
Welcome	to	the	workbook!

• This	workbook	is	intended	to	be	read	along	
with	the	video.	I’ve	tried	to	include	anything	
not	included	in	the	video.	You’ll	also	find	
exercises	not	included	in	the	videos.	Take	your	
time	to	do	them	before	we	move	on.	For	this	
lesson,	you	also	need	your	June	2007	Prep	
Test	on	hand.	Let’s	get	started!



Your	first	prep	test	

• Don’t	worry	too	much	about	your	score.	It’s	
just	a	baseline	to	see	how	much	you	need	to	
improve	to	get	the	score	you	want.	As	you	can	
see	in	the	video,	even	slight	improvements	in	
your	raw	score	(the	number	of	questions	you	
get	right)	can	lead	to	dramatic	improvements	
in	your	percentile	(the	percentage	of	students	
that	have	a	lower	score	than	you).	



Lesson	Two:	Logical	Reasoning

• So	let’s	get	started	with	Logical	Reasoning.	
Here’s	a	question	from	your	recent	test:

• June	2007,	Section	II,	#21
• I	think	that	you	should	read	the	passage,	not	
the	question,	first.	I	feel	that	one	becomes	a	
better	reader	and	analyzer	of	arguments	this	
way.	Others	might	disagree,	and	ultimately,	it’s	
up	to	you	to	decide	what	method	is	best	for	
you.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21
• The	first	step	is	to	understand	that	this	is	a	poor	
argument.	Even	if	we	are	convinced	by	the	reasoning,	
the	questions	asks	us	for	where	the	argument	is	“most	
vulnerable	to	criticism”	implying	that	the	LSAT	thinks	
this	is	a	bad	argument.	

• It	is	an	oversimplification	to	say	that	“the	LSAT	thinks.”	
The	LSAT	questions	are	written	by	thousands	of	
individual	authors.	But	as	we	shall	see,	these	
thousands	of	authors	produce	questions	that	all	
“think”	roughly	the	same	way.		If	we	can	learn	more	
about	this	kind	of	thinking,	we’ll	be	well	on	our	way	to	
mastering	the	test.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• So	the	LSAT	thinks	this	argument	is	a	bad	one?	
Why?	Because	the	evidence	does	not	fully	
support	the	conclusion.	On	the	LSAT,	we	almost	
never	get	to	the	right	answer	by	doubting	the	
evidence.	It	might	be	true	that	the	Driver	has	
done	some	poor	research	and	that	accident	rates	
are	really	not	lower	for	minivans,	but	on	the	LSAT,	
we	accept	the	evidence,	yet	doubt	the	
conclusion.	So	we	accept	that	minivans	have	
lower	accident	rates	than	sports	cars,	but	we	
doubt	that	changing	cars	would	cause	the	Driver	
to	drive	more	safely.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• It	is	a	pretty	silly	conclusion,	so	it’s	not	hard	to	
see	that	it	is	flawed	in	some	major	way.	Most	
of	us	realize	that	it’s	not	the	kind	of	car,	but	
the	driver,	who	is	responsible	for	driving	safely	
or	recklessly.	But	the	difficult	part	of	the	LSAT	
is	translating	our	gut	response	that	the	
argument	is	poor	into	a	correct	answer.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• So	we	are	asked	to	choose	an	answer	that	tells	
us	where	the	argument	is	at	its	most	
vulnerable.	So	we	have	to	ask	ourselves,	what	
did	this	argument	do?	It	gave	evidence	that	
minivans	have	lower	accident	rates	than	
sports	cars.	It	concluded	that	a	minivan	would	
cause	the	driver	to	drive	more	safely.	Clearly,	
then,	there	is	some	kind	of	cause	and	effect	
error	here.		



