                not indicate whether other vitamin supplements might be advisable. Also, the words
                                most and any are stronger than the language in the stimulus.
                            

                            (E) is Out of Scope. The stimulus does not indicate whether manufacturers are aware of
                                people’s propensity to exceed the serving size.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
16. (B) Assumption (Necessary)
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            A question that asks for the assumption that an argument requires is a Necessary Assumption
                                question. Build the basic bridge between the evidence and conclusion. You can use
                                the Denial Test to check your answer.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author concludes that most of the nations that said their oil reserves were unchanged
                                are likely wrong. The evidence provides two scenarios that cause oil reserves to fluctuate:
                                Reserves gradually drop as old fields run out, and they rise suddenly with new discoveries
                                of oil. The author then offers a subsidiary conclusion that is functionally the same
                                as the ultimate conclusion.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The author presents situations in which oil reserves would change, and then concludes
                                that oil reserves probably changed. In order for the conclusion to follow, therefore,
                                the author must be assuming that those situations occurred. The correct answer will
                                say the nations in question probably had oil fields dry up, found new oil, or both.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) matches the prediction. Negated, it says it’s unlikely those nations drained or found oil fields. If the events that cause reserves to fluctuate
                                didn’t happen, then the conclusion would no longer make any sense.
                            

                            (A) is Extreme and a Distortion. First, it applies to any nation with oil reserves, while the argument focuses only on several that had reported
                                unchanged oil reserves. Second, the author does not need it to be more likely that any single nation was mistaken, just that there were more
                                nations that were mistaken than were not. (A) fails the Denial Test because if there was one nation with oil resources that was more likely to be ­correct about their unchanged reserves, that would not undo the
                                strength of the author’s conclusion.
                            

                            (C) is possible based on the argument, but isn’t required for the author’s point. First,
                                the author doesn’t argue that nations necessarily experienced both, and the example
                                of “at least one” nation is too small to be required to conclude that most of those
                                who stated their reserves didn’t change were wrong. Negated, this choice says that
                                during 1997, the oil reserves of at least one nation didn’t both drop and rise. That
                                doesn’t break the author’s conclusion in any way, so it cannot be a necessary assumption.
                            

                            (D) is Extreme. This choice indicates that the only way a nation could be incorrect in claiming unchanged oil reserves is if it both drained old oil fields and discovered new ones. So this choice further restricts
                                the author’s argument, rather than merely stating something required by the argument
                                as written. The argument’s conclusion could be true even if nations’ oil reserves
                                had changed due to only one of the two potential causes.
                            

                            (E) is Out of Scope. The argument is concerned with whether the statements are factually
                                correct, not whether nations are obligated to be factually correct.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
17. (B) Inference
                                
                                    Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                                    The phrase “must be true” indicates an Inference question. Not only does the phrase
                                        articulate the basic test for the correct answer, but its use in the question stem
                                        increases the likelihood that the stimulus will contain Formal Logic statements. Diagram
                                        the Formal Logic statements and look for deductions that come from combining the statements.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                                    The stimulus presents three separate Formal Logic statements:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        sound-insulated

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        quiet enough for home appliances

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        quiet enough for home appliances

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        appropriate for institutional settings

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        EM motor

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~quiet enough for home appliances

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 3: Make a Prediction

                                    As written, the first two statements can be combined to yield the following deduction:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        sound-insulated

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        appropriate for institutional settings

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    However, another link can be made between the first and third statements. If you contrapose
                                        the first statement, you get:
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~quiet enough for home appliances

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~sound-insulated

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    That can be combined with the third statement to yield:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        EM motor

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~sound insulated

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    The correct answer should match one of these two deductions (or their contrapositives).
                                        Some wrong answers will likely be incomplete contrapositives of these deductions or
                                        of the original statements.
                                    

                                    Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                                    (B) matches the second deduction.
                                    

                                    (A) is an incomplete contrapositive of the first deduction. It reverses without negating.
                                    

                                    (C) could be true, as there may be a lower noise standard for institutional settings.
                                        So even though EM motors aren’t suitable for home appliances, it is possible that
                                        some could be used in institutional settings. However, this is not something that
                                        must be true.
                                    

                                    (D) is an incomplete contrapositive of the first statement in the stimulus. It reverses
                                        without negating.
                                    

                                    (E) could be true, but does not have to be. Based on the stimulus, motors that can be used in homes can also be used in industrial settings; however, the stimulus does
                                        not indicate whether or not motors that can’t be used in homes (such as EM motors) can be used in industrial settings.
                                    

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
18. (C) Flaw
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The question stem explicitly asks you to identify a flaw in the argument. Notice any
                                disconnect between the evidence and conclusion, and keep the common LSAT flaws in
                                mind.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The mayor’s conclusion appears after the contrast Keyword [b]ut. Once you replace the vague terms, you can see the mayor concludes that the worry
                                that the factory could cause health problems can be dismissed. In other words, the
                                factory is not likely to cause health problems. The mayor’s evidence is that most
                                of the protesters were paid to attend the protest by developers who have a financial
                                interest in stopping the factory’s construction.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The mayor dismisses the protesters’ argument simply because many of them were paid
                                to protest. But that doesn’t address the actual issue of whether the factory could
                                cause health problems or not. While in real life it may seem like the mayor has a
                                reasonable point, on the LSAT he merely has flawed logic. The ad hominem attack—pointing
                                out a bias in someone’s argument rather than addressing the substance of the argument—is
                                a recurring flaw on the LSAT.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (C) describes the classic LSAT flaw committed in this argument.
                            

                            (A) is not an accurate description of the argument, as nothing in the stimulus indicates
                                that the mayor mischaracterizes the protesters’ views. The mayor questions the sincerity of the protesters, but that is different from mischaracterizing their views.
                            

                            (B) is a 180. The mayor actually seeks to dismiss fears of potential health problems resulting from building the factory. The mayor
                                never raises a specter of negative consequences resulting from a failure to build the factory.
                            

                            (D) describes a representativeness flaw, which is not at play here. The mayor doesn’t
                                draw a conclusion based on an unrepresentative sample; indeed, the mayor’s evidence
                                encompasses most protestors. The problem is that the motives of those protestors have nothing to do
                                with the safety of the factory.
                            

                            (E) suggests that the mayor takes a tentative claim (“could cause health problems”) and
                                says that it’s certain (“will cause health problems”). This doesn’t match the argument,
                                because the mayor actually implies that the factory definitively won’t cause health problems.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
19. (A) Principle (Apply/Inference)
                                
                                    Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                                    The question stem explicitly identifies this as a Principle question. Further, it
                                        indicates that the stimulus contains the principle or general rule, which means you
                                        will need to apply the principle to the answer choices. The correct answer will contain
                                        an action that violates the principle in the stimulus.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                                    The stimulus is short and sweet. The word unless indicates Formal Logic, although it may not really be necessary to translate it here,
                                        because the statement is pretty straightforward: Misrepresenting someone else’s views
                                        is acceptable only when it’s done to benefit that person. If you were to diagram this
                                        and its contrapositive, it would look like this:
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        intentionally misrepresent another's beliefs

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        should be acting in the interest of that other person

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~acting in the interest of that other person

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        should ~intentionally misrepresent another's beliefs

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 3: Make a Prediction

                                    The correct answer will describe someone who intentionally misrepresents another’s
                                        beliefs without purposefully acting in that person’s interest.
                                    

                                    Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                                    (A) is correct. Ann intentionally misrepresented Bruce’s beliefs in order to make him
                                        look ridiculous, which is not in his interest.
                                    

                                    (B) does not violate the principle. Although Claude intentionally misrepresented Thelma’s
                                        beliefs, he did so with the purpose of keeping someone from bothering her, which is
                                        likely in her interest.
                                    

                                    (C) does not violate the principle for two reasons. First, although John violated Maria’s
                                        confidence, he did not misrepresent her beliefs. Second, he spoke with the purpose
                                        of getting others to think highly of her, which could be in her interest.
                                    

                                    (D) does not violate the principle because although Harvey lied to Josephine about his
                                        own beliefs, he did not misrepresent hers.
                                    

                                    (E) does not violate the principle because although Wanda was not acting in George’s
                                        interest, she did not necessarily misrepresent his beliefs. This answer choice doesn’t
                                        provide any information about George’s actual beliefs concerning Egypt’s location.
                                    

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
20. (C) Paradox
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The question stem explicitly asks you to resolve the paradox. Identify the two apparently
                                inconsistent facts, and find the explanation or factor that allows both to be true.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            After an extensive description of the background facts, the last sentence sums up
                                the two paradoxical facts concisely: Even though a sheep farming family made more
                                money from selling their wool, their overall prosperity did not increase.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            There are a plethora of potential specific resolutions to this paradox that one might
                                imagine: increased taxes or other farming expenses or some natural disaster. So, as
                                with most Paradox questions, a general prediction is best. The correct answer should
                                indicate some factor that increased their expenses or otherwise held down their overall
                                prosperity, despite their greater revenue from selling wool. The correct answer must
                                accept the facts in the stimulus as true; avoid answers that seem to call the evidence
                                into question.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (C) resolves the paradox. It indicates that the family’s income from other products, besides wool, would have decreased. All Australian sheep famers produced these products, so the decrease in price would have
                                affected this particular family for sure. This might have evened out their overall
                                income.
                            

                            (A) is Out of Scope. The paradox pertains to the family’s prosperity in the mid-1800s, which would not be affected by inflation at the end of the 1800s. This would have resolved the paradox if it had been in the proper time
                                frame.
                            

                            (B) is an important type of wrong answer for Paradox questions; it tries to resolve the
                                paradox by undermining one of the facts. Granted, the stimulus merely indicates that
                                international prices were higher than domestic prices, so a dramatic decline in ­domestic
                                prices might have occurred, offsetting gains from international sales. However, the
                                stimulus also says that “the family generated more income from selling their wool”
                                during this period. The relative prices of the domestic and international markets
                                are irrelevant, since the family’s overall wool sales increased.
                            

                            (D), like (B), cannot resolve the paradox because it must be true that the family generated more
                                income from wool sales during that period. Competition or no, the family’s wool sales
                                were higher than previously. This choice wouldn’t explain why the family’s prosperity
                                did not increase as well.
                            

                            (E) is too uncertain. It’s not clear whether the family in question was one of those
                                whose living came exclusively from international wool sales, so this answer may not
                                be pertinent. Additionally, like the other wrong answers, this choice focuses too
                                much on wool sales. Even if this family made their living exclusively on international
                                wool sales, this choice doesn’t explain why, if their wool sales went up, their prosperity
                                didn’t. This choice would make sense only if it meant the family gave up other means of income. But this answer doesn’t actually
                                state that, and it would require an unwarranted assumption on your part, so it cannot
                                be correct.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
21. (C) Flaw
                                
                                    Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                                    The question stem explicitly asks you to identify the flaw in the argument. Notice
                                        any disconnect between the evidence and conclusion, and keep the common LSAT flaws
                                        in mind.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                                    The lawyer concludes that Meyers was not wrong to take the compost in the public garden.
                                        The primary reason, highlighted by the contrast Keyword [h]owever, is that Meyers had no reason to think the compost was anyone else’s property. The
                                        lawyer also presents a Formal Logic chain:
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        you take something you have reason to believe belongs to someone else

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        stealing

                                                    
                                                    	
→

                                                    
                                                    	wrong
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                    

                                    Step 3: Make a Prediction

                                    Compare the Formal Logic chain to the lawyer’s additional evidence and conclusion.
                                        The lawyer says the sufficient condition was not met: Meyers took something with no reason to believe it belonged to someone else. The lawyer uses that to conclude that
                                        therefore the necessary condition was not met—Meyers didn’t do anything wrong:
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                    If

                                                
                                                	
                                                    take something you ~have reason to believe belongs to someone else

                                                
                                                	
                                                    →

                                                
                                                	
                                                    ~wrong

                                                
                                            

                                        
                                    

                                    The lawyer’s argument is an incomplete contrapositive, because she negates the Formal
                                        Logic rule without reversing. In other words, the lawyer confuses sufficient and necessary
                                        conditions, which is a common flaw on the LSAT. According to the rule, taking something
                                        with good reason to believe it belongs to another is sufficient to make the act wrong, but the lawyer’s logic assumes that for Meyer’s thievery to
                                        be wrong, it is necessary that he had good reason to believe the object belonged to someone else.
                                    

                                    Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                                    (C) accurately describes the flaw. A confusion of sufficient versus necessary commonly
                                        appears in Flaw questions that involve Formal Logic. Here the “condition that by itself
                                        is enough to make an action wrong” is the “good reason to think (it) is someone else’s
                                        property.”
                                    

                                    (A) is not an accurate description of the argument. The lawyer uses a factual claim (Meyers
                                        had no good reason to think the compost belonged to another) to reach a moral judgment
                                        (Meyers was not wrong), but there is no indication that the lawyer confuses fact and
                                        morality.
                                    

                                    (B) is irrelevant, because the argument is concerned (rightly) with the circumstances
                                        at hand, not with what might have happened under different circumstances. How Meyers
                                        would have responded if he did have good reason to believe the compost was someone else’s property doesn’t matter
                                        in terms of whether or not he was wrong to act when he didn’t have good reason to believe that.
                                    

                                    (D) is not a plausible ignored possibility answer. To legitimately be a flaw, an overlooked
                                        possibility, if true, would have to weaken the author’s argument. To the contrary,
                                        if the compost belonged to Meyers, it would support the lawyer’s contention that Meyers
                                        did nothing wrong.
                                    

                                    (E) doesn’t accurately describe the argument. The lawyer never asserts that if there
                                        is good evidence that an object is someone else’s property, then that means it is certainly someone else’s property. There is no evidence regarding the ownership of the compost
                                        beyond the premise that Meyers had no good reason to think the compost was someone
                                        else’s property. The author does not conclude, or even necessarily assume, that it
                                        was certainly someone else’s property.
                                    

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
22. (E) Assumption (Necessary)
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            A question that asks for an assumption on which the argument depends is a Necessary Assumption question. Build the basic bridge between the evidence and
                                conclusion. Use the Denial Test to check your answer, if necessary.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author concludes that “this practice,” i.e., predatory pricing, should be acceptable.
                                The evidence is that even after a company drives its competitors out of business by
                                underselling them, the threat of future competition will prevent the company from
                                raising its prices to unreasonable levels.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Boiled down, the author’s argument is that a company that practices predatory pricing
                                won’t raise prices to unreasonable levels, so predatory pricing is acceptable. Oftentimes,
                                necessary assumptions on the LSAT are as simple as the author thinking, “If I have
                                this evidence, I can reasonably reach this conclusion.” Therefore, the correct answer
                                will often merely restate the argument in slightly broader Formal Logic terms. Thus,
                                in this case, the author assumes at a basic level that if prices will not become unreasonable,
                                then the practice is okay. Another way of stating that assumption is that aside from
                                the threat of a company raising its prices to unreasonable levels, there is nothing
                                else about engaging in predatory pricing to drive competition out of business that
                                would be unacceptable.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) matches the prediction. Any is a Formal Logic word that substitutes for if. So this choice properly indicates that if a pricing practice does not result in
                                unreasonable prices, then it should be acceptable. Based on the evidence in the stimulus,
                                predator pricing would fall into this category.
                            

                            (A) is Extreme. The argument says companies that are successful in driving competitors
                                out of business will face a threat of renewed competition, but not that the threat will necessarily always materialize.
                                So, the word inevitably overreaches. Also, the argument does not cover all successful companies, as this
                                choice does.
                            

                            (B) is Out of Scope. Whether or not several companies concurrently attempt to engage
                                in predatory pricing is irrelevant to the argument, which is only about what occurs
                                when one company emerges victorious. The author assumes that in at least some instances,
                                a single company will emerge victorious from a predatory pricing war and be able to
                                drive its competitors out of business. But this does not preclude the possibility
                                that some of its competitors attempted to employ the same strategy.
                            

                            (C) is Out of Scope. The argument does not make any mention of the types of companies
                                that successfully engage in predatory pricing.
                            

                            (D) is Extreme. The argument indicates that the threat of competition keeps companies
                                from raising prices to unreasonable levels, but does not indicate that it is the only thing that keeps companies from raising prices at all.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
23. (C) Parallel Flaw
                                
                                    Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                                    The phrase “pattern of reasoning . . . is most similar” indicates a Parallel Reasoning
                                        question. This question stem further specifies that you are to match flawed reasoning,
                                        so it’s a Parallel Flaw question. Understand the flaw in the stimulus and seek out
                                        that same flaw in one of the answers.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                                    An argument that consists of a Formal Logic rule, a factual piece of evidence, and
                                        a conclusion can be diagrammed as follows. The Formal Logic rule is in the top row,
                                        and the evidence and conclusion turned into a trigger and result, respectively, are
                                        in the bottom row:
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        prosecutor wanted to charge Frank as an embezzler (believe X)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        already indicted (Y)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                    If

                                                
                                                	
                                                    ~already indicted (~Y)

                                                
                                                	
                                                    →

                                                
                                                	
                                                    ~an embezzler (~X)

                                                
                                            

                                        
                                    

                                    Step 3: Make a Prediction

                                    When Formal Logic appears in a Parallel Flaw question, the argument usually messes
                                        up the contrapositive. However, that’s not the case here. At first glance, the author’s
                                        evidence and conclusion seem to properly map out as the rule’s contrapositive. But,
                                        at second glance, you might notice that the author doesn’t actually set up equivalent
                                        terms. The author shifts scope from whether or not the prosecutor wants to indict Frank as an embezzler to whether or not Frank is an embezzler. This is a classic LSAT belief-versus-fact scope shift.
                                    

                                    The correct answer must have the right pieces: a Formal Logic rule, a factual piece
                                        of evidence, and a conclusion. Also, the factual evidence and the conclusion should
                                        generally map out as the contrapositive of the Formal Logic rule, but with a similar
                                        belief-versus-fact scope shift: If “believe X” → Y ; If ~ Y → ~ X.
                                    

