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Here, you have an examination of the types of questions asked in the Logical 
Reasoning section. In this document, you’ll find:  

	 1.	 The wording the test writers use to ask each type of question.  

	 2.	 Attack plans for dealing with questions.  

	 3.	 Test patterns that will help you recognize good (and sometimes also 
bad) answer choices.  

	 4.	 Principles of logic that underlie the reasoning behind right answers.  

We hope you find it delicious and helpful.  

Godspeed,  

D 
 
On Behalf of Your Pals at Velocity  
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Inference Questions 

How they’ll ask: 

Which of the following is most strongly supported by the information above? 

If the statements above are true, which one of the following must also be true on the 
basis of them? 

Which of the following can be properly concluded [or properly inferred] from the 
statements above? 

Which of the following follows logically from the information above? 

Which one of the following judgments most closely conforms to the principle stated 
above? 

 

In order to proceed, let’s first codify the foregoing in the form of our very first First 
Principle (honestly, now – were there too many firsts in that sentence?). 

First Principle:  The Proof Principle 

The Proof Principle states that, in order for a claim to be successful, it must be 
completely entailed by the evidence offered in its support.  In other words, a claim is 

Definition 

Inference: n. Any claim that is proved by a given 
body of evidence.   

Usage:  If all murky yellow liquids taste like 
chicken, and chicken is tasty, then since this bottle 
contains only murky yellow liquids, one inference 
we can draw is that the contents of this bottle are 
tasty.   

See also: Must be True; Properly Concluded/
Inferred; Follows Logically 



proved if it derives from true evidence and if there’s absolutely no way that it could 
be false. 

Attack Plan 

For Inference Questions, ask yourself this question: 

	 What does the information in this argument prove? 

 

All wrong answer choices to any and all Inference Questions are wrong for just one 
reason—the passage doesn’t prove that they’re true. The only correct answer to an 
Inference question is the one answer choice that the argument proves beyond any 
shadow of doubt.  The correct answer must be true. If we can’t prove it, it isn’t the 
answer. 

Definition 

Load-Bearing Language: n. Words used on the 
LSAT that can bear the burden of proof. 
Conditional language and superlatives: language 
that indicates unchanging, necessary relationships 
between elements.  

Examples include, but are not limited to, the words: 
All; Any; Only; Always; Never, and; None.  

Usage:  If all murky yellow liquids taste like 
chicken, and chicken is tasty, then since this bottle 
contains only murky yellow liquids, one inference 
we can draw is that the contents of this bottle are 
tasty.   

See also: Conditional Language; Necessary 
Conditions



The Arkansas Four-Step 

As you begin your attack on Inference Questions, adopt the following Four-Step 
Approach (it will be the core of our approach to all questions in the Logical 
Reasoning Sections): 

1.  Read the Question Stem. 
	 The question you’re asked will determine your Attack Plan for the passage.  
Read it before you read the passage so that your focus is sharp and your reading 
efficient.  Think about what it’s asking you to do; the demands made on you by the 
question stem define the parameters for good and bad answers. 

2.  Attack the Argument. 
	 Your reading of the argument depends on what you’ve been asked to do.  For 
Inference Questions, your Attack Plan is to ask yourself, as you read, “What can I 
prove on the basis of these premises?” 

3.  Articulate your Answer. 
	 Having implemented your Attack Plan – and before you even dream of looking 
at the answer choices – state plainly, in your own words, the answer to the question.  
For Inference Questions, there are many instances in which there may be more than 
one possible answer to the question – in other words, the passages associated with 
Inference Questions often provide sufficient evidence to prove more than just one 
claim.  In such cases, articulate at least one correct inference, then move on to our 
last step: 

4.  Choose Wisely. 
	 Use the process of elimination as you read the answer choices.  Using the 
answer you’ve articulated in Step Three as your template, identify and remove from 
consideration bad choices, even as you seek the answer that matches your own.  In 
an Inference Question, the first order of business is to look for an answer choice that 
you know the argument has proved.  The second (and, really, you’ll almost always 
perform these two steps concurrently) is to eliminate answer choices that are not 
proved by the argument.   