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21
• In	the	drivers	mind,	his	research	findings,	that	minivans	
have	a	lower	accident	rate,	proved	that	owning	a	
minivan	would	cause	him	to	drive	more	safely.	The	
driver	took	evidence	of	a	correlation	(which	is	just	a	
fancy	word	for	some	kind	of	statistical	relationship)	and	
mistakenly	concluded	that	the	relationship	was	causal.	
What’s	really	going	on	here	is	that	minivans	have	lower	
accident	rates	than	sports	cars	because	different	kinds	
of	drivers	buy	different	kinds	of	cars.	If	our	same	
reckless	driver	purchased	a	minivan,	he	probably	
would	be	just	as	likely	to	crash	it	as	he	would	a	
corvette.		Let’s	take	a	look	at	the	answer	choices:	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• A)	"infers	a	cause	from	a	mere	
correlation": correlations	are	very	common	on	
the	LSAT,	so	you	must	understand	how	they	can	
be	employed	correctly	and	incorrectly	in	order	to	
get	a	large	number	of	questions	right.	A	
correlation	is	a	statistical	relationship	that	
appears	not	to	be	merely	coincidental. There	are	
positive	correlations:	as	your	LSAT	score	
increases,	your	chances	of	getting	into	Yale	
increase.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• There	are	also	negative	correlations:	the	more	
one	exercises,	the	less	likely	it	is	that	one	will	
have	heart	disease. In	the	last	two	examples,	
it	is	clear	that	there	also	a	causal	relationship	
at	work.	We	know	that	a	high	LSAT	score	is	a	
major	factor	(a	factor	is	a	synonym	for	a	
cause)	in	getting	into	a	good	law	school,	just	
as	we	know	that	exercise	is	a	factor	in	having	a	
healthy	heart.



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• But	there	can	be	other	correlations	that	do	
not	necessarily	imply	a	causal	
relationship. Let's	say	that	we	did	a	study	that	
showed	that	vegetarians	were	more	likely	to	
live	longer	than	meat-eaters.	Such	a	study	
suggests	that	being	a	vegetarian	contributes	
to	longevity,	but	it is	also	possible	that	
vegetarians	might	engage	in	other	healthy	
behaviors	(exercise,	not	smoking,	etc)	that	are	
the	true	cause	of	their	longer	life	spans.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• “A”	states	clearly	what	the	argument	did	
incorrectly.	On	test	day,	if	we	have	done	the	
work	analyzing	the	argument	properly,	we	
could	confidently	pick	A	and	move	on.	But	for	
now	it’s	instructive	to	look	at	the	incorrect	
answers.	Also,	even	the	best	LSAT	test-takers	
will	sometimes	not	see	exactly	what	an	
argument	did	improperly,	and	so	will	have	to	
decide	between	the	competing	answer	
choices.



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• B)	“relies	on	a	sample	that	is	too	narrow.”	This	
might	be	true.	We	really	know	nothing	about	
how	extensive	the	driver’s	research	was.	But	
because	we	know	nothing	about	the	driver’s	
research	– its	sources,	the	size	of	its	sample	–
we	want	to	avoid	this	answer	choice.	It’s	
speculative,	whereas	we	have	clear	proof	that	
the	driver	definitely	committed	the	error	in	
answer	choice	A.		



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• C)	“misinterprets	evidence	that	a	result	is	likely	as	
evidence	that	a	result	is	certain.”	C	would	be	
better	if	the	argument	had	evidence	that	
minivans	DO	cause	a	majority	of	drivers	to	drive	
more	safely,	and	then	the	driver	concluded	that,	
after	purchasing	a	minivan,	he	definitely	WILL	be	
a	safer	driver.	But	C	fails	because	the	argument’s	
evidence	doesn’t	even	do	that.	It	only	establishes	
a	correlation,	and	it’s	the	leap	from	correlation	to	
causation	that	is	the	argument’s	fatal	flaw.			



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• D)	"mistakes	a	condition	sufficient	for	bringing	
about	a	result	for	a	condition	necessary	for	doing	
so“.	Sufficient/necessary	reversals	are	extremely	
common	on	the	LSAT,	so	you	need	to	be	aware	of	
them.	In	this	argument,	however,	there	are	none	
of	the	key	words	that	indicate	conditional	
reasoning.	Such	words	(all,	every,	if, when,	only,	
depends,	unless,	except,	etc.)	must	be	present	in	
order	to	declare	that	answer	choice	like	D	is	
correct. (For	a	further	discussion	of	sufficient	and	
necessary	conditions,	see	the	analysis	of	23.)



June	2007,	Section	II,	#21

• E)	"relies	on	a	source	that	is	probably	not	well-
informed": We	have	no	indication	that	the	
Driver's	sources	are	suspect.	Therefore,	it	would	
be	a	mistake	to	speculate	as	to	whether	or	not	his	
sources	are	appropriate. Actually,	attacking	the	
sources	for	an	argument's	evidence	is	usually	a	
major	LSAT	flaw.