                                    Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                                    (C) is a match. It translates algebraically as: If “believe X” → Y; If ~ Y → ~ X.
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        believed left on oven (believe X)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        rush home

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        at work (~rush home) (~Y)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~left on oven (~X)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    The top and bottom rows are in the form of a statement and its contrapositive, except
                                        that there is the same belief-to-fact scope shift regarding whether the oven was left
                                        on.
                                    

                                    (A) is not a match. It translates algebraically as: If X → ~ Y; If ~ Y → X.
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        knew 9:00 appointment would cancel (X)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~come to work until 10:00 (~Y)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~come to work until 10:00 (~Y)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        knew 9:00 appointment would cancel (X)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    This argument contains an incomplete contrapositive (reversing without negating),
                                        while the stimulus does not. Additionally, this argument does not contain the belief-versus-fact
                                        scope shift found in the stimulus.
                                    

                                    (B) is not a match. It translates algebraically as: If X → Y; If ~ X → ~ Y.
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        wins lottery (X)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        stays home to celebrate (Y)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~win lottery (~X)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        go to work (~stay home to celebrate) (~Y)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Similar to (A), this choice contains an incomplete contrapositive. Additionally, this argument does
                                        not contain the belief-versus-fact scope shift found in the stimulus.
                                    

                                    (D) is not a match. It translates algebraically as: If “believe X” → Y; If Y → X.
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        believes getting promotion (believe X)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        come to work early (Y)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        come to work early (Y)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        getting a promotion (X)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    This choice does contain the belief-versus-fact scope shift found in the stimulus. However, this choice
                                        also contains an incomplete contrapositive, so it is not parallel.
                                    

                                    (E) is not a match, it translates algebraically as: If “believe X” → ~ Y; If X → ~ Y.
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        believes getting fired (believe X)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~come to work today (~Y)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        getting fired (X)

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~coming to work today (~Y)

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    

                                    This is the most difficult to eliminate because it does contain a belief-to-fact scope shift and does not contain an incomplete contrapositive, as the other wrong answers all do.
                                        However, it also is not set up as a proper contrapositive, while the argument in the
                                        stimulus is. So, it is not parallel.
                                    

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
24. (E) Flaw
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “vulnerable to the criticism” indicates a Flaw question. Notice any disconnect
                                between the evidence and conclusion, and keep in mind the common LSAT flaws.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The pediatrician concludes that removing children’s tonsils will ensure that they
                                do not have breathing problems during sleep. The evidence is that swollen tonsils
                                give rise to breathing problems and removing children’s swollen tonsils has been shown
                                to alleviate such problems.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Recognizing extremeness or absoluteness in an argument’s conclusion can be helpful
                                in recognizing the flaw. The pediatrician asserts that removing tonsils “will ensure that children do not experience any breathing problems during sleep.” Sure, swollen tonsils cause breathing problems
                                during sleep, and removing the tonsils will alleviate that. However, to conclude that
                                removing the tonsils will guarantee that a child will never have any breathing problems during sleep makes a big assumption
                                that nothing else can cause breathing problems.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) is correct. To be correct, a Flaw answer that is phrased as an ignored possibility,
                                must, if true, weaken the argument. If breathing problems during sleep can be caused
                                by something other than swollen tonsils, then removing the tonsils will not ensure that a child does not experience any breathing problems during sleep.
                            

                            (A) does not answer the baseline question for a Flaw answer choice: Does the author do
                                this? The pediatrician simply does not refer to an authoritative source or expert,
                                or even her own credentials.
                            

                            (B) sounds profound, but this is merely a variation on circular reasoning, such as “presupposes
                                what it seeks to establish.” Here, the author does not have interchangeable evidence
                                and conclusion, so (B) is not a flaw committed by the author.
                            

                            (C) does not accurately describe the evidence and conclusion. The pediatrician states
                                that swollen tonsils cause breathing problems during sleep. Removing the tonsils is
                                intended to achieve the effect of eliminating those problems that are the caused by
                                the tonsils. So, the author is not flawed in stating that removing the swollen tonsils
                                will produce the effect of eliminating tonsil-related breathing issues during sleep.
                                However, the author is flawed in drawing the extreme conclusion that any breathing problems during sleep would be fixed by the tonsillectomy. Nothing in the
                                stimulus indicates the intent of the surgery was to fix all breathing problems during
                                sleep.
                            

                            (D) is not correct. To be correct, a Flaw answer that is phrased as an ignored possibility
                                must, if true, weaken the argument. The existence of other medical reasons for removing
                                a child’s tonsils would in no way undermine the efficacy of doing so to eliminate
                                breathing problems.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
25. (D) Principle (Apply/Inference)
                                
                                    Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                                    The question stem explicitly indicates that this is a Principle question and, moreover,
                                        that the stimulus contains a principle or general rule about ethics that must be matched
                                        to a specific action in the answers. Apply the Principle questions often contain Formal
                                        Logic, so keep an eye out for that.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                                    The stimulus consists of a Formal Logic rule that can be diagrammed as follows:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        knowledge of impending policies ~available to public

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        unethical for gov't officials to use that knowledge for personal financial gain

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 3: Make a Prediction

                                    It can be advisable to take the contrapositive before trying to match an answer to
                                        a Formal Logic statement. However, the question stem specifies that you are looking
                                        for an action that would trigger a conclusion that the action is unethical. Thus,
                                        this is the correct form of the statement to work with, not its contrapositive. The
                                        correct answer will describe an action by a government official to use knowledge of
                                        impending policies, which is not available to the public, for personal financial gain.
                                    

                                    Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                                    (D) is correct as it describes a government official (Finance Department) using knowledge
                                        of an impending policy (plan to tax luxury cars) to financially benefit (avoid paying
                                        the tax), despite the information not being available to the public. Based on the
                                        Formal Logic principle, this would be unethical.
                                    

                                    (A) does not trigger the rule because there is no reference to any impending policy.
                                        Also, the government official no longer works for the bidding company, so it is not
                                        clear that the official would personally benefit financially.
                                    

                                    (B) does not trigger the rule because the former officer is no longer a government official.
                                        Additionally, there is no reference to any impending policies.
                                    

                                    (C) does not trigger the rule because the official is using provisions of a previously
                                        enacted law, which would be available to the public, rather than inside knowledge
                                        of an impending policy.
                                    

                                    (E) does not trigger the rule because the information was not only about an impending
                                        policy, but it was already made public.
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                            Game 1: Film Releases

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	Q#
                                            	Question type
                                            	Correct
                                            	Difficulty
                                        

                                    
                                    
                                        
                                            	1
                                            	Must Be False (CANNOT Be True)
                                            	E
                                            	★
                                        

                                        
                                            	2
                                            	Must Be True
                                            	A
                                            	★

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            	3
                                            	"If" / Could Be True EXCEPT
                                            	E
                                            	★

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            	4
                                            	"If" / Could Be True
                                            	D
                                            	★

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            	5
                                            	Rule Substitution
                                            	A
                                            	★★★★

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            Step 1: Overview

                            Situation: A movie studio scheduling film releases
                            

                            Entities: Six films (Fiesta, Glaciers, Hurricanes, Jets, Kangaroos, and Lovebird)
                            

                            Action: Loose Sequencing. Determine the order in which the films are released. A quick glance
                                at the three rules tells you that all the rules are about relative relationships between
                                the entities, so it is Loose rather than Strict.
                            

                            Limitations: No two films will be released at the same time. So, one film will be released first,
                                one second, one third, and so on.
                            

                            Step 2: Sketch

                            Because this is a Loose Sequencing game, no series of slots is needed. The opening
                                sketch can just be a list of the films by initial. As you go through the rules, you’ll
                                build the sketch based on the relative relationships.
                            

                            Step 3: Rules

                            Rule 1 sets up two relationships: Fiesta will be released before Jets, and Fiesta will be released before Lovebird. Jets and Lovebird can be released in either order.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            Rule 2 sets up a sequence of three films: Kangaroos will be released before Jets, which will be released before Hurricanes.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            The first two rules can be combined immediately:

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            Rule 3 sets up a single relationship: Lovebird will be released before Glaciers. Add this to the sketch.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            Step 4: Deductions

                            As with most Loose Sequencing games, the key to making Deductions is to combine the
                                rules using Duplicates. In this case, the combinations have already been made during
                                Step 3.
                            

                            However, the exact release of the entities still cannot be determined. For example,
                                by Rule 1, Fiesta must be released before Lovebird, which in turn must be released before Glaciers (Rule 3). While these two films must be released after Fiesta, there is no relationship between them and the remaining films (Kangaroos, Jets, and Hurricanes). Lovebird and Glaciers can be released before, after, or anywhere amid those three films—as long as they
                                are released after Fiesta.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            Every rule is combined in this one sketch, and every film is included; there are no
                                Floaters. Before proceeding to the questions, consider which films could be released
                                first and last. The first film released could be Fiesta or Kangaroos because they are the only films that do not have to be released later than another
                                film. Similarly, the last film released could be Glaciers or Hurricanes because they are the only films that do not have to be released earlier than another
                                film.
                            

                            Step 5: Questions

                        

                    

                    	
1. (E) Must Be False (CANNOT Be True)
                        
                            The correct answer here must be false. The remaining four answers will all be possible,
                                if not definitely true.
                            

                            If Kangaroos is released first, then Fiesta could be released second before the remaining four films. That eliminates (A).
                            

                            Glaciers has to be released after Lovebird, which has to be released after Fiesta. If Fiesta and Lovebird were the first two films released, Glaciers could be third. That eliminates (B).
                            

                            Hurricanes has to be released after Jets, which has to be released after both Fiesta and Kangaroos. If Fiesta, Kangaroos, and Jets were the first three films released, Hurricanes could be the fourth. That eliminates (C).
                            

                            Kangaroos has to be released before Jets, which must be released before Hurricanes. That means if Jets and Hurricanes were pushed to the end, the latest Kangaroos could be released is fourth. That means it could be fourth, which eliminates (D). However, Kangaroos must always have at least two films after it (Jets and Hurricanes), thus Kangaroos cannot be fifth, which makes (E) the correct answer.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
2. (A) Must Be True
                        
                            The correct answer here must be true. The four wrong answers will either be possible
                                or definitely false.
                            

                            By Rule 1, Fiesta must be released earlier than Jets. Because Jets has to be released before Hurricanes (Rule 2), Fiesta must also be released before Hurricanes. That makes (A) the correct answer. The remaining answers all list two films that have no defined
                                relationship between them. Therefore, they are all possible, but none of them must be true.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
3. (E) “If” / Could Be True EXCEPT
                        
                            For this question, Glaciers will be released before Hurricanes. Before Glaciers, Lovebird must be released (Rule 3), and Fiesta must be released before that (Rule 1). That creates a loose sequence starting with
                                Fiesta and ending with Hurricanes. Jets must be released at some point in the middle, after Fiesta (Rule 1) and before Hurricanes (Rule 2). Kangaroos merely has to be released at some point before Jets.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            The correct answer here must be false. Because Lovebird has to be released before Glaciers and Hurricanes, it cannot be released fifth. That makes (E) the correct answer. The remaining answers are all possible.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
4. (D) “If” / Could Be True
                        
                            For this question, Lovebird will be released before Kangaroos. Kangaroos must be released before Jets (Rule 2), which must be released before Hurricanes (Rule 2). And before Lovebirds, Fiesta must be released (Rule 1). That creates a string of releases starting with Fiesta and ending with Hurricanes. The only film left is Glaciers, which must be released at some point after Lovebird.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            That means Fiesta must be released first and Lovebird second. The schedule of the remaining films is dependent on Glaciers, which can be released at any time from third to sixth. The correct answer will be
                                the only one that could be true. Because Glaciers can be the last film released, Jets could certainly be released before it. That makes (D) the correct answer. For the record, all of the remaining answers mention Lovebird, which must be released second. The remaining answers all must be false because Lovebird is released earlier than every other film except for Fiesta.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
5. (A) Rule Substitution
                        
                            This question removes Rule 1 from the game. The correct answer will be a rule that
                                establishes all of the restrictions set up by Rule 1 without adding any new restrictions. In other
                                words, the correct answer will force Fiesta to be released earlier than Jets and Lovebird, without adding restrictions that were not originally in place.
                            

                            Starting with (A),if Kangaroos were the only film that could be released before Fiesta, then Fiesta would definitely be released before Jets and Lovebird. So, that would reestablish the original restrictions. This may appear to be more
                                restrictive, because it would also force Fiesta to be released before Glaciers and Hurricanes. However, while those restrictions were never directly set by the rules, they would not be new. After all, Glaciers and Hurricanes have to be released after Lovebird and Jets, respectively (Rule 2 and 3). So, Fiesta always had to be released before them, too. Therefore, because this situation would
                                establish all of the original restrictions without adding anything new, (A) is the correct answer. For the record:
                            

                            If Kangaroos were released before Lovebird, it would add a restriction that was never in place and it would have no effect on when Fiesta is released. That eliminates (B).
                            

                            By the original rules, Fiesta had to be released before Jets, Lovebird, Hurricanes, and Glaciers. That means it could only be released first or second. However, simply adding that
                                restriction back in does not restore everything. It would also allow Lovebird to be released before or after Fiesta, which was not allowed by the original rules. That eliminates (C).
                            

                            Fiesta never had to be released earlier than Kangaroos. That eliminates (D).
                            

                            By the original rules, only Fiesta or Kangaroos could be released first. However, again, simply adding that restriction back is not
                                enough. If Kangaroos were first, this answer would allow Fiesta to be released at any other time—even after Jets and Lovebird. That was not allowed by the original rules. That eliminates (E).
                            

                        

                        
                            	
                                
                                    Game 2: Application Evaluation

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	Q#
                                                    	Question type
                                                    	Correct
                                                    	Difficulty
                                                

                                            
                                            
                                                
                                                    	6
                                                    	Acceptability
                                                    	A
                                                    	★
                                                

                                                
                                                    	7
                                                    	"If" / Could Be True
                                                    	B
                                                    	★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	8
                                                    	"If" / Must Be True EXCEPT
                                                    	C
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	9
                                                    	"If" / Must Be True
                                                    	B
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	10
                                                    	"If" / Could Be True EXCEPT
                                                    	C
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	11
                                                    	"If" / How Many Known
                                                    	E
                                                    	★★★

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 1: Overview

                                    Situation: Human resource officers evaluating job applications
                                    

                                    Entities: Seven candidates (Farrell, Grant, Hong, Inman, Kent, Lopez, and Madsen); four human
                                        resource officers (Rao, Smith, Tipton, and Ullman)
                                    

                                    Action: Distribution. Determine which candidates’ applications each officer evaluates.
                                    

                                    Limitations: Each application is evaluated by only one officer, and each officer evaluates at
                                        least one application. Because there are only four officers and seven applications,
                                        at least one officer will have to evaluate multiple applications. Numbers will be
                                        crucial in this game.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Sketch

                                    Because each application will be evaluated only once, this is classified as a Distribution
                                        game as opposed to a Matching game—distributing the seven applications among the four
                                        officers. However, even if you considered it a Matching game, it would likely be immaterial
                                        as long as you set up a useful sketch. One effective sketch is to set up a column
                                        for each officer. List the candidates by initial to the side, and start the sketch
                                        with one slot in each column. That sets up four slots, with three more to be added
                                        based on the rules and/or the questions.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Step 3: Rules

                                    Rule 1 establishes that Ullman will evaluate Grant’s application. Add “G” to the slot under
                                        Ullman, but leave the column open. It’s still possible that Ullman evaluates other
                                        applications.
                                    

                                    Rule 2 creates a Block. Farrell’s and Lopez’s applications will be evaluated by the same
                                        officer. That could be any officer at this point, so jot this down to the side in
                                        shorthand:
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Rule 3 prevents Hong’s and Madsen’s applications from being evaluated by the same officer
                                        that evaluates Inman’s application. That does not mean Hong’s and Madsen’s applications
                                        will be evaluated by the same officer, but the officer who evaluates Inman’s application
                                        will not evaluate either of theirs. Jot this down in shorthand.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Rule 4 establishes Kent’s application as the only application evaluated by one of the officers. That means at least one officer will
                                        evaluate a single application, but which one is still unknown. For now, make a shorthand
                                        note to the side.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Rule 5 sets up a numeric restriction: Smith has to evaluate more applications than Tipton.
                                        That means Smith has to evaluate at least two, so add a second slot under Smith’s
                                        column. However, Tipton and Smith can still evaluate more, so note this rule in shorthand
                                        for continued reference.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Step 4: Deductions

                                    There is a lot to consider here, but only a few concrete deductions can be made. The
                                        questions hint that deductions will be scarce because each one (except for the Acceptability
                                        question) requires additional information (i.e., an “if”) to answer it.
                                    

                                    Start with the Block: The same officer must evaluate Farrell’s and Lopez’s applications.
                                        Without working out the scenarios fully, it appears that any officer could handle
                                        both applications. (It can be shown that Tipton cannot, but that would require more
                                        testing than is needed at this point.)
                                    

                                    There is one Established Entity: Grant’s application is evaluated by Ullman. However,
                                        with no additional information about Grant or Ullman, nothing more can be determined
                                        there.
                                    

                                    Numbers are important, especially because of Rule 5. By that rule, Tipton could only
                                        evaluate one or two applications. After all, if Tipton evaluated three, Smith would
                                        have to evaluate the other four, which would leave no applications for Rao and Ullman,
                                        and the Limitations require each human resource officer to review at least one application.
                                        Likewise, Smith must evaluate between two to four. If she only does one, then she
                                        can’t have more than Tipton (Rule 5). To evaluate four, she’d have to review applications
                                        from Farrell, Grant, Hong, and Madsen.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    The deduction that Tipton must review either one or two may seem like a case for Limited
                                        Options. In this game, though, Limited Options is ultimately unnecessary. The first
                                        option would limit Tipton to one application. However, Smith could still evaluate
                                        two, three, or four applications. Furthermore, no application could be assigned with
                                        certainty. It’s a dead-end option. The second option would give Tipton two applications.
                                        In that case, Smith would have to evaluate three, and Rao and Ullman would get one
                                        each. In that case, every application could be assigned with certainty. However, this
                                        scenario is the basis for the third question. So, if you did not set it up now, you
                                        would still set it up then.
                                    