Test Patterns 

We’ve established that Inference Questions ask us to identify some statement that is 
completely proved by the passage.  This leads us to two important points: 



1. Any conclusory claim made in the argument can be discarded.  We are 
concerned only with what the argument proves, not with anything the arguer 
might claim as a conclusion.  In fact, the passages associated with Inference 
Questions are often not arguments at all; instead, as with the example we’ve 
just seen, these passages are commonly no more than a statement of several 
pieces of related information. 

2. The correct answer to an Inference question will tend to be moderate in its tone 
and limited in its scope.  After all, it has to be something that a person can 
prove in just a couple of sentences.  That kind of thing isn’t likely to be a 
sweeping generalization or an aggressively-worded claim.  Matter of fact, we 
once made a bet that we could answer 2 out of every 3 Inference Questions 
correctly without reading the arguments associated with them (we do not have 
active social lives).  Just by choosing the most modestly-phrased option from 
among the five answer choices, we won that bet.  While we can’t recommend 
this tactic as your winning strategy for dealing with Inference Questions, we 
would like you to keep it in mind as you attack the test. 

As you examine the answer choices associated with Inference Questions, expect: 

1. Some wrong answer choices that are reasonable conclusions to draw, but that 
aren’t fully proved by the passage.  Get rid of these choices. 

2. Some wrong answer choices that overstate the fact or relationship proved by 
the passage.   

Example: 

Excerpt from Passage:  Betty, who is a bookworm, also loves mathematics.   

Correct inference:  At least some bookworms love mathematics.   

Wrong answer choice:  Most bookworms also love mathematics.  

As a rule of thumb, you’ll want to get rid of overly-aggressive answer 
choices such as the above.  Bear in mind that matters of form (such as 
the wording of answer choices) will always be trumped by matters of 
content.  The final arbiter is not a question of diction; the best choice will 
always and only be determined by whether or not that choice is fully 
proved by the passage. 



The Exception 

Almost every rule has one.  For Inference Questions, there is one possible exception 
to our standard of proof for correct answer choices.  That exception can be made 
only for those Inference Questions that ask you Which of the following is most 
strongly supported by the information above?  Step 1 of our overall approach 
dictates that we are to read the question stem before attacking the argument.  Here’s 
why: 

1. If a question asks you what can be properly concluded, what can be properly 
inferred, what follows logically, or what must be true, then the answer to that 
question must conform to the Proof Principle as outlined above.  There are no 
exceptions allowed for these four types of Inference Questions; all of those 
wordings demand an answer that is completely entailed by the passage. 

2. If a question asks you only for what is most strongly supported by the passage, 
then it is possible that the correct answer to that question will be a piece of 
information that is not fully proved by the passage.  It is our experience that 
even in questions of this type, over 85% of the time, the correct answer is a 
statement that is fully proved by the passage.  However, there is that pesky 
15% of answers to most strongly supported… questions in which the correct 
answer is not fully proved, but is instead only very strongly supported (for the 
logicians among us, the correct answers in this 15% will represent what we’d 
call the strong conclusions of inductive arguments).  And this, ladies and 
gentlemen, is precisely why we read the question stem before attacking the 
argument. 



Main Conclusion  
Questions 

How they’ll ask: 

Which one of the following most accurately expresses the main point of the passage? 

Which one of the following most accurately expresses the conclusion of the passage? 

Main Conclusion Questions are Identification questions: they demand that you 
identify information from the passage.  Main Conclusion Questions ask you not what 
the arguer has actually proved, but only what she has claimed.  In other words, Main 
Conclusion Questions only ask that you find the main point of the argument; the claim 
the argument is intended to support.   

Attack Plan 

As you read the argument associated with a Main Conclusion Question, ask yourself 
these questions:   

1. At the end of the day, what does this author want me to know? 
2. Why does this author believe her claim is true? 

The answer to the first question is your most reliable indicator of an author’s main 
conclusion.  Your answer to the second question will help you to confirm your answer 
to the first. 
 

Definition 

Premise: n. Information presented within a passage. 
Often provided as evidence for the central 
assertion of an argument.   