• Let’s	look	at	another	problem	that	contains	a	bad	
argument:	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17
• The	first	step	is	analyzing	any	argument	is	identifying	the	conclusion.	The	

conclusion	is	that,	"we	should	make	the	protection	of	our	client's	
confidentiality	our	highest	priority."	Usually,	conclusions	can	be	identified	
through	conclusion	keywords.	We’ll	discuss	these	keywords	further	when	
we	get	into	Main	Points	questions	in	Lesson	4.	Although	there	are	no	
typical	conclusion	keywords	here,	 there	are	two	features	 of	the	last	
sentence	 that	indicate	it	contains	the	argument's	main	point:	

1)	"In	light	of	this	testimony"	:	this	phrase	introduces	that	last	sentence,	
and	tells	us	that	the	testimony	supports	what	follows.	

2)	"we	should	make"	:	conclusions	often	tell	us	what	the	author	thinks	we	
"should"	do. The	argument	starts	with	the	opinion	of	"computer	experts"	
which	forms	the	basis	of	a	call	to	action,	what	we	"should"	do.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17
• Words	like	 "should"	and	"ought"	do	not	describe	the	world	as	it	is;	

they	indicate	to	us	a	good	course	of	action.	Statements	that	contain	
words	such	as	these	are	called	"prescriptive"	because	they	(like	a	
doctor)	"prescribe"	what	we	ought	to	do.	You	might	also	might	hear	
them	referred	 to	as	"normative,"	because	such	statements	also	can	
be	used	to	define	what	is	proper,	"normal"	behavior.	("You	should	
brush	your	teeth	twice	a	day.")	Statements	that	merely	describe	the	
world	are	called,	simply	enough,	"descriptive.“	We’ll	talk	more	
about	this	prescriptive/descriptive	 distinction	when	we	cover	
Assumptions	in	Lesson	9	and	Principle	Questions	in	Lesson	13.	For	
now,	it’s	enough	to	know	that	prescriptive	statements	are	often	
part	of	a	conclusion,	because	a	conclusion	is	trying	to	convince	us	of	
what	we	“should”	believe	or	do.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17

• We	know	what	the	conclusion	is,	and	we	know	
it’s	a	bad	one,	because	the	question	stem	tells	us	
to	find	the	“objection”	to	which	the	argument	is	
“most	vulnerable.”	So	what	is	wrong	here?	The	
evidence	is	that	“several	computer	experts	
maintained	that	the	most	significant	threat	faced	
by	large	institutions	such	as	universities	and	
hospitals	is	unauthorized	access	to	confidential	
data.”	So	why	is	wrong	for	a	hospital	executive	to	
conclude	that	“we	should	make	the	protection	of	
our	clients’	confidentiality	our	highest	priority”?	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17

• Well,	let’s	think	about	this	is	the	simplest	terms	
possible:	what	do	you	think	should	be	a	hospital’s	
highest	priority?	I	don’t	know	about	you,	but	
when	I	go	to	a	hospital,	I’m	most	concerned	with	
leaving	alive,	and	a	more	minor	concern	might	be	
my	private	information	being	hacked	by	Wikileaks
or	News	Corporation.	Also,	it’s	odd	that	the	
hospital	executive	would	only	seek	the	opinion	of	
a	computer	expert.	Wouldn’t	it	also	be	
worthwhile	to	consult	the	opinions	of	doctors,	
nurses,	patients,	and,	heaven	forbid,	maybe	even	
lawyers?	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17
• Let’s	look	at	the	answer	choices:	
• A)	“The	argument	confuses	the	causes	of	a	problem	
with	the	appropriate	solutions	to	a	problem.”	This	
choice	doesn’t	seem	to	apply	at	all.	The	“causes”	of	
unauthorized	access	are	not	discussed.	This	kind	of	
choice	might	be	tempting	for	some	students,	because	
they	don’t	get	it,	and	feel	that	the	LSAT	is	trying	to	play	
a	trick	on	them.	Usually,	if	you	don’t	understand	a	
choice,	yet	you	understand	all	the	words	in	the	choice,	
the	choice	is	meaningless	in	the	context	of	the	
argument	and	therefore	incorrect.	Don’t	even	let	
yourself	get	bullied	by	a	choice:	if	you	don’t	get	it,	it’s	
probably	not	you	that’s	wrong,	but	the	choice	itself.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17