                                    Neither choice would be more or less effective. The option could be set up now (and
                                        will be explained more fully later) or for the third question. It will require the
                                        same amount of time and effort either way.
                                    

                                    The one concrete deduction that could be made before heading to the questions is based
                                        on Numbers. Because Smith has to evaluate at least two applications, Smith cannot
                                        evaluate Kent’s application, which must be evaluated by itself (Rule 4). Also, Ullman
                                        cannot evaluate Kent’s application because she already evaluates Grant’s. With Kent’s
                                        application limited to just Rao or Tipton, this would appear to be another potential
                                        source for Limited Options. However, neither option leads to anything concrete.
                                    

                                    Ultimately the Master Sketch looks like this:

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Step 5: Questions

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
6. (A) Acceptability
                        
                            As with any Acceptability question, go through the rules one at a time and eliminate
                                answers as they violate the rules.
                            

                            By Rule 1, Ullman must evaluate Grant’s application. That eliminates (E). By Rule 2, the same officer must evaluate Farrell’s and Lopez’s applications. That
                                eliminates (B). By Rule 3, the officer that evaluates Inman’s application cannot also evaluate Hong’s
                                or Madsen’s. That eliminates (C). By Rule 4, Kent’s application must be evaluated by itself. That eliminates (D), which leaves (A) as the correct answer.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
7. (B) “If” / Could Be True
                        
                            For this question, Rao will evaluate Hong’s application. That means Rao cannot evaluate
                                Inman’s application (Rule 3). Kent’s application still needs to be evaluated by itself.
                                Rao and Ullman are already evaluating other applications, and Smith needs to evaluate
                                at least two (Rule 5). So, only Tipton can evaluate Kent’s application, and that will
                                be Tipton’s only application. That leaves four applications: those of Farrell, Inman,
                                Lopez, and Madsen. Smith needs to evaluate at least two of them. However, Smith cannot
                                evaluate both Inman’s and Madsen’s applications together (Rule 3). So, even if Smith
                                evaluates one of theirs, she must also evaluate Farrell’s or Lopez’s—which means she
                                must evaluate them both (Rule 2).
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            Smith could still evaluate either Inman’s or Madsen’s application. However, Inman’s
                                application could also be evaluated by Ullman, and Madsen’s could be evaluated by
                                either Rao or Ullman.
                            

                            Because Smith could still evaluate Inman’s application, (B) is the correct answer. The remaining answers all must be false.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
8. (C) “If” / Must Be True EXCEPT
                        
                            For this question, Tipton will evaluate exactly two applications. That means Smith
                                must evaluate three applications (Rule 5), leaving just one each for Rao and Ullman.
                                Ullman already evaluates Grant’s application. Kent’s application needs to be evaluated
                                by itself, so that must be done by Rao. The remaining applications must be evaluated
                                by Smith and Tipton. The same officer must evaluate Farrell’s and Lopez’s. However,
                                if that were Tipton, then Smith would evaluate Hong’s, Inman’s, and Madsen’s. But
                                that would violate Rule 3. So, Farrell’s and Lopez’s applications must be evaluated
                                by Smith.
                            

                            That leaves Inman’s, Hong’s, and Madsen’s applications. Tipton must evaluate two of
                                them, but Inman’s cannot be evaluated with either of the remaining two. So, Inman’s
                                must be evaluated by Smith, and Tipton will evaluate Hong’s and Madsen’s.
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                            The correct answer here is the one that does not have to be true. Because Farrell’s application is evaluated by Smith, not Tipton, that
                                makes (C ) the correct answer. The remaining answers are all confirmed as must be true by the
                                new “if” sketch for this question.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
9. (B) “If” / Must Be True
                        
                            For this question, Madsen’s application will be evaluated by itself. This is also
                                true of Kent’s application (Rule 4). Ullman already evaluates Grant’s application
                                (Rule 1), and Smith has to evaluate at least two (Rule 5). So, the only two officers
                                that can evaluate Madsen’s and Kent’s applications are Rao and Tipton in either order.
                                That leaves Farrell’s, Hong’s, Inman’s, and Lopez’s applications. Smith needs to evaluate
                                at least two of them. However, Smith cannot evaluate both Inman’s and Lopez’s applications
                                together (Rule 3). So, even if Smith evaluates one of theirs, she must also evaluate
                                Farrell’s or Lopez’s, which means she must evaluate them both (Rule 2). That leaves
                                just Inman and Hong, who can’t be both reviewed together (Rule 3), so one will be
                                reviewed by Smith and the other by Ullman.
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                            Either Madsen’s or Kent’s application could be evaluated by Rao, but either one could
                                also be evaluated by Tipton. That eliminates (A) and (C). Either Inman’s or Hong’s application could be evaluated by Smith, but either one
                                could also be evaluated by Ullman. That eliminates (D) and (E). However, Smith must evaluate Lopez’s application. That makes (B) the correct answer.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
10. (C) “If” / Could Be True EXCEPT
                        
                            For this question, Farrell’s application will be evaluated along with Inman’s. This
                                Block also has to include Lopez’s application (Rule 2), but cannot include Madsen’s
                                and Hong’s (Rule 3). This Block cannot be evaluated by Tipton because that would give
                                Tipton three applications, giving Smith four and leaving none for the other officers.
                                This Block also cannot be evaluated by Ullman because that would give Ullman four
                                applications, leaving only one each for Rao, Smith, and Tipton—and Smith cannot have
                                just one (Rule 5). So, only Rao or Smith can evaluate Farrell’s, Inman’s, and Lopez’s
                                applications. That leads to Limited Options for this question—one with the Block under
                                Rao and one with the Block under Smith.
                            

                            However, as it turns out the deduction that the Block must be under Rao or Smith already
                                leads to the correct answer. This question is looking for the one answer that must
                                be false, and because Ullman cannot evaluate Lopez’s application, that makes (C) the correct answer without the need for drawing out the Limited Options. For the
                                record, sketches from other questions can help eliminate the remaining answers.
                            

                            In the second question, Inman’s application could be evaluated along with Farrell’s
                                by Smith. In that case, Kent’s is evaluated by Tipton and Madsen’s could be evaluated
                                by Ullman. That eliminates (B) and (E). In the fourth question, Inman’s application could be evaluated along with Farrell’s
                                by Smith. In that case, Hong’s would be evaluated by Ullman. That eliminates (A). And in the final question, Inman’s application could be evaluated along with Farrell’s
                                by Rao. In that case, Madsen’s application is evaluated by Smith. That eliminates
                                (D).
                            

                        

                    

                    	
11. (E) “If” / How Many Known
                        
                            For this question, Farrell’s application will be evaluated by Rao. That means Lopez’s
                                will be too (Rule 2). Kent’s application still needs to be evaluated by itself. Because
                                Ullman already evaluates Grant’s (Rule 1), and Smith needs to evaluate at least two,
                                Kent’s application must be evaluated by Tipton. Tipton is closed off. That leaves
                                Hong’s, Inman’s, and Madsen’s applications. Smith needs to evaluate at least two of
                                them. Because Inman’s cannot be evaluated with either of the other two, Smith must
                                evaluate Hong’s and Madsen’s.
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                            Inman’s application could still be evaluated by either Rao or Ullman. Reading the
                                question carefully, the correct answer will state how many applications other than Farrell’s can be assigned with certainty. Other than Farrell, it’s known who’s evaluating Grant’s,
                                Hong’s, Kent’s, Lopez’s, and Madsen’s. That’s five people, making (E) the correct answer.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
                                
                                    Game 3: Literature Course

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	Q#
                                                    	Question type
                                                    	Correct
                                                    	Difficulty
                                                

                                            
                                            
                                                
                                                    	12
                                                    	Acceptability
                                                    	A
                                                    	★
                                                

                                                
                                                    	13
                                                    	"If" / Could Be True
                                                    	A
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	14
                                                    	"If" / Must Be False (CANNOT Be True)
                                                    	C
                                                    	★★★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	15
                                                    	"If" / Could Be True
                                                    	B
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	16
                                                    	Rule Substitution
                                                    	D
                                                    	★★★

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 1: Overview

                                    Situation: Scheduling books to be discussed as part of a literature course
                                    

                                    Entities: Six books (F, K, N, O, R, and T)
                                    

                                    Action: Matching/Sequencing Hybrid. Primarily, determine the order in which the books will
                                        be discussed—Sequencing. However, the overview also mentions that some books will
                                        be summarized and others will not. Because this is a characteristic of the books,
                                        it is considered Matching. However, the game could also be perceived as a Selection/Sequencing
                                        Hybrid in which the books are sequenced and at least one books is selected to be summarized.
                                    

                                    Limitations: For the Sequencing, the books are discussed one at a time, one per week for six weeks.
                                        As for the Matching, at least one book will be summarized, but there’s no defined
                                        limit.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Sketch

                                    The primary action is Sequencing, so list the entities and set up six slots to place
                                        them in order. You can notate below each slot whether a book is summarized (“s”) or
                                        not (“x”).
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Note: To notate whether a book is summarized, you could also use symbols such as Xs
                                        and check marks. Or, as mentioned earlier, you could treat the secondary action like
                                        a Selection component and circle books that are summarized and cross out those that
                                        are not.
                                    

                                    Step 3: Rules

                                    Rule 1 states that two books cannot be summarized in consecutive weeks. Shorthand a note
                                        to the side.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Rule 2 provides some Formal Logic: If N is not summarized, then both R and T are summarized.
                                        Be sure to draw out the contrapositive: If either R or T is not summarized, then N
                                        is summarized.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Rule 3 sets up some loose sequencing: N is discussed some time before T, which is discussed
                                        some time before O.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Rule 4 sets up more loose sequencing: F is discussed some time before O, which is discussed
                                        some time before both K and R (in either order).
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    That can be added right to the loose sequencing of Rule 3 right away.

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Step 4: Deductions

                                    Once the final two rules have been combined, all the entities are included into a
                                        loose sequencing sketch. Before O is discussed, N and T are discussed, in that order
                                        (Rule 3). Also, F is discussed before O (Rule 3), but it could be anywhere before,
                                        after, or in between N and T. After O is discussed, K and R are discussed (Rule 4),
                                        but in either order.
                                    

                                    From that, O must be discussed in week 4. F, N, and T will be discussed in the first
                                        three weeks (in some order), and R and K will be discussed in the last two weeks (in
                                        either order).
                                    

                                    As for which books are summarized, that cannot be determined with certainty. Any of
                                        the six books can still be summarized—just not consecutive ones. And the logic of
                                        Rule 2 allows for too many possibilities (N by itself could be summarized, as could
                                        any combination of N, R, and T—even all three!). It’s enough to have established O
                                        and determined the relative placement of all of the other books.
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                                    Step 5: Questions

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
12. (A) Acceptability
                        
                            A standard Acceptability question. Go through the rules one at a time, eliminating
                                answers as they violate the rules.
                            

                            By Rule 1, no two books can be summarized consecutively. That eliminates (C), which states that T and O are summarized, but lists them next to one another. By
                                Rule 2, if N is not summarized, then both R and T must be. That eliminates (D), in which N is not summarized, but only T (along with O) is summarized—not R. By
                                Rule 3, N must be discussed before T. That eliminates (B), which has T before N. By Rule 4, F must be discussed before O. That eliminates (E), which has O before F. That leaves (A) as the only answer that does not violate the rules—and thus the correct answer.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
13. (A) “If” / Could Be True
                        
                            For this question, N will be the second book discussed and it will not be summarized. Start with the Sequencing. N has to be discussed before
                                T, which must be discussed before O (Rule 3). With N discussed second and O discussed
                                fourth, T must be discussed third. Because F also has to be discussed before O (Rule
                                4), it must be discussed first. R and K could still be discussed in either order after
                                O.
                            

                            As for the Matching, because N is not summarized, R and T must both be summarized
                                (Rule 2). With T summarized in week 3, the books in weeks 2 and 4 (N and O) cannot
                                be summarized (Rule 1). R could still be summarized in either week 5 or 6. In either
                                case, it will be consecutive with K, so K cannot be summarized. F may or may not be
                                summarized.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            In that case, (A) is the only answer that could be true, making it the correct answer.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
14. (C) “If” / Must Be False (CANNOT Be True)
                        
                            For this question, O is summarized. Because O is discussed fourth, that means the
                                books discussed third and fifth cannot be summarized (Rule 1). Unfortunately, that’s
                                the only concrete deduction that can be made.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            At this point, you could use trial and error for each answer choice, but it might
                                be easier to use the answers as a guide for what to test and try to eliminate multiple
                                answers simultaneously.
                            

                            The correct answer will be false no matter what. The remaining answers will all be
                                possible. Starting at the top, could F be the first book discussed? If it were, because
                                N and T—in that order—have to be discussed before O, they will be discussed second
                                and third. In that case, T is not summarized. By Rule 2, that means N must be. With N summarized, F cannot be (because they are consecutive).
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            This is certainly possible, so (A) can be eliminated. Also, K and R could still be discussed in either order. K could
                                be sixth, which makes (B) possible. And K could be fifth and not summarized, which makes (D) possible. That leaves only two answers remaining.
                            

                            If F is summarized, it cannot be discussed third for this question. It must be discussed
                                either first or second. In either case, N would also be first or second, with T being
                                discussed third. That means T will not be summarized. By Rule 2, that means N must
                                be. However, N and F are consecutive. Therefore, it is impossible for F to summarized,
                                too. Because there is no way for F to be summarized, (C) is the correct answer.
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                            For the record, here’s a sketch that shows how N can be not summarized, eliminating
                                (E):
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                        

                    

                    	
15. (B) “If” / Could Be True
                        
                            For this question, the last two books discussed will not be summarized. 

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            The last two books are K and R, so those two books will not be summarized. That eliminates
                                (A) and (C) immediately. Because R is not summarized, N must be summarized (Rule 2). That eliminates
                                (E). With N summarized, it’s impossible for F and T to both be summarized—otherwise,
                                the first three books would all be summarized consecutively, violating Rule 1. That
                                eliminates (D), leaving (B) as the correct answer. For the record, O could certainly be summarized, with N summarized
                                as the second book and no other book summarized.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                        

                    

                    	
16. (D) Rule Substitution
                        
                            For this question, Rule 4 will be removed and must be replaced by a new rule. The
                                correct answer will be a rule that restores all of the original restrictions without
                                adding any new restrictions. More specifically, the correct answer will reestablish
                                that F precedes O and that O precedes K and R—in either order.
                            

                            By the original rules, there was no need for T to be discussed third—it could also
                                be discussed second, as it was in the sketch for (E) in the third question. That means (A) adds a new restriction, so it can be eliminated.
                            

                            Also, T never had to be discussed before F. F could be the first book discussed, as
                                was shown in the sketch for the fourth question. That means (B) adds a new restriction, so it can be eliminated.
                            

                            If K and R were two of the last three books, that would still allow O to be discussed
                                later than either one or both. That does not restore the restriction that O must be
                                discussed before K and R, so (C) can be eliminated.
                            

                            Establishing O as the fourth book discussed does restore one original condition. By
                                Rule 3, N and T will still be discussed before O. That leaves only one space before
                                O. If K and R are discussed consecutively, they could only be discussed in the last
                                two weeks, after O. That restores the second half of the original Rule 4. With K and
                                R in the last two spots and O discussed in week 4, that forces F to be discussed in
                                one of the first three weeks, at any point before O! That completely restores the
                                original rule without adding any new restrictions. That makes (D) the correct answer.
                            

                            For the record, (E) establishes F as the third book discussed, which is a restriction that was never
                                required originally. The sketch from the fourth question shows that F could be first,
                                so it need not be third. That eliminates (E).
                            

                        

                        
                            	
                                
                                    Game 4: Paintings in a Museum

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	Q#
                                                    	Question type
                                                    	Correct
                                                    	Difficulty
                                                

                                            
                                            
                                                
                                                    	17
                                                    	Acceptability
                                                    	C
                                                    	★
                                                

                                                
                                                    	18
                                                    	"If" / Could Be True
                                                    	A
                                                    	★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	19
                                                    	"If" / Must Be True
                                                    	C
                                                    	★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	20
                                                    	Could Be True EXCEPT
                                                    	E
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	21
                                                    	"If" / Could Be True
                                                    	A
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	22
                                                    	"If" / Must Be True
                                                    	E
                                                    	★★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	23
                                                    	"If" / Must Be True
                                                    	B
                                                    	★★★

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 1: Overview

                                    Situation: A curator arranging paintings in a museum
                                    

                                    Entities: Seven paintings (Morisot, Pissarro, Renoir, Sisley, Turner, Vuillard, and Whistler)
                                    

                                    Action: Strict Sequencing. Determine the order in which the paintings are arranged. The rules
                                        contain information about exact distances between entities and information about specific
                                        slots, so this is Strict Sequencing rather than Loose Sequencing.
                                    

                                    Limitations: The pictures are hung in a horizontal row, so no two paintings will be placed above
                                        or below one another (i.e., equally distant from the entrance). In short, this is
                                        standard one-to-one Strict Sequencing.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Sketch

                                    The arrangement is described as a horizontal row, so it makes sense to set up a horizontal
                                        row of seven numbered slots. And because positions 1 and 7 are explicitly referred
                                        to as “closest to” and “furthest from” the entrance, respectively, it would be prudent
                                        to label your sketch appropriately. The paintings can be listed as the artists’ initials.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Step 3: Rules

                                    Rule 1 sets up some basic sequencing: the Turner will be closer to the entrance than the
                                        Whistler (i.e., in some spot before).
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    That means T cannot be in position farthest from the entrance (7), and W cannot be
                                        closest (1). Draw “~T” and “~W” under the appropriate spaces.
                                    

                                    Rule 2 sets up a stricter sequence: the Renoir must be closer to the entrance than the Morisot,
                                        but there must exactly one painting between them. Draw out this Block.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Because at least two paintings (M and one other) have to be farther from the entrance
                                        than R, R cannot be in position 6 or 7. Similarly, M cannot be in either of the first
                                        two positions. Add “~M” and “~R” under the appropriate slots.
                                    