Usage:  If all murky yellow liquids taste like 
chicken, and chicken is tasty, then since this bottle 
contains only murky yellow liquids, one inference 
we can draw is that the contents of this bottle are 
tasty.   

See also: Evidence.



 
Definition 

Main Conclusion: n. The central claim that an 
argument is intended to support.  

Conclusions in arguments are often – but not 
always – preceded by conclusory language (e.g., 
therefore, thus, hence, for this reason, etc.).  
Conclusions also are commonly – but, again, not 
always – preceded by prescriptive language (e.g., 
should, must, needs to, ought, etc.). 

Usage:  Murky yellow liquids often taste like 
chicken, and chicken is tasty.  Thus, since this bottle 
also contains a murky yellow liquid, it is a safe 
conclusion that the contents of this bottle are tasty.   

See also: Main Point; Point at Issue 



Point-of-Dis/agreement  
Questions 

[Note:  Point-of-Disagreement + Point of Agreement Questions can only be associated 
with multi-party arguments, in which two distinct arguments are juxtaposed by the test 
writers.  The arguers’ names will inevitably demonstrate a richness of ethnic diversity, 
which, given how opposed they are to each other’s ideas, begs the question of how 
the LSAT’s authors view the possibility for global harmony.  But we digress.] 

How they’ll ask: 

Ronaldo and Cho disagree over whether… 

The passages above indicate that Tony and Clara would agree that… 

Olivia’s and Geraldina’s statements provide the most support for holding that they 
disagree about… 

Which one of the following most accurately expresses the point at issue between 
Claude and Kenji? 

Point-of-Disagreement Questions stake out a small piece of territory in the no-man’s-
land between Inference and Main Point Questions. 

On their face, they’d seem to indicate that we’re to seek the main point, right?  You 
know; the point at issue? 

And yet… 

The correct answers to these questions can be split – roughly 30/70 – between 
answer choices that actually supply the main point at issue between the two parties 
(around 30% of the time), and answer choices that supply only some detail that the 
parties have committed themselves to disagreement over (the other 70-or-so% of the 
time).  Where the former will function like Main Conclusion Questions in every 
respect, the latter can be best dealt with by using the same approach we apply to 
Inference Questions.  The only little hitch is that you won’t be able to tell by reading 



the question stem into which of the two camps any given set of answer choices will 
fall. 

Hence, we’ll suggest a two-pronged plan of attack for Point-of-Disagreement 
Questions. 

First, bracket the conclusion made by the first arguer.  Now, if we’re dealing with a 
Main Point-type assignment, we can expect the answer to be in the brackets we’ve 
just made.  After all, the point at issue between two arguers ought most reasonably to 
be the first speaker’s main point.  Look for the second arguer to say “I disagree,” or 
“You’re wrong, Jorge.”  Does the second arguer disagree with the first arguer’s main 
conclusion?  Good.  Now, scan the answer choices for a paraphrase of the first 
speaker’s main point.  Find one?  Cool; your work here is done.  Move along. 

Don’t find one? 

Then it’s time to pull the second prong of our attack out of our back pocket; a fierce 
and furious application of logic and of our knowledge of what things among answer 
choices can be properly inferred (a word, though, to the wise:  Not for nothing, but 
don’t bring logic to a knife fight.  We’re just saying). 

Attack Plan 

1. Treat the question exactly like a Main Point question.  Articulate the end-of-the-
day difference between the two arguers.  Look for an answer choice that 
expresses that point. 

2. If no answer choice describes the main point of contention, treat the answer 
choices like the answers to Inference Questions; the answer will be the one 
choice that you can prove the arguers take opposing positions on. 

3. If you find it helpful, make use of the T-chart in implementing the second prong 
of your attack plan. 

For Point-of-Agreement questions, simply start your approach at step two of your 
attack plan above—the right answer is the one that you can prove both arguers would 
say yes to. 