• B)	“The	argument	relies	on	the	testimony	of	
experts	whose	expertise	is	not	shown	to	be	
sufficiently	broad	to	support	their	general	
claim.”	This	is	the	correct	answer	choice,	and	
all	it’s	really	saying	is	that	these	computer	
experts	(unless	we	were	told	that	they	are	
also	doctors,	or	nurses,	or	patients,	or	
lawyers),	don’t	have	the	knowledge	to	decide	
what	should	be	the	highest	priority	for	a	
hospital.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17

• C)	“The	argument	assumes	that	a	correlation	
between	two	phenomena	is	evidence	that	one	
is	the	cause	of	the	other.”	This	is	the	same	
flaw	from	the	previous	question,	it	was	correct	
then,	but	it’s	wrong	here.	I	hope	you	can	see	
how	learning	the	common	LSAT	flaws	can	
really	help	your	performance	on	Logical	
Reasoning.	We’ll	discuss	this	further	in	Lesson	
8.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17
• D)	“The	argument	draws	a	general	conclusion	about	a	

group	based	on	data	about	an	unrepresentative	sample	of	
that	group.”	This	choice	is	similar	to	B	from	the	previous	
question,	the	answer	choice	that	said	that	the	Driver’s	
research	was	based	on	too	narrow	a	sample.	While	this	can	
be	the	flaw	on	a	Logical	Reasoning	question,	there	is	
usually	specific	evidence	that	the	sample	is	too	small	or	
drawn	from	a	part	of	a	group	that	probably	does	not	speak	
for	the	whole.	Perhaps	these	computer	experts	are	
particularly	crazy.	But	even	if	ALL	computer	experts	
everywhere	agreed	that	protecting	confidentiality	should	
be	the	highest	priority,	their	expertise	would	not	be	wide	
enough	to	dictate	what	a	large,	complex	institution	like	a	
hospital	should	do.	



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17

• E)	“The	argument	infers	that	a	property	
belonging	to	large	institutions	belongs	to	all	
institutions.”	The	argument	never	makes	a	
leap	from	large	institutions	to	all	institutions,	
so	this	choice	is	clearly	incorrect.			



June	2007,	Section	II,	#17
• You	may	have	noticed	that	I	relied	a	bit	on	common	
sense	earlier.	Those	of	you	who	have	taken	another	
LSAT	course	might	object:	“My	teacher	told	me	that	
common	sense	plays	no	roll	on	the	LSAT,	that	the	real	
world	doesn’t	matter,	that	only	the	passage	is	real.”	
Well,	that’s	just	not	true.	If	we	weren’t	able	to	use	our	
common	sense	realization	that	a	hospital	has	more	
important	things	to	worry	about	than	hiding	a	patient’s	
private	information,	we	would	probably	find	that	
question	much	more	difficult.	You	don’t	have	to	take	
my	word	for	it.	Let’s	see	what	the	LSAT	authors	have	to	
say:	



Logical	Reasoning	Instructions



Logical	Reasoning	Instructions

• The	passage	trumps	any	outside	knowledge.	
But	you	can	use	common	sense	on	the	LSAT,	
let’s	just	make	sure	that	it	is	good	common	
sense.	Part	of	learning	the	LSAT	is	learning	
how	to	refine	your	thinking	so	your	own	
intuitive	reasoning	becomes	more	precise	and	
more	powerful.	Now	let’s	tackle	another	
question.	



June	2007,	Sec	III,	#25
• The	conclusion	is	introduced	by	conclusion	key	word,	
“hence.”	We’ll	say	more	about	conclusion	key	words	
when	we	discuss	Main	Point	questions	in	Lesson	4.	The	
conclusion	is	“the	anthropologists’	claim	is	false.”	So	
what	was	that	that	claim?	The	argument	begins	with	
that	claim,	“Some	anthropologists	argue….”.	This	
argument	structure	is	very	common:	the	argument	
begins	with	a	claim	about	what	“some	people	think,”	
concludes	that	this	claim	is	false.	So	really,	the	
conclusion	is	that	“the	human	species	could	not	have	
survived	prehistoric	times	if	the	species	had	not	
evolved	the	ability	to	cope	with	diverse	natural	
environments”	is	false.	What	is	the	evidence	for	this?	