                                    Rule 3 creates another Block: The Pissarro and the Sisley will be next to one another. However,
                                        there’s no indication which one is closer to the entrance. Be sure to account for
                                        both possibilities.
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    Rule 4 limits the placement of the Vuillard. If it isn’t in ­position 3, then it must be in position 4. In other words, it can only be in one of those two
                                        positions. Build this into the sketch by putting arrows from V to positions 3 and
                                        4.
                                    

                                    Step 4: Deductions

                                    Other than labeling where certain paintings cannot go based on Rules 1 and 2, there
                                        are no deductions to be had here. ­Neither Block from Rule 2 nor 3 is limited in its
                                        placement. And every entity is mentioned just once in the rules, so there is no way to combine the rules using Duplicates, and there are no Floaters. As for
                                        Rule 4, there is no use setting up Limited Options based on where the Vuillard goes.
                                        Either position allows for numerous arrangements with no concrete deductions.
                                    

                                    With five “if” questions in a batch of seven questions, that’s a sign that deductions
                                        will be minimal and that the questions will provide the information needed to complete
                                        the game. The Master Sketch should look something like this:
                                    

                                    
                                        [image: ]
                                    

                                    It is personal preference and continual practice that will help you determine whether
                                        or not writing all the negative deductions (for example the “~R” under positions 6
                                        and 7) is helpful for you or whether it unnecessarily crowds the sketch. Some test
                                        takers will want them there to remind them of the restrictions, but for others the
                                        shorthand of the rules (R __ M; T . . . W) will be sufficient.
                                    

                                    Step 5: Questions

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
17. (C) Acceptability
                        
                            As with any Acceptability question, go through the rules and eliminate answers that
                                violate them.
                            

                            By Rule 1, the Turner must be closer to the entrance than the Whistler. That eliminates
                                (B), which has the Whistler closer to the entrance. By Rule 2, the Renoir must be closer
                                to the entrance than the Morisot. That eliminates (A), which has the Morisot closer to the entrance. By Rule 3, the Pissarro and the Sisley
                                must be next to one another. That eliminates (D), which places the Turner in between them. By Rule 4, the Vuillard could only be in
                                position 3 or 4. That eliminates (E), which places it second. That leaves (C) as the correct answer.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
18. (A) “If” / Could Be True
                        
                            For this question, the Sisley will be in the seventh position, which is farthest from
                                the entrance. By Rule 3, that means the Pissarro must be in the sixth position.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            The question is asking for a possible position for the Turner. Because the Pissarro
                                is in the sixth position, that eliminates (E). And the Turner still has to be closer to the front than the Whistler, so it cannot
                                be fifth. That eliminates (D).
                            

                            The Vuillard could still be in the third or fourth position, and there are three possible placements for the Block of Renoir and Morisot. This question will require a little more testing.

                            The Block will be more restrictive, so start by testing that out. The first possibility
                                is to place the Renoir first and the Morisot third. That would mean the Vuillard would
                                be fourth (Rule 4). That would leave the Turner to be second and the Whistler to be
                                fifth.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            That means the Turner could be second, making (A) the correct answer. For the record, if the Turner were third or fourth, then it and
                                the Vuillard would be third and fourth, in some order. That would put the Whistler
                                fifth (Rule 1), forcing the Renoir and the Morisot to be next to one another in the first two positions, violating
                                Rule 2. That eliminates (B)and (C).
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                        

                    

                    	
19. (C) “If” / Must Be True 
                        
                            For this question, the Pissarro will be in the fifth position. That means the Sisley
                                will be in either the fourth or sixth position (Rule 3). However, if the Sisley were
                                in the fourth position, the Vuillard would be in the third position (Rule 4). That
                                would leave positions 1 and 2 as well as 6 and 7 open. There would be no way to place
                                the Renoir and the Morisot with only one painting in between. So, the Sisley cannot
                                be placed in the fourth position.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            The Sisley must be placed in the sixth position. That makes (C) the correct answer.
                            

                            For the record, if you did not spot that answer immediately, once Sisley is determined
                                to be in the sixth position, there are two ways to place the Renoir and the Morisot.
                                That would lead to the following two arrangements:
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            These options show why the remaining answers are all ­possible, but none of them must be true.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
20. (E) Could Be True EXCEPT
                        
                            The correct answer to this question will be a painting that cannot be placed in the
                                third position. The remaining answers all could be third.
                            

                            There is no clear way to deduce this information, so answers will have to be tested.
                                However, it is valuable to notice that none of these answers list the Vuillard. So,
                                if any of these paintings are third, the Vuillard would have to fourth. That’s a good
                                place to start.
                            

                            In that case, there are three possible ways to place the Block of the Renoir and the
                                Morisot. They could be placed in the first and third positions, which would make the
                                Morisot third.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            There’s still room for the Block of the Pissarro and the Sisley. So, the Morisot could
                                be third, which eliminates (A). (Note that this could also be determined easily by looking at sketches in any of
                                the previous three questions).
                            

                            The second way to place the Renoir and the Morisot is third and fifth, respectively:

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            This also allows the Block of the Pissarro and the Sisley to be placed. So the Renoir
                                could be third, which eliminates (B).
                            

                            Finally, the Renoir and the Morisot could be fifth and seventh. 

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            In that case, the Pissarro and the Sisley would have to be two of the first three
                                paintings. If they were second and third, then the Turner would be first and the Whistler
                                sixth. If the Pissarro and Sisley were the first two, that would leave the Turner
                                third and the Whistler sixth.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            With that, either the Sisley or the Turner could be third, which eliminates (C) and (D). In all of these cases, the Whistler can never be third. That makes (E) the correct answer.
                            

                            While sketches from other questions can help a little, this is undoubtedly a time-consuming
                                question. The best strategy may be to save this until the end and work on the remaining
                                “if” questions first.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
21. (A) “If” / Could Be True
                        
                            For this question, the Block of the Renoir and the Morisot will be placed in between
                                the Turner and the Whistler, with the Turner closer to the entrance and the Whistler
                                farther from the entrance (Rule 1).
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            Because the Pissarro and the Sisley must be next to one another, neither one of those could fill the single space between the Renoir and the Morisot.
                                That leaves one painting that could fill that space: the Vuillard.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            Because the Vuillard can only be placed third or fourth (Rule 4), consider both possibilities.
                                If Vuillard was in the fourth position, then the Renoir and the Morisot would be in
                                the third and fifth positions. The Turner would be in one of the first two positions,
                                and the Whistler would be in one of the last two. However, that would leave no place
                                for the Pissarro and the Sisley to be next to one another, violating Rule 3.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            Thus, the only way to set this up is to place the Vuillard in the third position,
                                with the Renoir and the Morisot in the second and fourth positions. In that case,
                                the Turner will be in the first position, with the remaining paintings filling out
                                the last three positions.
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                            With that, (B), (C), and (D) are observably false. While (E) may look possible, placing the Whistler sixth would split up the remaining two paintings—the
                                Pissarro and the Sisley. That would violate Rule 3, making that answer impossible.
                                Only (A) is possible, making it the correct answer.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
22. (E) “If” / Must Be True
                        
                            This question sets up a new Block: The Turner and the Whistler, in that order (Rule
                                1), must have exactly one painting in between them.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            The painting in between cannot be the Pissarro or the Sisley (Rule 3). And it cannot
                                be the Vuillard, because that would leave no independent painting that could be placed
                                between the Renoir and the Morisot. So, the only paintings that could be placed between
                                the Turner and the Whistler are the Renoir or the Morisot. Either one would set up
                                a larger Block of four paintings, like so:
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            To place such a large Block, the Vuillard could no longer be in the fourth position.
                                Otherwise, there would only be three consecutive positions on either side of it—not
                                enough to accommodate this block of four paintings. So, the Vuillard would have to
                                be in the third position (Rule 4), making (E) the correct answer. For the record, once Vuillard is placed, there are two possible
                                sketches:
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            These sketches show that (D) is impossible. (A), (B), and (C) are all possible, but only (E)must be true.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
23. (B) “If” / Must Be True
                        
                            For this question, the Turner is next to the Vuillard. By Rule 1, the Whistler must
                                be placed in some position farther from the entrance than both of these. With two
                                consecutive Blocks (the Turner and the Vuillard, and the Pissarro and the Sisley by
                                Rule 3), there is only one painting that could fill the single space between the Renoir
                                and the Morisot: the Whistler. Therefore, this entire Block must be placed farther
                                from the entrance than the Block of the Turner and the Vuillard.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
                            

                            The question asks for two paintings in which the first one listed must be closer to the entrance than the second one listed. Bec­ause the Renoir will certainly
                                be closer to the entrance than the Whistler, (B) is the correct answer. For the record, the Pissarro and the Sisley could be in either
                                order, which eliminates (A). The Vuillard and the Turner could also be in either order, which eliminates (C) and (D). And the Renoir must be placed closer to the entrance than the Whistler, not the
                                other way around as it is in (E). The following sketch shows enough possibilities to demonstrate why the remaining
                                answers could all be false.
                            

                            
                                [image: ]
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                                	Q#
                                	Question type
                                	Correct
                                	Difficulty
                            

                        
                        
                            
                                	1
                                	Flaw
                                	C
                                	★
                            

                            
                                	2
                                	Point at Issue
                                	D
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	3
                                	Paradox
                                	B
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	4
                                	Strengthen
                                	E
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	5
                                	Inference
                                	C
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	6
                                	Principle (Identify/Strengthen)
                                	D
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	7
                                	Flaw
                                	A
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	8
                                	Strengthen
                                	C
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	9
                                	Principle (Identify/Strengthen)
                                	D
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	10
                                	Inference
                                	A
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	11
                                	Assumption (Sufficient)
                                	A
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	12
                                	Main Point
                                	A
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	13
                                	Principle (Identify/Inference)
                                	E
                                	★

                                
                            

                            
                                	14
                                	Assumption (Sufficient)
                                	B
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	15
                                	Parallel Flaw
                                	A
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	16
                                	Strengthen (EXCEPT)
                                	B
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	17
                                	Inference
                                	C
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	18
                                	Flaw
                                	D
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	19
                                	Assumption (Necessary)
                                	D
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	20
                                	Flaw
                                	B
                                	★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	21
                                	Weaken (EXCEPT)
                                	A
                                	★★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	22
                                	Strengthen
                                	B
                                	★★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	23
                                	Inference
                                	E
                                	★★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	24
                                	Parallel Reasoning
                                	A
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	25
                                	Strengthen
                                	A
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                            
                                	26
                                	Paradox
                                	E
                                	★★★

                                
                            

                        
                    

                

                
                    	
1. (C) Flaw
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The stem calls this argument’s reasoning misleading, so this is a Flaw question. Identify what’s interesting about the gap between the
                                evidence and conclusion, and keep common flaws in mind.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author concludes that banking with TekBank is more expensive than with GreenBank.
                                The evidence is that TekBank charges a quarter for ATM transactions, while GreenBank
                                ATM transactions are free.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The flaw with this argument contains mismatched concepts: the conclusion makes a claim
                                about banking in general, but the evidence talks about only one aspect of banking.
                                Just because TekBank charges more for ATMs doesn’t mean it’s more expensive overall—there
                                may be other services for which GreenBank charges more than TekBank does.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (C) matches the prediction by highlighting the difference between “overall cost” and “cost
                                of one component.”
                            

                            (A) is Out of Scope. “Other factors” don’t matter to a conclusion limited only to cost.
                                Additionally, the conclusion isn’t a recommendation, but merely an incorrect deduction.
                            

                            (B) is a Distortion. While the argument’s evidence is inadequate, it’s not irrelevant. The evidence talks about cost, which is also what the conclusion references. Additionally,
                                the advertisement is not trying to divert attention away from cost; if anything, it’s
                                trying to draw attention to it.
                            

                            (D) describes a classic reasoning flaw—a parts-versus-whole flaw—but it’s not the one
                                you want. The author doesn’t assume that everything at TekBank costs 25 cents, nor
                                that everything at GreenBank is free.
                            

                            (E) describes another classic flaw, the idea that the lack of evidence is evidence of
                                the alternative. Unfortunately, that doesn’t match the prediction. The author provides
                                evidence, so an “absence of evidence” isn’t part of the argument.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
2. (D) Point at Issue
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The stem asks you to identify the point on which Klein and Brown disagree. Both speakers
                                must have an opinion about the correct answer, and those opinions must differ.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            Klein thinks Einstein’s theory is wrong because we’ve only been able to find one-tenth
                                of the matter that the theory ­predicts. Brown thinks that Einstein’s theory is likely
                                right and that we just haven’t found all of the matter in the galaxy yet.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            You can sometimes predict the point at issue by comparing the two speakers’ conclusions.
                                Klein thinks Einstein was wrong, while Brown thinks Einstein was right. This is where
                                they disagree.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) matches the prediction. Klein wants to abandon Einstein’s theory; Brown does not.
                            

                            (A) is a 180. Both speakers agree on how much matter has been found.
                            

                            (B) is Out of Scope. Klein never mentions the theory’s successes, so he has no known
                                opinion on this point.
                            

                            (C) is Out of Scope. Klein indicates that Einstein’s theory is not a good predictor, but
                                he gives no information on whether he believes there are other theories that would
                                provide that information. Likewise, although Brown is not ready to abandon Einstein’s
                                theory, that doesn’t mean he might not think there are other theories that could also
                                predict the amount of matter in the galaxy.
                            

                            (E) is a Distortion. Because the speakers accept the amount of matter that has been found,
                                they both implicitly accept scientists’ accuracy.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
3. (B) Paradox
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The word explain signals the Paradox question type. Additionally, the question stem directs you to
                                the paradox: the relationship between threat gestures and physical attacks.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            When chimps get angry, they make threat gestures. But when they make threat gestures,
                                they rarely attack. And when they attack, they rarely make threat gestures.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The right answer should explain why chimps don’t usually attack after making threat
                                gestures, or vice versa, even though anger can give rise to both.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) matches the prediction. If threat gestures vent hostile feelings, then that would
                                explain why chimps don’t usually attack after making them.
                            

                            (A) explains why chimps make threat gestures. However, it doesn’t explain why chimps don’t
                                attack after making the gestures, so it’s Out of Scope.
                            

                            (C) is also Out of Scope. Other means of displaying aggression don’t matter. The paradox
                                is between the two: gestures and attacks.
                            

                            (D) is another Out of Scope answer. Whether chimps respond to other chimps’ threat gestures
                                still doesn’t explain why threat gestures don’t escalate into attacks.
                            

                            (E) is a 180.Instead of explaining the paradox, (E) deepens it by showing that chimps that make threat gestures the most are especially
                                nonviolent.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
4. (E) Strengthen
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            Because you need to find the choice that supports the stimulus (support flowing upward),
                                this is a Strengthen question. Find the answer choice that, if added to the evidence,
                                would make the conclusion more likely to be true.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author thinks the Magno-Blanket would likely help relieve arthritic pain in older
                                dogs. The evidence is a hospital study, done on humans, in which a great deal of participants
                                reported reduced joint pain after being treated with magnets. The study seems reliable
                                because dogs and humans are physiologically similar and because the Magno-Blanket
                                would mimic the conditions in the study.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Any time an LSAT argument relies on a study, examine the study’s parameters. Here,
                                you’re not told anything about the control group (that is, the participants who did
                                not get treated with magnets). Thus, it’s possible that everyone in the study saw improvement
                                and that the use of magnets had nothing to do with it.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) matches the prediction. If people who were treated with magnets got better, while
                                people who weren’t didn’t get better, then it’s more likely that magnets actually
                                had something to do with alleviating joint pain.
                            

                            (A) is Out of Scope. This answer takes the argument further, if it’s proved true. But it doesn’t help strengthen the connection between the study
                                and the effectiveness on dogs.
                            

                            (B) is a 180. If it were true that magnets intensify pain signals, then that would weaken,
                                not strengthen, the author’s claim that magnets help reduce pain.
                            

                            (C) is an Irrelevant Comparison. It doesn’t matter how many other ways there are of alleviating
                                pain for either dogs or humans; what matters is whether or not magnets alleviate pain.
                            

                            (D) is Out of Scope. The study covers “severe joint pain” in general. Whether those who
                                did not see reduced pain were at the low or high end of the severe scale doesn’t affect
                                the argument that the magnets helped reduce pain for the group in general.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
5. (C) Inference
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            Questions that ask you to fill in a blank with an argument’s conclusion are Inference
                                questions. The correct answer choice must stay within the scope of what you know is
                                true based on the rest of the stimulus.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            Some people argue that ads are bad because they change people’s preferences. At the
                                same time, classes in music and art appreciation change people’s preferences, yet
                                nobody would say that those classes are bad.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The author presents an analogy that suggests ads aren’t bad—or at least, that the
                                mere fact that they change people’s preferences doesn’t make them bad.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (C) matches the prediction.
                            

                            (A) is a 180. It contradicts the argument by implying that ads don’t change consumers’
                                preferences.
                            

                            (B) is Out of Scope. The effects of ads on something other than changing people’s preferences
                                are not discussed.
                            

                            (D) is Out of Scope. You don’t know from the stimulus whether people’s preferences are
                                changed for better or worse. The stimulus is about whether the act of changing preferences
                                at all (regardless of whether it’s in a positive or negative way) is wrong or not.
                            

                            (E) is another 180. The stimulus accepts, rather than denies, the fact that ads change
                                people’s preferences.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
6. (D) Principle (Identify/Strengthen)
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            Your goal in this Principle question is to identify the general rule or idea that,
                                if true, would make the argument stronger. Approach it like a Strengthen question.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author recommends high school career counselors tell aspiring journalists what
                                life is like for typical local newspaper reporters. The evidence is that students think of journalism as an
                                international career, when in fact most journalists work on local stories for local
                                papers.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The argument’s conclusion is targeted toward high school career counselors, who appear
                                nowhere in the evidence. The evidence, meanwhile, is about students’ misconceptions.
                                Thus, the author takes for granted that high school career counselors are obligated
                                to correct students’ expectations. Supporting this assumption would strengthen the
                                argument.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) tasks counselors with disabusing students’ “unrealistic conceptions,” so it matches
                                the prediction.
                            

                            (A) is a Distortion. The author wants counselors to paint an accurate picture of journalism,
                                not to discourage students from pursuing journalism entirely.
                            

                            (B) is Extreme and Out of Scope. Nowhere does it say that becoming a journalist, even
                                an international one, is unattainable nor does the stimulus discuss the irrelevant concept of maximizing happiness.
                            

                            (C) is Out of Scope. The stimulus doesn’t say what the “top level” of journalism is. Even
                                if the author assumes that local reporters are on a lower level than international
                                ones, then this would counter the stimulus, which wants counselors to not necessarily encourage students in their unrealistic, glamorous expectations.
                            

                            (E) is also Out of Scope. The stimulus doesn’t say that a career in journalism is “initially
                                appealing” and later regrettable, just that the career in general doesn’t match common
                                conceptions.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
7. (A) Flaw
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “vulnerable to criticism” signals a Flaw question. Find the disconnect
                                between the evidence and conclusion, and keep common flaws in mind.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author thinks that marking crosswalks with roadway stripes and flashing lights
                                is a waste of money. The evidence is that more injuries occur at crosswalks with these
                                safety features than at crosswalks without them.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The author overlooks the possibility that roadway stripes and flashing lights were
                                installed at crosswalks that had a record of higher injuries. It’s possible that without
                                such safety features, injury rates at these dangerous crosswalks would be even higher.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) matches the prediction.
                            

                            (B) is a Faulty Use of Detail. The author does indeed imply that safety features that
                                don’t work (“so-called safety features”) are a waste of money. But that assumption
                                is reasonable. That the author assumes ineffective safety devices are a waste of money
                                is not the problem with the argument; the problem is that the author thinks the devices
                                are ineffective in the first place. Watch out for answer choices that describe the
                                argument correctly without hitting on an actual flaw.
                            

                            (C) is Out of Scope. The argument cares only about roadway stripes and flashing lights;
                                the cost and efficacy of other safety features is irrelevant.
                            

                            (D) is also Out of Scope. While the author doesn’t mention other safety features, that
                                lack is not a flaw in the argument. Whether those other features exist or no, the
                                author’s argument could still be valid.
                            

                            (E) is an Irrelevant Comparison. The severity of injuries is unimportant to this argument,
                                which is about the number of injuries only. Additionally, the argument is not concerned about injuries to the
                                occupants of cars. The relevant information is about whether the safety features are
                                effective at reducing pedestrian injuries and whether the features are worth the cost.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
8. (C) Strengthen
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            This is a classic Strengthen question stem. Find the answer choice that, if added
                                to the evidence, makes the author’s conclusion more likely to be true.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author concludes that the sighting of an aurora borealis in Korea helps confirm
                                John of Worcester’s earlier sighting of two large sunspots. The evidence is that the
                                aurora borealis happened five days after John sighted the sunspots and that sunspot
                                activity typically precedes an aurora borealis by an average of five days.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Based on the stimulus, you know that sunspots are usually followed by an aurora borealis,
                                but you don’t know if an aurora borealis only occurs after sunspot activity. (Take care never to
                                bring outside information to the LSAT, no matter how much science you know.) The author
                                takes for granted that nothing other than sunspots caused the aurora borealis in Korea.
                                The correct choice will strengthen the argument by supporting this assumption.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (C) strengthens the argument by confirming that sunspots, and only sunspots, could have
                                caused the aurora borealis in Korea.
                            

                            (A) is a 180. If the Korean aurora borealis might have just randomly appeared, then the
                                argument is weakened.
                            

                            (B) is an Irrelevant Comparison. Ancient sunspot sightings don’t matter to this argument,
                                which only cares about the sunspots sighted by John of Worcester on December 8, 1128,
                                and their relationship to the Korean aurora borealis.
                            

                            (D) is Out of Scope. This information is interesting but not logically relevant to the
                                argument, because “unusual weather conditions” don’t help discern whether John’s sightings
                                were accurate or not. Additionally, this choice doesn’t strengthen the connection
                                between the sunspots and the aurora borealis in Korea.
                            

                            (E) is also interesting but irrelevant. John’s drawings don’t matter, only the accuracy
                                of his sightings and whether the Korean aurora borealis acted as affirmative proof
                                or no.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
9. (D) Principle (Identify/Strengthen)
                                
                                    Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                                    The phrase “following principles” signals an Identify the Principle question. Additionally,
                                        because it will justify the argument, you need to pick the one that makes the conclusion more likely.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                                    This stimulus is extremely abstract and wordy and therefore a possible candidate for
                                        initially skipping. The author concludes that if you want to make society better,
                                        then you shouldn’t believe that society’s future will be defined solely by things
                                        that people can’t change. The evidence is that if you think a single person can’t
                                        affect the future of society, then you’ll feel too helpless to do anything to make
                                        society better.
                                    

                                    Step 3: Make a Prediction

                                    Because this Principle question emulates a Strengthen question, look for mismatched
                                        concepts in the argument to zero in on the assumption. The conclusion talks about
                                        people who “want to improve society,” but the evidence doesn’t. The evidence, meanwhile,
                                        talks about “feeling helpless,” while the conclusion doesn’t. The belief that an individual
                                        can’t affect society’s future appears in both the evidence and conclusion, though
                                        it’s phrased slightly differently in each.
                                    

                                    The assumption, then, is that if you want to improve society, then you shouldn’t do
                                        anything that would make you feel helpless. The right choice will be a principle that
                                        props up this assumption.
                                    

                                    Another way to spot the mismatched concepts is through Formal Logic.

                                    Evidence:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~believe in individual

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        feel helpless

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Conclusion:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        want to improve society

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        reject belief that future entirely determined by forces individuals are powerless to change

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    The conclusion can be rewritten as:

                                    Conclusion: 

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        want to improve society

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        believe in individual

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Then upon taking the contrapositive of the evidence, you can get the same term on
                                        the necessary side of both the evidence and conclusion:
                                    

                                    Evidence:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~feel helpless

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        believe in individual

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Conclusion:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        want to improve society

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        believe in individual

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    That leads to the assumption that:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        want to improve society

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~feel helpless

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                                    (D) can be restated as “If you want to improve society, then you shouldn’t accept a belief
                                        that makes you feel helpless,” which matches the prediction. Remember, a statement
                                        in the form “No one who X should Y” translates into “If X → ~ Y.”
                                    

                                    (A) is Out of Scope. The author’s conclusion is about what people should do if they want to improve society, but she makes no statement that people should act to change to society. Additionally, (A) doesn’t mention the mismatched concept from the evidence about beliefs that make a
                                        person feel helpless.
                                    

                                    (B) is a Faulty Use of Detail. It recycles concepts from the evidence without properly
                                        connecting them to the conclusion. (B) can be rephrased as “If one rejects the belief that society’s future will be determined
                                        by vast historical forces, then one should believe individuals can have an effect on it.” That makes no connection to either wanting to improve society
                                        or to feeling helpless.
                                    

                                    (C) is a Distortion. It tells you what happens after a person already feels helpless, not what may or may not make a person feel helpless
                                        in the first place.
                                    

                                    (E), like (A), is Out of Scope. It makes a recommendation that individuals should act to improve society, as opposed to making a recommendation about what to do if they want to improve society. (E) can also be seen as a Distortion. The Step 3 prediction was “If one wants to improve
                                        society, then one should reject beliefs that make one feel helpless,” whereas (E) says, “If one feels helpless, then one should act to improve society.” So it reverses
                                        and distorts the terms.
                                    

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
10. (A) Inference
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The word inferred points to an Inference question. Inventory the facts and make any possible deductions.
                                Choose the answer that stays within the scope of the stimulus.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The company president says that subcontracting leads to a loss of control over quality.
                                The company does some subcontracting, but only with companies that maintain complete
                                control over quality.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            It isn’t always possible to make an exact prediction on Inference questions, but you
                                should do so any time the opportunity presents itself. Here, you can deduce that the
                                companies that are subcontracted must not do any subcontracting of their own. If they
                                did, they’d lose some control, and the company president states that those companies
                                maintain complete control.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) matches the prediction.
                            

                            (B) is Out of Scope. The stimulus says companies who subcontract lose some control over
                                quality, but not that they are necessarily “often disappointed” in the quality.
                            

                            (C) is a 180. The company president admits that subcontracting work means some control
                                is lost. The president also admits that the company subcontracts. If the president
                                insisted on having as much control as possible, then, by definition, the company wouldn’t
                                subcontract.
                            

                            (D) is Out of Scope. The stimulus gives no information about consumers.
                            

                            (E) is a Distortion. Just because a company that subcontracts has less control over a
                                product’s quality doesn’t mean the quality will be inferior. It’s possible that the
                                subcontractor has a higher commitment to quality than does the original company.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
11. (A) Assumption (Sufficient)
                                
                                    Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                                    The words if and assumed signal a Sufficient Assumption question. You need to find the choice that, if true,
                                        would guarantee the truth of the conclusion. Keep an eye out for Formal Logic, which
                                        often appears in Sufficient Assumption questions.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                                    The author concludes that if students don’t achieve broad mastery of the curriculum,
                                        then they must not be getting taught by the appropriate methods. In Formal Logic,
                                        the conclusion is:
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~broad mastery

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~appropriate methods

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    The evidence is that students who devote significant effort and are taught with appropriate
                                        methods will achieve broad mastery. In Formal Logic, that is:
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        significant effort AND appropriate methods

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        broad mastery

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    The contrapositive of this evidence is:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~broad mastery

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~significant effort OR ~appropriate methods

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 3: Make a Prediction

                                    To see the gap in the argument, compare the conclusion to the contrapositive of the
                                        evidence, because they both have the same trigger:
                                    

                                    Evidence: 

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~broad mastery

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~significant effort OR ~appropriate methods

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Conclusion: 

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~broad mastery

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~appropriate methods

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    According to the evidence, a lack of mastery implies a lack of methods OR a lack of
                                        effort. The conclusion, however, claims that the result must be a lack of methods.
                                        The author ignores the possibility that some students are simply not working hard.
                                        To guarantee the conclusion, the right choice must remove the possibility that a lack
                                        of mastery could be caused by a lack of effort.
                                    

                                    Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                                    (A) matches the prediction. This choice guarantees that students who have the appropriate
                                        methods work hard.
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        appropriate methods

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        significant effort

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    If that is the case, then any student who doesn’t work hard must lack the appropriate
                                        methods. If you add this to the evidence, it guarantees the conclusion because anytime
                                        the appropriate methods are there, the effort is sure to follow.
                                    

                                    (B) is a Distortion of the Formal Logic in the evidence. The evidence says that appropriate
                                        methods together with effort are sufficient to guarantee broad mastery, not that the two of them are both necessary.
                                    

                                    (C), like (B), distorts the Formal Logic of the evidence. (C) would translate as:
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~appropriate methods

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        ~broad mastery

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Or contraposed:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        broad mastery

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        appropriate methods

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Both of which are an incorrect contrapositive of the conclusion. This would indicate
                                        that appropriate methods are necessary to have broad mastery, but they don’t help
                                        prove appropriate methods are sufficient, as the conclusion claims.
                                    

                                    (D) is a Faulty Use of Detail. It follows from the evidence that appropriate methods
                                        are not sufficient by themselves to guarantee broad mastery (students also need to
                                        devote significant effort). Additionally, (D) actually contradicts the conclusion. The contrapositive of the conclusion says that
                                        appropriate methods are sufficient to guarantee broad mastery. Formal Logic that contradicts the conclusion
                                        certainly cannot guarantee it.
                                    

                                    (E), like (D), follows from the evidence. Effort alone is not sufficient to guarantee broad mastery.
                                        The first sentence indicates that it takes both effort and appropriate methods. Unlike (D) though, (E) does not contradict the conclusion, but it still does not provide a sufficient assumption.
                                    

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
12. (A) Main Point
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The stem asks you to identify the argument’s conclusion, so this is a Main Point question.
                                Ask yourself which part of the argument is supported by the rest, and be wary of conclusion
                                Keywords.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The first sentence contains the argument’s conclusion: Just because one can is heavier
                                than another doesn’t mean it holds more food. Though there are no Keywords to indicate
                                structure, the rest of the stimulus answers why that is the case. ­Basically, it’s because the amount of water in the can will affect the overall weight.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Since this is a Main Point question, finding the conclusion is all you have to do.
                                Make sure that you don’t pick a choice that strays beyond the argument’s conclusion:
                                Heavier food cans may not contain more food.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) is a paraphrase of the first sentence, which is the argument’s conclusion.
                            

                            (B) is a piece of evidence, not the conclusion. It supports the idea that a can’s weight
                                is not based solely on the amount of food in it.
                            

                            (C) has an emphasis Keyword (unscrupulous), but it is just another piece of evidence. The information about the amount of food
                                in a can does not support this statement. On the contrary, this statement is used
                                to support the notion that the ratio of food and water in cans is not standardized.
                            

                            (D) is implied by the last sentence of the argument, which is a piece of evidence.
                            

                            (E) is implied by the conclusion, but is not the conclusion itself. (E) mentions the quantity of water but not the quantity of food, which is a central part
                                of the conclusion.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
13. (E) Principle (Identify/Inference)
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            Principles are illustrated by examples. Additionally, the word proposition is sometimes used in Principle question stems. This stem indicates that the choices
                                are principles while the stimulus is an example, so this is an Identify the Principle
                                question. The correct answer will be broader than the specific situation in the stimulus.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            Under normal conditions, nobody in a group of three-year-olds could memorize his or
                                her phone number, despite knowing the names of all the digits. When their phone numbers
                                were taught to them as part of a song, however, all of the kids were able to remember
                                their numbers.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The stimulus provides a single instance in which music served as an effective mnemonic
                                device. Look for an answer choice that says the same, without becoming too extreme.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) fits the stimulus without overstating it. It says that songs help kids remember the
                                order of words. (Note that numbers are words.)
                            

                            (A) is Extreme. The stimulus shows songs can help improve children’s memory, not that
                                songs are the only thing that will help children learn some things.
                            

                            (B) is a Distortion. The children knew all the words they needed; they just couldn’t remember
                                a specific sequence of words. Note that this choice mentions neither sequences nor
                                music, while also introducing the Out of Scope term concept.
                            

                            (C) is Extreme. The stimulus shows that songs are effective in one case, not that they
                                are more effective than anything else.
                            

                            (D) is Out of Scope. Counting is mentioned in the stimulus, but meaning is not. Even if you believe the ability to count implies understanding the meaning
                                of the numbers, like (B), this choice fails to mention both sequences and music. Those things were central
                                to the author’s narrative, whereas counting was only mentioned as background information
                                to indicate the kids knew enough about numbers to memorize a phone number.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
14. (B) Assumption (Sufficient)
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The words “if . . . assumed” signal a Sufficient Assumption question. The right choice
                                is an assumption whose truth would guarantee the truth of the conclusion.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            Thus in the final sentence signals the conclusion: some theorists have picked an inappropriate
                                goal for literary criticism. This goal is stated in the first sentence, which is that
                                literary critics should try to be value-neutral. The author thinks this is a bad goal
                                because criticism can’t be completely value-neutral.
                            

                            Note that the second sentence of the argument, which takes up the bulk of the stimulus,
                                merely provides the reasoning of some theorists. It ends up having nothing to do with
                                the logical content of the author’s argument.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            This argument hinges on subtle mismatched concepts. The theorists say that critics
                                should strive to be value-neutral. The author’s counter-evidence is that being completely value-neutral is impossible. Just because something is impossible doesn’t mean someone
                                shouldn’t strive for it, but for some reason, the author thinks differently. In other
                                words, the author assumes that impossible goals are inappropriate.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) matches the prediction. It’s the only choice that even tries to connect the two halves
                                of the author’s scope shift: whether something is possible and whether it should be
                                pursued.
                            

                            (A) is a 180. The author doesn’t think that any literary critic should try to be value-neutral.
                            

                            (C) is an Irrelevant Comparison. In no way does a critic’s likelihood of providing criticism
                                figure into the argument.
                            

                            (D) is a Faulty Use of Detail. It deals with the second sentence of the stimulus, which
                                isn’t part of the author’s argument.
                            

                            (E), like (D), talks about readers, which are mentioned in the second sentence, but are irrelevant
                                to the author’s argument. So it is an Irrelevant Comparison to discuss whether one
                                group of critics influences readers more than another group of critics. While some
                                theorists are concerned with literary criticism’s effect on readers, the author is
                                only concerned with literary criticism itself.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
15. (A) Parallel Flaw
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “most similar” signals a Parallel Reasoning question, and since the stimulus
                                exhibits “flawed reasoning,” it is a Parallel Flaw question.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author concludes that all microscopic organisms can feel pain. The evidence is
                                that amoebas and humans both withdraw from stimuli that cause damage, and humans do
                                this because they feel pain.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The reasoning is flawed for two reasons. First, amoebas might withdraw from stimuli
                                that cause damage for other reasons. Just because pain happens to be the thing that
                                causes humans to avoid damage doesn’t mean other reasons don’t exist. Second, the
                                author incorrectly generalizes from amoebas to all microscopic organisms—it’s possible
                                that amoebas are unique in some way.
                            

                            Since this is a Parallel Flaw question, it may be helpful to outline the structure
                                of the argument:
                            

                            P and Q both do X. M do it because of Y. Therefore, R can also do Y.

                            The correct choice will have the same structure.

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) has the same flawed structure:Poets (P) and hypnotized people (Q) both use language oddly (X). Q do it because of
                                lower inhibitions (Y). Therefore, artists (R) also have Y. This choice not only has
                                the same structure, but also generalizes from poets to artists.
                            

                            (B) doesn’t have the same scope shift as the stimulus: the evidence and conclusion both
                                talk about corporations. Furthermore, the conclusion is about “most” corporations,
                                whereas the conclusion in the stimulus is about all microscopic organisms. Numeric qualifiers such as most and all must match in Parallel Reasoning questions. Finally, the conclusion states that something
                                is probably true, whereas the stimulus’s conclusion states that something must be true. Qualifiers such as probably and must need to match in Parallel Reasoning questions as well.
                            

                            (C) also has qualifications that are absent in the stimulus. The evidence is about most athletes; the conclusion states that something is probably the case. The stimulus, by contrast, is all certainty. Additionally, rather than
                                discussing two dissimilar groups (like humans and amoebas), this choice compares two
                                types of a larger group: boxers and skaters are both professional athletes.
                            