June	2007,	Sec	III,	#25

• The	evidence	is	of	one	species,	
Australopithecus	Afarensis,	which	had	had	
such	an	ability	to	cope	with	diverse	
environments,	but	did	not	survive.	So	why	is	
this	evidence	not	enough	to	prove	the	
conclusion	is	true?	Because	it	is	still	possible	
that	humans	NEEDED	the	ability	to	survive	in	
diverse	environments,	even	if	such	an	ability	is	
not	enough	to	guarantee	survival.	Let’s	now	
take	a	look	at	the	answer	choices.	



June	2007,	Sec	III,	#25

• A)	This	is	the	correct	answer.	The	language	might	
be	confusing,	but	all	it	is	saying	is	that	the	
argument	confuses	a	condition	that	is	required	
(“necessary”),	i.e.,	the	ability	to	cope	with	diverse	
environments,	with	one	that	is	enough	to	ensure	
survival	(“sufficient”).	The	anthropologists	
claimed	that	such	an	ability	was	necessary.	The	
argument	claimed	that	such	an	ability	was	not	
sufficient,	because	Australopithecus	Afarensis
became	extinct,	and	so	the	anthropologists	were	
wrong.	Let’s	think	of	a	similarly	flawed	argument:	



June	2007,	Sec	III,	#25
• David:	Water	is	necessary	for	survival.	
• Sean:	No	it’s	not.	My	uncle	Shamus	had	plenty	of	water,	

and	he	still	died.	
• It’s	clear	here	that	David	was	not	saying	that	water	is	

sufficient,	that	it	guarantees	survival.	His	claim	was	that	it	
was	necessary.	Sean’s	argument	fails	because	in	giving	an	
example	that	proves	that	water	is	not	sufficient,	he	has	
done	nothing	to	disprove	David.	This	argument	is	analogous	
to	that	in	#25,	because	the	arguer	did	nothing	to	disprove	
the	anthropologists’	claim.	The	arguer	only	showed	that	an	
ability	to	cope	with	diverse	environments	is	not	sufficient,	
so	it	is	incorrect	to	say	that	the	anthropologists	are	
“wrong”	



June	2007,	Sec	III,	#25

• This	question	introduced	the	theme	of	
sufficient	and	necessary	conditions,	which	is	
the	one	of	most	important	and	difficult	topics	
in	LSAT	prep.	But	before	we	discuss	this	topic	
further,	let’s	take	a	quick	look	at	the	other	
answer	choices.	



June	2007,	Sec	III,	#25

• B)	This	choice	mentions	a	“related	extinct	
species”	but	there	is	no	specific	species	
mentioned	other	than	Austalopithecus
afarensis.	So	this	choice	must	be	incorrect.			

• C)	This	choice	mentions	a	species	that	
survived,	but	all	that	is	mentioned	in	the	
argument	is	a	species	that	went	extinct.	So	
this	is	clearly	incorrect.	



• D)	This	choice	is	kind	of	interesting,	because	
clearly	the	arguer	“failed	to	consider”	lots	of	
factors	that	might	have	led	to	Austalopithecus
afarensis’ extinction.		So	it’s	tempting.	But	
when	choosing	the	argument’s	most	
vulnerable	weakness,	we	should	first	focus	on	
what	the	argument	actually	did,	rather	than	
what	it	failed	to	do.	The	most	serious	error	is	
the	confusion	of	sufficient	and	necessary	
conditions,	so	A	remains	a	better	choice.	



June	2007,	Sec	III,	#25

• E)	describes	a	cause	and	effect	error.	But	this	
argument	doesn’t	deal	with	cause	and	effect.	
It	never	tells	us	why	A.A.	went	extinct.	So	this	
choice	doesn’t	apply	to	this	argument	and	is	
therefore	incorrect.	



Conditional	Reasoning

• Now	let’s	discuss	more	deeply	one	of	the	most	
vexing	topics	for	LSAT	students,	conditional	
reasoning,	which	involves	the	diagramming	of	
sufficient	and	necessary	conditions.	