                            (D) also has extra qualifiers. The evidence says that some predators have a feature; the conclusion says that something is probably true. The stimulus’s argument always uses all and must. Additionally, in the stimulus, the group in the conclusion is broader than that
                                in the evidence (microscopic organisms versus amoebas). In this choice, the scope
                                shift is reversed; it shrinks from predatory birds to hawks. Finally, unlike the stimulus,
                                this choice doesn’t attribute to hawks the reason mammals hunt alone (there is not enough food to support a pack in one area), but
                                rather attributes the action (hunting alone).
                            

                            (E) has one qualifier that the stimulus lacks: partly. In the stimulus, humans don’t avoid damage partly because of pain—pain is the entire reason. Additionally, hikers is not a broad group that includes British Columbian hiking trails, so (E) does not contain the same scope shift as that in the stimulus.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
16. (B) Strengthen (EXCEPT)
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The structure “if true, supports . . . EXCEPT” signals a Strengthen EXCEPT question.
                                The right choice will either weaken the argument or have no effect.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            Although the stimulus is very long and involved, the vast majority of it is background
                                information that isn’t directly part of the argument. Narrow in on the conclusion
                                to help direct your analysis. The author concludes that cyclical sunspot activity
                                is a causal factor of the cyclical nature of the snowshoe hare population. The evidence
                                is that sunspots and the hare’s population cycle are well correlated.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Any time an author argues that one thing causes another, the assumption is always
                                the same: that nothing else could be the cause. Any fact that rules out an alternate
                                cause or reinforces the connection between sunspots and hares would strengthen the
                                argument; any fact that introduces a possible alternate cause would weaken the argument.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) introduces an alternate cause (local weather patterns) that could affect the hare
                                population. This answer doesn’t help explain why the hare populations everywhere behave
                                cyclically simultaneously, so it’s not a very good weakener, but it doesn’t need to
                                be good in order to be correct. Your requirements are a choice that weakens or does
                                nothing. This choice certainly doesn’t strengthen the argument, so it’s the right
                                choice.
                            

                            (A) strengthens the argument by connecting sunspots to a critical element of the population
                                cycle (predator reproduction).
                            

                            (C) supports the argument by showing how sunspots can cause the hare population to decline.
                            

                            (D) supports the argument by tightening the correlation between sunspot cycles and hare
                                population cycles. Not only are the cycles correlated, but the extent of those highs
                                and lows are correlated.
                            

                            (E) also strengthens the argument. If sunspots affect how much nutrition the hares are
                                receiving from their food, then that would affect how many of the hares are able to
                                survive.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
17. (C) Inference
                                
                                    Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                                    The stimulus supports the answer choices, so this is an Inference question. Take care
                                        not to mistake this for a Strengthen question, in which the right choice would support
                                        the stimulus. Inventory the statements and keep an eye out for Formal Logic, making
                                        any possible deductions.
                                    

                                    Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                                    This stimulus is full of Formal Logic. Use the words that indicate necessity—essential, requires, and necessary—to ensure that you translate the statements correctly:
                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        successful economy

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        flourishing national science community

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        flourishing national science community

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        young people excited

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        young people excited

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        good communication

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 3: Make a Prediction

                                    Connect the chain of Formal Logic statements to produce the following:

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        successful economy

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        flourishing national science community

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	young people excited
                                                    	
→

                                                    
                                                    	good communication
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Deduction: 

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        If

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        successful economy

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        →

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        good communication

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    You can deduce, therefore, that good communication between scientists and the public
                                        is necessary for a successful economy. Likewise, you can deduce the contrapositive
                                        that if there is not good communication, there will not be a successful economy.
                                    

                                    Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                                    (C), when translated into Formal Logic, states the prediction exactly.
                                    

                                    (A) incorrectly reverses the Formal Logic of Sentence 3.
                                    

                                    (B) is Extreme. While the stimulus provides necessary conditions, it never describes the
                                        extent to which one thing depends on another, nor does it argue that anything depends principally on anything else. Degrees of dependence are never discussed in the stimulus.
                                    

                                    (D) is also Extreme. The stimulus shows that many (at least 1) young people need to get excited about science, not most (more than half). Additionally, although more subtle, the stimulus only addresses
                                        what is essential for a successful economy, whereas (D) indicates what is essential for a nation’s economy in general, whether successful
                                        or not.
                                    

                                    (E) is Out of Scope. The stimulus never talks about the success of scientific endeavors.
                                        So although communication was mentioned as a requirement for sparking interest in
                                        young people, it was not mentioned as a requirement for the success of scientific
                                        endeavors.
                                    

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
18. (D) Flaw
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The stem asks you to identify why the argument is flawed. Keep common flaws in mind.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author concludes that, contrary to a recent article, businesses that don’t already
                                have videoconferencing equipment wouldn’t be wasting their money if they bought it.
                                As evidence, the author puts forward the results of a survey: Most of the survey’s
                                respondents, all of whom worked for businesses that did buy the equipment, said that the equipment was worth the money.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Any time you see a survey used as evidence on the LSAT, consider whether the survey
                                group is representative of the conclusion group. Here it’s not even close: the conclusion
                                makes a claim about businesses that don’t have the equipment, while the survey only covered businesses that do have the equipment. There may be reasons it was previously worthwhile to buy but
                                no longer is.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) matches the prediction by pointing out the argument’s flaw of representativeness.
                            

                            (A) is a Distortion. The author does not base the conclusion merely on the fact that many businesses bought it. The author’s evidence is that most businesses
                                that bought the equipment really liked it (at least according to the survey, it was
                                “well worth the cost.”)
                            

                            (B) describes a classic reasoning flaw: confusing necessary with sufficient. However,
                                the flaw in the stimulus is one of representativeness, not necessity and sufficiency.
                                Additionally, the argument doesn’t discuss what conditions (regardless of whether
                                they’re sufficient or necessary) would justify the purchase of videoconferencing equipment.
                            

                            (C) does not describe the argument correctly. The author does not accuse the magazine
                                article of providing insufficient evidence. On the contrary, the author offers counterevidence
                                of a recent survey.
                            

                            (E) is another inaccurate description. The author maintains a clear distinction between
                                what the equipment costs and whether that cost is worth it for its purchasers.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
19. (D) Assumption (Necessary)
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “assumption required” signals a Necessary Assumption question. You can
                                use the Denial Test to check your answer.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The auditor concludes that none of the 20 trucks that XYZ purchased three years ago
                                were diesel-powered. The evidence is that XYZ sold every diesel truck the company
                                owned last year, but none of the 20 trucks purchased three years ago were sold last
                                year.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Note the subtle gap in this argument: The trucks were bought three years ago, but
                                the sales figures in the evidence only cover last year. This leaves a two-year gap.
                                The auditor assumes, therefore, that none of the trucks in question were sold two
                                or more years ago.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) matches the prediction. If some of the trucks were sold two years ago, for example,
                                then they could have been diesel-powered.
                            

                            (A) is Extreme. What matters is that every diesel truck was sold last year; it doesn’t matter if other types of trucks were
                                sold as well.
                            

                            (B) is Out of Scope. This argument cares only about how the trucks were powered, not whether
                                they were new or used.
                            

                            (C) is also Out of Scope. The purchase history of other trucks besides the 20 under discussion
                                is irrelevant as to whether those 20 were diesel-powered or not.
                            

                            (E) is another Out of Scope answer. The trucks under discussion were bought three years
                                ago; what trucks, if any, were bought more than three years ago makes no difference to this argument.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
20. (B) Flaw
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “most vulnerable to criticism” signals a Flaw question. Identify what’s
                                wrong with the gap between the evidence and conclusion, and keep common flaws in mind.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            Taylor concludes that telepathy is possible. Her evidence is the amazing frequency with which good friends and family members know each other’s thoughts.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Whenever an author claims that one thing is the reason or explanation for another,
                                the assumption is always the same: that there are no alternative explanations. In
                                this argument, that assumption is a bad one. Good friends and family members probably
                                know each other’s thoughts because they know each other well, not because of telepathy.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) hits the nail on the head by pointing out that Taylor has overlooked a “highly plausible
                                alternative explanation.” Specifically that explanation is that good friends and family
                                members know each other well enough that they can anticipate one another’s thoughts
                                and feelings.
                            

                            (A) is Out of Scope. It describes a representativeness flaw, which is not at play here.
                                The stimulus gives no indication as to the size of the author’s sample.
                            

                            (C) is a Distortion. The evidence talks about feelings, but the argument isn’t based
                                on them. It’s based on the high frequency of a particular phenomenon.
                            

                            (D) is Out of Scope. Taylor says friends’ and family members’ feelings can be knowable,
                                not that strangers’ feelings cannot be.
                            

                            (E) describes a circular argument, that is, one whose evidence and conclusion are the
                                same. While this is a classic flaw, it is not the flaw here. The argument’s conclusion
                                is different from its evidence.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
21. (A) Weaken (EXCEPT)
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            This is a classic Weaken question stem with EXCEPT tacked on to the end. The correct
                                answer will either strengthen the argument or have no effect.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author concludes that sulfur fumes permanently damage one’s sense of smell. The
                                evidence is an experiment in which workers from sulfur-emitting factories did much
                                worse at identifying scents than workers from other occupations did.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Whenever you see an experiment used as evidence on the LSAT, examine its parameters
                                to make sure it was properly designed and conducted. Here, you don’t know anything
                                about the test groups besides the fact that one group worked with sulfur and the other
                                didn’t. For the results to be valid, the two groups must have been identical in all
                                other respects, but the stimulus doesn’t confirm this.
                            

                            Hence, any indication that the sulfur group was at a disadvantage (for reasons other
                                than sulfur exposure) or that the control group had an advantage would weaken the
                                argument. Because this is a Weaken EXCEPT question, the right choice will provide
                                no such indication.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) has no effect on the argument, so it’s the right answer. If the scents were imprecisely
                                reproduced, that wouldn’t necessarily give either group an advantage or a disadvantage
                                in the experiment.
                            

                            (B) weakens the argument by pointing out a major difference between the two groups: The
                                sulfur group had to distinguish smells in the presence of sulfur fumes, while the
                                other group did not.
                            

                            (C) weakens the argument by pointing out an advantage for the control group. If most of
                                the non-sulfur workers had prior experience distinguishing smells, then that might
                                explain why they performed better in the experiment.
                            

                            (D) weakens the argument by pointing out that other fumes, not sulfur, might be the cause
                                of the sulfur workers’ damaged sense of smell.
                            

                            (E) points out a possible disadvantage for the sulfur group. If they were unfamiliar
                                with some of the smells to begin with, then that might explain why they did worse
                                in the experiment.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
22. (B) Strengthen 
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The word principle and the fact that the principle is in the stimulus, not the answer choices, indicates
                                this may be an Apply the Principle question. However, the principle is also already
                                applied in the Application part of the stimulus. So, the combination of a Principle/Application
                                stimulus and the question stem calling for an answer choice that justifies the specific application of the principle makes this a variant on a Strengthen question.
                                Treat the Application as a conclusion and the stated Principle as evidence. The correct
                                answer will strengthen the assumption that ties the two together.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The Principle outlines a set of conditions under which a person would have to pay
                                a fine: the person has more than one overdue book, at least one of the overdue books
                                is not a children’s book, and the person has previously been fined for overdue books.
                            

                            The Application concludes that Kessler, who has three overdue books, must be fined.

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Kessler meets only the first of the three conditions. Thus, to justify the Application,
                                you’d have to know that Kessler meets the other two as well: that at least one of
                                the overdue books is not a children’s book and that Kessler has previously been fined.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) matches the prediction by confirming that the other two conditions apply to Kessler.
                            

                            (A) may initially looks right, but on close examination it is slightly off from the prediction.
                                (A) says Kessler has a non-children’s book out on loan, but doesn’t say for sure whether
                                it is one of the overdue books. Based on the conditions in the principle, the non-children’s
                                book would need to be one of the overdue books in order for a fine to be necessary.
                            

                            (C) fails to confirm the third condition—that Kessler has been fined for overdue books
                                in the past.
                            

                            (D) says nothing about Kessler’s current overdue books, so it fails to confirm the second condition.
                            

                            (E) is a 180. By stating that Kessler has never before been fined, (E) guarantees that the third condition doesn’t apply to Kessler. Thus, it does not justify
                                the Application that Kessler should now be fined for his current overdue books.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
23. (E) Inference
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The stimulus supports the answer choices, so this is an Inference question. Take care
                                not to mistake this for a Strengthen question, in which the right choice would support
                                the stimulus. Inventory the facts and make any deductions possible.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The professor takes a grim view of the current state of medicine. Patients’ feelings
                                that doctors are negligent or careless spur most malpractice suits. Meanwhile, doctors
                                are uncompassionate and rude to their patients, due to both how doctors perceive medicine
                                (as a science) and stress. Sadly, economic incentives encourage doctors to continue
                                being rude.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            No prediction leaps out from this stimulus, which will sometimes be the case on Inference
                                questions. Keep the information from the stimulus firmly in mind as you read the choices,
                                and only pick a choice if it absolutely must be true.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) paraphrases the stimulus, which says that doctors  “ . . . now regard medicine as
                                a science . . . and are less compassionate as a result.” So, many doctors have taken an action (regarding medicine as science) that has led to the perception that
                                they care less about people, which is akin to lacking compassion.
                            

                            (A) is Extreme. You know that economic incentives are a cause for rude behavior, not that
                                they are the main cause of that behavior, let alone the main cause of malpractice suits.
                            

                            (B) is a Distortion, combining two unrelated parts of the stimulus. The incentives encourage
                                doctors to act rudely; the stimulus doesn’t say what causes doctors to view medicine
                                as a science rather than an art.
                            

                            (C) is Out of Scope. The stimulus doesn’t say how many of the malpractice suits are justified
                                or not.
                            

                            (D) is Extreme. The author suggests that viewing medicine as a science is problematic,
                                but doesn’t go so far as to recommend that the ideal approach should be “entirely
                                different.”
                            

                        

                    

                    	
24. (A) Parallel Reasoning
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “most closely parallel in its reasoning” signals a Parallel Reasoning question.

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The several instances of the word if calls out that this is a Formal Logic stimulus. Map out the Formal Logic sentence
                                by sentence:
                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                poured while wet

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~solid foundation

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~solid foundation

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                settle unevenly OR crack

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            Conclusion: 

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                settle evenly

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~poured while wet OR crack

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Notice that the two pieces of evidence set up a chain. Combined, they indicate: 

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                poured while wet

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                settle unevenly OR crack

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            The conclusion, however, doesn’t state this deduction. Instead, it says that if one
                                of the necessary conditions does not occur (settle evenly), then either the sufficient condition (poured while wet) or
                                the other necessary condition (crack) must occur.
                            

                            The right choice will have the same structure. 

                            Algebraically it is:

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                W (wet)

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~X (solid foundation)

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	Y (settle unevenly) OR Z (crack)
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~Y

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~W (dry) or Z

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            (Note: This argument is not sound, as the Formal Logic in the evidence does not allow
                                you to deduce anything from just the fact that concrete settles evenly. If it settled
                                unevenly and didn’t crack, then you would know the concrete was poured in while the ground was
                                dry.)
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) has the same Formal Logic structure as the stimulus.
                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                W (camera not working)

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~X (properly exposed)

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	Y (blurred) OR Z (dark)
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~Y

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~W (camera is working) OR Z

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            (B) can’t be right because neither the evidence nor the conclusion matches. The evidence
                                lines up like this:
                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                working properly

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~blurred

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	properly exposed AND properly developed
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            It incorrectly includes an and instead of an or. Also, the conclusion reintroduces the original sufficient condition (working properly),
                                rather than negating one of the necessary conditions. The conclusion also includes
                                an and statement rather than an or statement. Finally, unlike the original stimulus, (B) is unflawed so it can’t be parallel.
                            

                            (C) doesn’t match because the conclusion is a basic Formal Logic statement without an
                                or, whereas the stimulus’s conclusion is a compound Formal Logic statement ending with
                                an or. Additionally, the evidence doesn’t link up into a chain: there are only three items
                                in (C): working properly, blurred, and dark. The stimulus, however, has four items.
                            

                            (D), like (C), ends with a conclusion that lacks an or in its necessary condition. Additionally, the evidence does not line up in the correct
                                manner. Here, the algebraic structure is this:
                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                W (working properly)

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                X (exposed)

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                                
                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                    If

                                                
                                                	
                                                    X OR Y (corrections made)

                                                
                                                	
                                                    →

                                                
                                                	
                                                    ~Z (developed)

                                                
                                            

                                        
                                    

                                

                                
                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                	
                                                    If

                                                
                                                	
                                                    X

                                                
                                                	
                                                    →

                                                
                                                	
                                                    ~Z

                                                
                                            

                                        
                                    

                                

                            

                            (E) is the closest of the wrong choices. The evidence lays out nearly exactly like the
                                evidence of the stimulus, except the final term in the chain has an and instead of an or. Also, the conclusion translates to:
                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                too much light OR too little light

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~work properly

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            Note that the or occurs in the sufficient condition rather than in the necessary condition like the
                                stimulus. Also, this answer, unlike the stimulus, does use proper Formal Logic:
                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                W (work properly)

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                X (properly exposed)

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	Y (not too much light) and Z (not too little light
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                If

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~Y or ~Z

                                            
                                            	
                                                →

                                            
                                            	
                                                ~W

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            Hence, this choice doesn’t match the structure of the stimulus and is wrong.

                        

                    

                    	
25. (A) Strengthen
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            Strengthen stems don’t get any more classic than this. Look for the answer choice
                                that makes the conclusion more likely to be true.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            The author’s conclusion, indicated by the phrase “[n]ew evidence indicates that,”
                                is that recent property development hasn’t hurt the wildlife population of a nearby
                                park. The evidence is a pair of surveys, one conducted before the development and
                                one after. The newer survey found more wildlife than the earlier one. Additionally,
                                the author says, the park’s resources are enough to easily support the increased wildlife
                                population.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            Whenever an LSAT argument uses surveys as evidence, check their parameters to make
                                sure that the author hasn’t committed an error of representativeness. In this argument,
                                you actually aren’t told anything about the parameters of either survey at all. It’s
                                possible that they counted different animals or had other differences that would skew
                                the results. The right choice, then, should support the argument by reassuring you
                                that the surveys were comparable.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) supports the argument by confirming that both surveys examined the same species and
                                that the species they had in common increased in number from the first survey to the
                                second.
                            

                            (B) is a 180. It weakens the argument by showing how the recent survey might have inflated
                                the amount of wildlife in the park.
                            

                            (C) is Out of Scope. It doesn’t matter whether the park could have supported the numbers
                                a decade ago; what matters is whether the park can support those numbers now.
                            

                            (D) is a 180 because it weakens the argument. If the new survey was better at finding
                                hard-to-find animals than the old one, then it’s less likely that there are truly
                                more animals living in the park than there used to be. The new survey simply might
                                have done a better job at counting animals that were there all along.
                            

                            (E) is either another 180 or Out of Scope. If the new survey introduced extra categories
                                of wildlife—plant life— compared to the old one, then that would likely explain the
                                increased numbers, not that the wildlife is actually thriving. If the plant life is
                                not actually included in the wildlife count anyway, then simply adding more things to count wouldn’t affect the argument
                                one way or another.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
26. (E) Paradox
                        
                            Step 1: Identify the Question Type

                            Resolving discrepancies is within the realm of Paradox questions. Identify the apparent
                                discrepancy, and pick the answer choice that would allow the two facts to coexist
                                harmoniously.
                            

                            Step 2: Untangle the Stimulus

                            Medicine has gotten better and life expectancy has increased. At the same time, the
                                number of serious infections has increased as well. This is the paradox.
                            

                            Step 3: Make a Prediction

                            The correct answer will explain why medical advances have helped people live longer
                                but not helped them avoid an increasing rate of serious infections.
                            

                            Step 4: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) explains the paradox. If life-saving treatments make patients more vulnerable to
                                infection, then that would explain why prolonging life also makes infections more
                                common.
                            

                            (A) is a 180. If doctors prescribe ineffective medications, then that only makes the
                                paradox more puzzling. This fact does not at all explain a rise in infection rates
                                and if anything works against an overall increase in life spans and health.

                            (B) is a Distortion. It needlessly combines the two effects of advanced medical care,
                                and it doesn’t address the increasing rate of serious infections, which is central
                                to the paradox.
                            

                            (C) is a 180. If serious infections are now curable, that would deepen the mystery why
                                they’re occurring at an increasing rate. (C) doesn’t reconcile an advance in medical care with an increase in infections.
                            

                            (D) is a Distortion. First, it’s not clear if the population has increased and, in any
                                case, this choice contradicts the stimulus. The stimulus says the rate has increased, while this answer would indicate the number has increased but the rate has remained the same. Finally, even though (D) would explain an increase in the number of infections, it still wouldn’t reconcile why that number is increasing in the face
                                of improved medical care.
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                            Passage 1—Sam Gilliam’s Approach to Art

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	Q#
                                            	Question type
                                            	Correct
                                            	Difficulty
                                        

                                    
                                    
                                        
                                            	1
                                            	Global
                                            	A
                                            	★
                                        

                                        
                                            	2
                                            	Inference
                                            	E
                                            	★

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            	3
                                            	Logic Function
                                            	D
                                            	★

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            	4
                                            	Inference
                                            	B
                                            	★

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            	5
                                            	Detail (EXCEPT)
                                            	E
                                            	★★

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            	6
                                            	Inference
                                            	D
                                            	★★

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            Step 1: Read the Passage Strategically

                            Sample Roadmap

                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                            	line #
                                            	Keyword/phrase
                                            	¶ Margin notes
                                        

                                    
                                    
                                        
                                            	
                                                2

                                                

                                                

                                                6

                                                8

                                            
                                            	
                                                foremost

                                                

                                                

                                                important

                                            
                                            	
                                                Gilliam, well known painter 

                                                of Wash. Color School

                                                

                                                

                                                Evolution of Color Field style

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            	
                                                13

                                                17

                                                18

                                                

                                                

                                                19

                                                20

                                                21

                                                27

                                                28

                                                30

                                                32

                                                33

                                                34

                                                35

                                            
                                            	
                                                motivated

                                                conservative

                                                unmistakable . . . felt

                                                 . . . little room

                                                more

                                                important

                                                For example

                                                Though . . . quite popular

                                                impatient

                                                In its place . . . sought . . . more

                                                more 

                                                in . . . 

                                                particular

                                                rare

                                            
                                            	
                                                Why Gilliam joined Color Field

                                                

                                                

                                                G’s view of contemp artists

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                Example

                                                

                                                

                                                G’s reaction to contemp art

                                                

                                                

                                                G’s goal

                                                

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            	
                                                36

                                                37

                                                41

                                                42

                                                43

                                                48

                                                49

                                                50

                                                53

                                                55

                                                56

                                                57

                                            
                                            	
                                                highly experimental

                                                epitomizes . . . refusal to conform

                                                

                                                

                                                first

                                                

                                                

                                                therefore

                                                demonstrate

                                                as well as

                                                helped advocate

                                                could not

                                                but . . . more

                                                effectively

                                            
                                            	
                                                

                                                

                                                public expectation

                                                Features of G’s paintings

                                                

                                                

                                                Effect of G’s technique

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                

                                                Emotional impact of G’s work 

                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    
                                

                            

                            Discussion

                            The first lines of the passage introduce the Topic—the artist Sam Gilliam—and locates him within an artistic movement known as the Washington
                                Color School, which was an offshoot of the Color Field movement. The remainder of
                                paragraph 1 describes how the Color Field movement arose and how it evolved.
                            

                            Paragraph 2 describes the motivation behind Gilliam’s alignment with this artistic
                                movement, which is the Scope of the passage. Gilliam was reacting to the work of his African American contemporaries,
                                which he found too conservative and too limited to strictly representational and political
                                concerns. The author then provides an extended example of the work to which Gilliam
                                reacted. Paragraph 2 ends by discussing ­Gilliam’s artistic goals.
                            

                            In paragraph 3, the author describes how these goals were realized in Gilliam’s own
                                work. The author gives a detailed account of Gilliam’s innovative unsupported canvas.
                                The author ends the passage by discussing how Gilliam’s technique conveyed the emotional
                                complexity of the African American experience.
                            

                            The Purpose of the passage is to describe Gilliam’s work, its effects, and the ideas behind it.
                                The Main Idea is that Gilliam responded to the literal, representational work of his colleagues
                                by developing a more expressive technique that better captured the range of emotions
                                and tensions felt by African Americans.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
1. (A) Global
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            Any question that asks what the author is “primarily concerned” with is a Global question
                                because you need to determine the author’s primary purpose.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            Instead of researching a specific part of the passage to predict your answer, base
                                your prediction on the Purpose you determined during Step 1.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            The Purpose of the passage is to describe Gilliam’s approach to his art and the features
                                of that art.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) is therefore correct.
                            

                            (B) is a Distortion. The author only mentions political themes insofar as they permeate
                                the work of Gilliam’s contemporaries in paragraph 2.
                            

                            (C) is also a Distortion. The style of the Color Field in general evolved, but the author
                                doesn’t trace the evolution of Gilliam’s work specifically.
                            

                            (D) blows up a detail from the end of paragraph 2. This detail is in service of the author’s
                                overall explanation of Gilliam’s reaction to his contemporaries; it is not what the
                                author is primarily concerned with.
                            

                            (E) is Outside the Scope. No technical limitations are mentioned at all with regard to
                                Gilliam’s work.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
2. (E) Inference
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is an Inference question because it asks you to take the characteristics described
                                in the passage and extrapolate to an answer consistent with them.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            The characteristics of Gilliam’s work are described in ­paragraph 3.

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Gilliam’s creations are characterized by the folding and draping of canvases to create
                                a three-dimensional surface. The correct answer will be consistent with this and any
                                other features of the Color Field style as described in paragraph 1.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) is therefore a match.
                            

                            (A) is a 180. Lines 27–31 express Gilliam’s dissatisfaction with literal representation.
                                The passage even says that ­Gilliam wanted to make art more expressive than a painted
                                figure (line 31).
                            

                            (B)’s depiction of war scenes would also strike Gilliam as too literal and too nakedly
                                political.
                            

                            (C) describes more painted figures, the representation of which Gilliam wasn’t interested
                                in (lines 30–31).
                            

                            (D) is too representational to suit Gilliam as it depicts images of the seas and clouds.
                                Also, Gilliam preferred to fold canvases onto themselves, and the canvas in (D) is merely unframed and hanging from a balcony, whereas Gilliam sought the “unsupported canvas” (lines 42–48).
                            

                        

                    

                    	
3. (D) Logic Function
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is a Logic Function question because it asks why the author mentioned the collage artist, not what the author mentions about the artist.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            The collage artist is discussed in lines 22–27.

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction 

                            The sentence discussing the collage artist begins with the Keywords “for example.”
                                Whenever you see these Keywords, look to the previous sentence(s) to see what the
                                example is intended to illustrate. In this case, the author is illustrating the explicitly
                                political art that Gilliam thought was aesthetically conservative and left “little
                                room” for experimentation with new artistic territory.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is therefore correct.
                            

                            (A) is a 180. Gilliam joined the Washington Color School, and by extension the Color
                                Field movement, because he was ­dissatisfied with the work of artists like the collage
                                artist from paragraph 2.
                            

                            (B) is Extreme. While Gilliam was dissatisfied with the kind of art that his contemporaries
                                created, there is nothing in the passage that supports any notion of animosity.
                            

                            (C) is a Faulty Use of Detail. The author doesn’t describe the work of the collage artist
                                in order to establish the popularity of representational art. The Keywords “[f]or
                                example” in line 21 indicate the purpose comes before the actual example. The popularity
                                of representational art is not mentioned until line 27, and then it is done in contrast
                                with Gilliam’s attitude toward such art.
                            

                            (E) is a 180. Gilliam’s art was a direct reaction to the explicitly political art of
                                his contemporaries (lines 30–34).
                            

                        

                    

                    	
4. (B) Inference
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            Two clues make this an Inference question: the phrase “most strongly suggests” and
                                the focus on Gilliam’s attitude.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            Gilliam’s reaction to the art of his contemporaries is discussed in paragraph 2. Look
                                for where the author details Gilliam’s view.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Lines 16–21 say that Gilliam found his contemporaries’ approach to be aesthetically
                                conservative and not accommodating of subtlety, ambiguity, or innovation. Lines 28–29
                                say that Gilliam was impatient with the straightforward, literal approach of his contemporaries.
                                The correct answer will be consistent with these statements.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) is therefore a correct characterization of Gilliam’s attitude.
                            

                            (A) is Extreme. Nothing in paragraph 2 indicates that Gilliam was derisive or condescending
                                toward his contemporaries.
                            

                            (C) is unsupported. Whimsical suggests that Gilliam’s attitude was playful or fanciful, but the passage suggests
                                that ­Gilliam was quite serious and deliberate in his reaction to his contemporaries.
                            

                            (D) is incorrect because someone who was neutral toward his contemporaries would have
                                no reason to be impatient (line 28).
                            

                            (E) is a 180. Lines 12–13 indicate Gilliam was motivated to participate in the Color Field Movement in reaction to his contemporaries. Gilliam’s
                                reasons for motivation make it clear he did not approve of their techniques, including that he was impatient (line 28) with their literal representations.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
5. (E) Detail (EXCEPT)
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is a Detail question because it asks about what the passage says, not what it
                                implies or suggests. In this case, you must choose the answer that the passage doesn’t say.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            This question stem doesn’t have any content clues to help you research, so you’ll
                                need to save your research for Step 5 as you evaluate the answer choices.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            The list of things not mentioned in the passage could go on forever. So instead of
                                predicting the answer, eliminate each answer choice that you find stated or paraphrased
                                in the passage.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) is a Distortion that’s not stated directly in the passage. The image of laundry hanging
                                out to dry did partially inspire some of Gilliam’s work, but the passage does not
                                say that this means such images are “most likely” to inspire artists.
                            

                            (A) is stated in lines 45–48.
                            

                            (B) is stated in lines 36–39.
                            

                            (C) is stated in lines 30–35.
                            

                            (D) is stated in lines 12–21.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
6. (D) Inference
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            Any question asking for what the author or anyone in the passage “would be most likely
                                to agree with” is an Inference question.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            Gilliam’s views on art are described primarily in paragraph 2.

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Paragraph 2 says that Gilliam reacted to the literal, representational approach of
                                his contemporaries. He wanted to convey a more complex depiction of human experience
                                through more expressionistic works. The correct answer will be consistent with these
                                ideas. Remember that a valid LSAT Inference is a statement that must be true based on the passage.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is correct. He wanted to express the complexity of the human experience (lines 30–33),
                                and this desire in part motivated his participation in the Color Field movement (lines
                                12–16), so (D) must be true.
                            

                            (A) is Extreme. Nothing in the passage suggests that Gilliam is against all aesthetic
                                restrictions of any kind.
                            

                            (B) is a Distortion. The folded and crumpled canvases described in paragraph 3 were partially
                                inspired by the image of clothes drying on a line (lines 43–44), but this doesn’t
                                mean that Gilliam saw “real-life images” as a requirement.
                            

                            (C) is a 180. Gilliam’s contemporaries were preoccupied with addressing political issues,
                                and it’s this preoccupation that Gilliam reacted against.
                            

                            (E) is also a 180. Gilliam refused to conform to the public’s expectations (lines 36–39).
                            

                        

                        
                            	
                                
                                    Passage 2—Online Gaming and the Virtual Economy

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	Q#
                                                    	Question type
                                                    	Correct
                                                    	Difficulty
                                                

                                            
                                            
                                                
                                                    	7
                                                    	Global
                                                    	B
                                                    	★
                                                

                                                
                                                    	8
                                                    	Inference
                                                    	B
                                                    	★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	9
                                                    	Inference
                                                    	C
                                                    	★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	10
                                                    	Logic Reasoning (Parallel Reasoning)
                                                    	D
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	11
                                                    	Inference
                                                    	A
                                                    	★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	12
                                                    	Logic Reasoning (Method of Argument)
                                                    	A
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	13
                                                    	Detail
                                                    	D
                                                    	★★★★

                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                    

                                    Step 1: Read the Passage Strategically

                                    Sample Roadmap

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	line #
                                                    	Keyword/phrase
                                                    	¶ Margin notes
                                                

                                            
                                            
                                                
                                                    	
                                                        Passage A

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                         

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                         

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	
                                                        1-5

                                                    
                                                    	


                                                    
                                                    	Multiplayer online games popular

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	
                                                        7

                                                        8

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        noticed

                                                        curious

                                                    
                                                    	Castronova discovers economy 

                                                        within game 

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	
                                                        13

                                                        14

                                                    
                                                    	even more interesting

                                                    
                                                    	


                                                        

                                                        Further discovery: auctions

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	
                                                        18

                                                        19

                                                        23

                                                        25

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        recognized . . . shock

                                                        !

                                                        Moreover . . . since

                                                        in effect

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        Auctions – currency trading

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        Virtual converted to real

                                                        

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	Passage B
                                                    	


                                                    
                                                    	


                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	
                                                        26

                                                        27

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        28

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        30

                                                        32

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        34

                                                        35

                                                        36

                                                        37

                                                        39

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        prohibit

                                                        but

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        encourage . . . 

                                                        for example

                                                        Although . . . seems

                                                        should

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        ?

                                                        ?

                                                        ?

                                                        important . . . given

                                                        given

                                                    
                                                    	
                                                        

                                                        

                                                        Some games encourage 

                                                        real trade

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        

                                                        Should virtual items be taxed? 

                                                        Qs raised
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                                    Discussion

                                    Passage A begins by introducing the world of multiplayer online gaming. Paragraph
                                        1 details some of the activities gamers undertake. Paragraph 2 introduces an economist,
                                        Edward Castronova, who made a discovery while playing one such online game. The players
                                        had created their own economy. In paragraph 3, the author shares another of Castronova’s
                                        discoveries: Players were taking their possessions from the virtual economy and auctioning
                                        them off in the real economy. By participating in the activities of the game—killing
                                        monsters, skinning animals—the players were creating commodities and, by extension,
                                        generating wealth.
                                    

                                    Passage B begins by saying that some online games encourage real-world trade of virtual
                                        items by granting intellectual property rights. Paragraph 2 of the passage gets into
                                        the issue raised by this trade. How should tax law respond to the trade of virtual
                                        items within the world of an online game? LSAT passages rarely ask rhetorical questions,
                                        so not surprisingly, the author of passage B spends paragraph 3 detailing the answers:
                                        Property acquired in a virtual online gaming world should not be taxed, even when
                                        it’s traded for other virtual property. The last paragraph draws a contrast, though,
                                        with virtual property that gets traded for money in the real world. The author feels
                                        that such trades are subject to taxation, lest a tax shelter be created.
                                    

                                    The Topic of both passages is multiplayer online games, but as is common in Comparative Reading,
                                        the passages diverge with respect to Scope. The Scope of passage A is the new economic activity generated by the players, and the Scope of passage B is the taxing of virtual property within these online games. The Purpose of passage A is to describe the discovery Castronova made of the currency trading
                                        within the games, and its Main Idea is that Castronova discovered a form of currency trading within the virtual world
                                        of online gaming.
                                    

                                    As for passage B, its Purpose is to describe and offer solutions to an issue with trading in virtual property.
                                        The Main Idea is that virtual property that stays within the world of the game should be exempt
                                        from taxation, but that when the property is traded for real money, then it should
                                        be subject to taxation.
                                    

                                    When you’re tackling Comparative Reading, always finish Step 1 by determining the relationship between the passages—the questions are sure to focus
                                        on this relationship. Here, the relationship is that passage A recounts the discovery
                                        of a new economic phenomenon, and passage B deals with a practical legal issue arising
                                        from that phenomenon.
                                    

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
7. (B) Global
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            Any question asking for an appropriate title for a passage is a Global question.

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            Instead of rereading specific parts of the text, use the work you did in Step 1—namely
                                Topic and Scope—to predict your answer.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Passage A concerns Castronova’s discoveries in the online gaming world. Passage B
                                concerns the tax ramifications of trading in virtual items. The correct answer will
                                reflect these Scopes.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) is therefore correct.
                            

                            (A) misrepresents passage A. All you know about Castronova from passage A is what he
                                discovered through playing online games; his own “economic theories” are never discussed.
                            

                            (C) is also Outside the Scope of passage A. Nothing in passage A indicates that multiplayer
                                online games have grown at all, much less that that growth was surprising.
                            

                            (D) overemphasizes the last few lines of each passage. Lines 20–22 say that online gamers
                                are making money, but passage A does not provide a process to make money in online
                                games. Lines 56–58 say that the passage’s approach doesn’t create a tax shelter, but
                                passage B doesn’t target tax shelters overall.
                            

                            (E) is a Distortion. The economic activity Castronova observed was recognizable as currency
                                trading, so it can’t be said that it was a brand new paradigm. Passage B does say
                                that tax revenues are a factor in questions about taxation, but the aim of passage
                                B is not to highlight the revenue that could be made from taxing virtual property.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
8. (B) Inference
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is an Inference question because it asks you to determine what certain phrases
                                refer to and, in this case, combine references from both passages to get to your answer.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            Lines 24 and 49 are relevant, but you must read around these lines for context, so
                                you can see how the authors are using these particular references.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Skinning animals in the virtual game and pulling fish from a real ocean are both activities
                                requiring effort on one’s part. The only difference is that the animal skins are then
                                sold for virtual currency, but the fish are presumably then sold in the real world.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (B) is therefore correct. “Skinning animals” (the former) is discussed virtually, whereas
                                as “fish pulled from the ocean” (the latter) is discussed in the real world.
                            

                            (A) is Half-Right/Half-Wrong. Passage A says that skinning animals in the virtual world
                                is, in effect, creating wealth, but passage B doesn’t say that pulling fish from the
                                ocean is not a wealth-generating activity.
                            

                            (C) is a Distortion. Passage B indicates that acquiring fish from the ocean should not be taxed, but the sale of fish should be taxed (lines 49–50). Likewise, the author of B thinks actions in an online game
                                like “skinning animals” also should not be taxed if they remain in-game, but should be taxed if they are sold for real currency (lines 52–53). So, the author of B treats
                                the two activities the same.
                            

                            (D), like (C), treats the actual fish and the virtual animal pelts as different. The author of
                                B believes neither should be taxed until they are actually sold for real currency.
                            

                            (E) is Half-Right/Half-Wrong. Passage A says that skinning animals is one way to create
                                wealth in the online game sphere, but passage B mentions fish from the ocean as real
                                property that is taxed upon sale in the real world. So, the fish example is not a
                                way for gameplayers to create wealth.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
9. (C) Inference
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is an Inference question because it asks about the authors’ attitudes toward
                                something discussed in the passages.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            When asked about an author’s attitude, skim the passage for any emphasis/opinion Keywords
                                that you identified in your Roadmap.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Passage A contains Keywords such as curious (line 8), interesting (line 13), and shock (line 18). These kinds of words are not present in passage B, whose tone is much
                                more scholarly and detached. The correct answer should reflect this difference in
                                tone.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (C) is correct.
                            

                            (A) is a 180. No criticism or apprehension is displayed in ­passage A.
                            

                            (B) is unsupported. The tone of passage A is, if anything, colloquial. And there’s nothing
                                that passage A dismisses.
                            

                            (D) is a Distortion. Passage A does call one of Castronova’s discoveries curious (line 8), but passage A’s fascination with virtual commerce is clear; the author
                                is not undecided.
                            

                            (E) is Half-Right/Half-Wrong. Passage A certainly seems enthusiastic (see the exclamation
                                point in line 19), but no skepticism is indicated anywhere.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
10. (D) Logic Reasoning (Parallel Reasoning)
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “most analogous to” signals a Parallel Reasoning question.

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            This question focuses on the more global relationship between the passages, so instead
                                of reading specific lines, use your work from Step 1 to help you predict your answer.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            The relationship between the passages is that passage A recounts the discovery of
                                an economic phenomenon and passage B makes a recommendation for the response of tax
                                law to that phenomenon. The correct answer will be consistent with this relationship.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is parallel. The creation of a new species is analogous to the creation of wealth
                                in passage A, and the application of patent law is analogous to passage B’s application
                                of tax law.
                            

                            (A) isn’t parallel because the first title discusses artificial intelligence in general,
                                while the second title is specific to robots. Also, the application of human psychology
                                in the second title isn’t directly analogous to passage B’s legal analysis.
                            

                            (B) is wrong because the first title has nothing parallel to passage A’s focus on a new
                                discovery.
                            

                            (C) is Half-Right/Half-Wrong. The first title does reflect Castronova’s discovery, but
                                the second title suggests that passage B is about a debate between economists over
                                whether or not the trading between players constitutes real economic activity. That’s
                                not the focus of passage B.
                            

                            (E) might be tempting because it deals with taxation, but it mischaracterizes passage
                                A. The author of A does not say anything that would classify him as a renegade. Also, nothing about passage B suggests that the tax proposal discussed is unorthodox.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
11. (A) Inference
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is an Inference question because you have to infer the likely sources of the passages based on their content.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            This Inference question has a Global feel to it, so instead of researching specific
                                lines, get a handle on the overall tone and content of each passage.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Based on the tone and style of passage A, it seems to have been taken from a layperson’s magazine or journal—there isn’t any technical jargon or economic theory. As for passage B, the focus is on the legal implications of virtual intellectual property in online gaming. Passage B appears to have a more narrow audience.

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) is a match for this prediction.
                            

                            (B) is a 180. There’s no technical economic content in passage A. Additionally, passage
                                B’s discussion of tax policy is likely too narrow for a general audience.
                            

                            (C) is also a 180. It’s arguable that although passage B is focused on tax law, it may
                                appear in a journal of economics. However, passage A is nonfiction, so it wouldn’t
                                appear in a science-fiction novel.
                            

                            (D) is Outside the Scope of passage A, which doesn’t touch on any legal topics. And passage
                                B explicitly refers to itself as an article (line 44), so it must not be a speech.
                            

                            (E) is Outside the Scope of both passages. Passage A contains no legislative content.
                                Passage B has no fictional content.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
12. (A) Logic Reasoning (Method of Argument)
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This question stem asks for the relationship between the two passages, so it’s structured
                                like a Method of Argument question. You need to determine what each passage does in
                                relation to the other.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            There’s no specific place to research the answer. Instead, use your work from Step
                                1 to predict your answer.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Passage A describes Castronova’s discovery about the economic activity of online gamers,
                                and passage B advocates for a tax policy in response to that economic activity.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) is therefore correct.
                            

                            (B) is Outside the Scope of passage A. None of Castronova’s theories are discussed; only
                                his observations are described.
                            

                            (C) is a Distortion. Even if you characterize the online gaming community from passage
                                A as a subculture, passage B is not discussing how hard it is to police these gamers. Passage B just offers a way to tax the sale of items
                                within the gaming community.
                            

                            (D) is a Distortion. Passage A doesn’t have a negative tone or point of view that challenges anything, and it doesn’t provide any interpretations for passage B to respond to.
                            

                            (E) misrepresents passage B. Passage B doesn’t discuss theory; it proposes a practical
                                solution to the challenge of t­axing virtual economic activity.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
13. (D) Detail
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is a Detail question because it asks what is true “based on the passage.” The
                                correct answer will be stated or paraphrased rather than implied.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            Don’t assume that the right answer will come only from line 54. The answer can come
                                from anywhere in passage B where the author gives characteristics of these games.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Around line 54, the author says that sales of virtual items for real currency within
                                intentionally commodified games should be taxed. But don’t forget the first paragraph,
                                where the author mentions that some online games encourage “real-world trade in virtual
                                items” (line 27). These games grant “participants intellectual property rights in
                                their creations” (lines 28–29). That sounds like intentional commodification.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is therefore correct.
                            

                            (A) is a 180. These online games allow selling virtual items for real currency, not the other way around.
                            

                            (B) is Outside the Scope, as it is not mentioned in either passage.
                            

                            (C) isn’t mentioned in passage B, but rather in passage A (lines 11–12).
                            

                            (E) is a Distortion. The exchanges that occur in these games are those of virtual items
                                for real currency, not virtual for virtual.
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                                    Discussion

                                    The passage begins by introducing the belief of “some people” regarding humans capable
                                        of superior performance in their fields of endeavor—they were born that way. Whenever
                                        an LSAT author offers the belief of “some people,” look for someone else (whether
                                        it’s the author or another person mentioned later) to give an alternate viewpoint.
                                        For now, though, the author just introduces some psychologists who support the innate-talent
                                        hypothesis and their evidence. By now the Topic (superior performance) and the Scope (whether innate talent accounts for it) should become clear.
                                    

                                    The author uses the contrast Keyword however right away in line 17, which hints at his or her own view. The innate-talent theory
                                        was developed without the benefit of substantive research into superior performance.
                                        This research, once done, actually casts doubt on the innate-talent hypothesis, suggesting
                                        that acquired skills and adaptations are more important factors. Supporting examples
                                        are then given from the worlds of athletics and chess.
                                    

                                    Further support for the acquired-skills hypothesis comes in paragraph 3, where the
                                        author points out that most performers who achieve elite status as adults began with
                                        intensive instruction and training in early childhood. The author then cites more
                                        research results—even those anatomical characteristics that may have seemed innate
                                        probably developed from intense training. So, the author’s Purpose is to challenge the idea that superior performance is due primarily to differences
                                        in innate talent.
                                    

                                    This author kindly opens paragraph 4 reiterating what emerges as the passage’s Main Idea: Recent research suggests that the superior performance of certain athletes, musicians,
                                        and chess players should be attributed to acquired skills and adaptations rather than
                                        to innate talent. The passage then ends by pointing out that because people’s interest
                                        and desire sustains the intense training that feeds their high performance, such desire
                                        might be a better indicator of future high performance than is innate talent.
                                    

                                

                            

                        

                    

                    	
14. (D) Global
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            Any question asking you to determine the “main point of the passage” is a Global question.

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            Instead of researching, use your Big Picture understanding from Step 1 to form your
                                prediction.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            The Main Idea of the passage is that high performance in various fields of human endeavor
                                should be attributed more to the skills acquired through intense training than to
                                innate talent. This idea is stated almost verbatim in lines 23–27, but don’t always
                                count on LSAT authors to be this generous.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is therefore correct.
                            

                            (A) is a Faulty Use of Detail. Although the alteration of physical characteristics is
                                discussed in lines 45–50, that detail misses the primary Purpose of the passage, which
                                was to offer an alternative explanation for extraordinary performance. The idea of
                                performance isn’t mentioned at all in (A).
                            

                            (B) is Extreme. The passage isn’t arguing that anyone can become an exceptional performer through sustained intense training, but rather
                                that such training plays an important role in exceptional performance.
                            

                            (C) is also Extreme. The research cited by the author doesn’t show innate characteristics
                                to be irrelevant to differences in performance. In fact, the author mentions “that level of talent common to all reasonably competent performers” (lines 55–56).
                            

                            (E) is a Distortion. The passage doesn’t say that the recent research has caused psychologists
                                to revise their theories about the role of innate talent. The author never mentions
                                these psychologists beyond paragraph 1.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
15. (E) Logic Function
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is a Logic Function question because it asks for the “­primary function” of the
                                final paragraph.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            When a Logic Function question asks about the purpose of a whole paragraph, use your
                                Roadmap to help you predict the answer.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            The author spends the first half of paragraph 4 discussing what the research evidence
                                suggests and spends the second half discussing the factors that might be better predictive
                                indicators of outstanding performance.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (E) is a match of the prediction.
                            

                            (A) is Outside the Scope due to the phrase “proposals for educational reform.” The author
                                doesn’t advocate for any policy changes based on the research cited.
                            

                            (B) is unsupported. No contradictory consequences are given in the last paragraph. The
                                author uses the paragraph merely to extend the argument.
                            

                            (C) is a Distortion. Paragraph 4 doesn’t recount or discuss any evidence; it discusses
                                implications of the evidence. Furthermore, (C) is Outside the Scope because the author doesn’t recommend any areas for future research.
                            

                            (D) is Outside the Scope because the author doesn’t introduce any potential objections
                                to his or her view.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
16. (A) Inference
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is an Inference question because it asks for what could “most reasonably be inferred”
                                from the passage.
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            Without a clear content clue from the question stem, there’s no specific part of the
                                passage to research. Any of the author’s statements are fair game.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Instead of trying to predict all of the valid inferences that can be drawn from the
                                passage, go straight to the answer choices. The correct answer is the one that must be true based on the passage. You should be able to find direct textual support for
                                the answer you want to select.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) is entirely consistent with the author’s Main Idea. The beginning of paragraph 4,
                                for example, says that the difference between good and outstanding performance can
                                be accounted for by extended intense training. Therefore, we couldn’t know for sure
                                whether a superior performer was “born that way” or just trained hard for many years.
                            

                            (B) goes wrong when it places emphasis on “the highest level of innate talent.” The author
                                doesn’t say that exceptional innate talent and intense training are necessary for high performance. In fact, lines 55–57 contradict
                                this.
                            

                            (C) is a 180. The author never introduces a field of human endeavor for which exceptional
                                innate talent is a requirement for superior performance. The entire passage is set
                                up to debunk that idea.
                            

                            (D) goes Outside the Scope. The author doesn’t weigh in on whether exceptional innate
                                talent detracts from superior performance. The author’s point is simply that other
                                factors may be more important contributors to performance than innate talent.
                            

                            (E) is Extreme. The author doesn’t set out to demonstrate that innate talent plays no
                                role whatsoever.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
17. (A) Detail
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            This is a Detail question because it begins with the direct, categorical phrase “which
                                one of the following does the passage say.”
                            

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            Read closely for content clues so that your research can be as focused and efficient
                                as possible. Intense practice (or training) is discussed in paragraphs 3 and 4, but
                                the elements necessary for keeping up that practice are mentioned in paragraph 4.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            In lines 58–59, the author says that “sustained intense training usually depends on
                                an appropriate level of interest and desire.” The correct answer will either restate
                                or paraphrase this.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (A) contains the exact two words of the prediction.
                            

                            (B) is Outside the Scope. The passage doesn’t mention ­emotional support from other people.
                            

                            (C) is a Distortion. Paragraph 3 suggests that beginning instruction at an early age
                                helps superior performers circumvent normal limits on ability, but nothing indicates
                                that these performers can’t keep up a regimen of training if they don’t start by a
                                certain age.
                            

                            (D) is also Outside the Scope. The passage never mentions leisure time.
                            

                            (E) may be a reasonable thing to assume, but it is also never stated in the passage.
                            

                        

                    

                    	
18. (C) Global
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            Any question asking you to identify the author’s “main purpose” is a Global question.

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            The research necessary for a Global question doesn’t involve rereading the passage;
                                it involves consulting your Big Picture understanding of the passage from Step 1.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            The author’s Purpose is to demonstrate, with recent research, that superior performance
                                doesn’t derive from innate talent as much as it does from intense training.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (C) is a match, even though it’s stated in more abstract terms. The “certain views” on
                                earlier research were that innate ability was largely determinative of superior performance.
                                The author argues those views are not applicable “to a particular class of cases,”
                                which include activities such as music, chess, and some athletics (lines 1–2).
                            

                            (A) is Outside the Scope. There is no “revised theoretical model” in the passage, and
                                what cases do appear in the passage (those of superior performers) aren’t characterized as problematic by the author.
                            

                            (B) is a Distortion. The evidence that was cited to support the innate-talent theory
                                is different from the evidence the author cites to support the training-adaptation
                                theory. Lines 19–23 compare the two sources of evidence.
                            

                            (D) is Outside the Scope. The author never introduces possible objections to his or her
                                theory, much less defending the theory against those objections.
                            

                            (E) mentions “a set of . . . abstract theoretical postulations,” which are never discussed
                                in the passage. Also, the body of research data cited by the author in support of
                                the Main Idea is called “recent” multiple times, not “long-standing.”
                            

                        

                    

                    	
19. (D) Detail
                        
                            Step 2: Identify the Question Type

                            The phrase “the passage says” makes this a Detail question.

                            Step 3: Research the Relevant Text

                            According to the Roadmap, chess players (and their memory) are discussed in detail
                                in lines 32–35.
                            

                            Step 4: Make a Prediction

                            Here, you can actually use a little Formal Logic to predict the answer. Lines 32–35
                                say that outstanding “chess players have exceptional memory for chess piece configurations,
                                but only if those configurations are typical of chess games.” That must mean that
                                if a configuration is not typical of chess pieces, then superior chess players would
                                not demonstrate memory skills that are any better than those of any other player.
                            

                            Step 5: Evaluate the Answer Choices

                            (D) is therefore correct. A configuration is nothing but an arrangement.
                            

                            (A) is Outside the Scope. Sequences of moves aren’t ­mentioned anywhere in the passage.
                            

                            (B), like (A), is also Outside the Scope because sequences of moves are never discussed in the
                                passage.
                            

                            (C) is Outside the Scope. The difficulty of chess games isn’t cited as a factor in chess
                                players’ memory skills.
                            

                            (E) is not mentioned. The author never says how superior chess players perform in the
                                absence of competition.
                            

                        

                        
                            	
                                
                                    Passage 4—The Science Behind Mirror Images

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    	Q#
                                                    	Question type
                                                    	Correct
                                                    	Difficulty
                                                

                                            
                                            
                                                
                                                    	20
                                                    	Global
                                                    	A
                                                    	★★★
                                                

                                                
                                                    	21
                                                    	Detail
                                                    	B
                                                    	★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	22
                                                    	Detail
                                                    	B
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	23
                                                    	Inference
                                                    	E
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	24
                                                    	Global
                                                    	D
                                                    	★★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	25
                                                    	Inference
                                                    	C
                                                    	★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	26
                                                    	Inference
                                                    	B
                                                    	★★★

                                                    
                                                

                                                
                                                    	27
                                                    	Logic Function
                                                    	C
                                                    	★★★
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