Test Patterns 

Expect three kinds of answer choices to Point-of-Disagreement Questions: 

1. Some wrong choices that derive support (or denial) from both speakers’ 
arguments; 



2. Some wrong choices that derive no support whatsoever from one or both 
speakers, and; 

3. One correct answer choice that derives direct support from one speaker and 
certain denial from the other.  

Flip 1 + 3, and you’ve got your test patterns for Point-of-Agreement! 



your  
analysis class  

of questions: 



FLAW QUESTIONS 

How they’ll ask: 

The reasoning above is most vulnerable to criticism because it… 

The argument’s reasoning is flawed because the argument… 

The argument contains which one of the following reasoning errors? 

The argument’s reasoning is questionable because it… 

First Principle:  Soundness 

Soundness, as a principle, is the simultaneous measure of two distinct aspects of a 
deductive argument: its coherence and its validity.  OK.  So what’re coherence and 
validity?  We’re glad you asked. 

Remember our tow-chain from lesson 1?  Let’s get that image back in our minds to 
continue.  Got it?  Excellent. 

Coherence is a measure of an argument’s logical connectivity; coherence measures 
whether or not all the pieces link together.  If all the links in our chain of evidence 
lead – without any gaps – to a conclusion, then our chain is continuous; it is coherent.  
If you remove a link from the chain, the argument ceases to be connected; if any link 
is missing, the argument is incoherent. 

Clearly, however, continuity – coherence – cannot be the sole measure of an 
argument’s (or of a tow-chain’s) utility.  You know those paper chains we used to 
make in third grade to decorate things like classrooms and Christmas trees?  You 
could have one of those that was a solid mile of uninterrupted – coherent – links, and 
it still wouldn’t be worth anything as a tow-chain.  It might cohere, but it wouldn’t be 
strong enough to pull any weight. 

Validity is a measure of an argument’s truth value.  If all of the links in our chain of 
evidence are strong – if every piece of evidence is true – then our premises are valid.   

In the world, there are only two ways by which a deductive argument can fail:   
	  

1. An argument is flawed if any necessary evidence offered in its support is 
untrue. 



2. An argument is flawed if it omits any necessary evidence. 

On the LSAT, there is the consistent stipulation of truth; we will accept as true 
anything the test writers offer into evidence.  This idiosyncrasy of the test means that 
for the LSAT, we can dispense with the possibility of an argument failing by 
unsoundness.  On the LSAT, there is only one way an argument can be flawed.  On 
the LSAT: 

	 An argument is flawed only if it omits any necessary evidence. 

 

	  

Attack Plan 

1. Determine your point of entry – how could you attack the conclusion?  That 
vulnerability is the flaw. 

2. Articulate the flaw as an assumption of the argument (e.g., This argument 
simply takes for granted that chicken is tasty). 

3. Find an answer choice that matches that articulation. 

Definition 

Flaw: n. An error of reasoning.  The failure to submit 
all the necessary evidence for the proof of a claim. 

Usage:  Murky yellow liquids often taste like 
chicken.  Thus, since this bottle also contains a 
murky yellow liquid, it is a safe conclusion that the 
contents of this bottle are tasty.   

The foregoing argument never demonstrates that 
things that taste like chicken are tasty.  The fact that 
this essential piece of evidence is missing is the flaw 
of the argument. 

See also: Necessary Assumption; Strengthen; 
Weaken 



Necessary Assumption  
Questions 

How they’ll ask: 

Which one of the following is an assumption on which the argument depends [or 
relies]? 

Which one of the following is an assumption required by the argument? 

Which of the following is a necessary assumption of the argument? 

The argument assumes which one of the following? 

First Principle:  The Principle of Fierce Logic 

The Principle of Fierce Logic states that the best logicians are those who work and 
reason like laser-equipped attack robots.  Fierce logic dictates that we earn points on 
the LSAT the same way we’d earn points in the boxing ring, on any field of play, and 
in any courtroom:  We must attack, and never stop attacking. 

We’ve seen enough already to know that the arguments we’ll encounter on the LSAT 
are flawed.  Now is the time when we begin in earnest to think like the advocates we 
wish to be – we will stipulate the truth of the evidence on offer, and we will still be 
able to demonstrate that the conclusions drawn by the test’s authors are weak.  We 
will exploit that weakness in the same manner we will later use to crush opposing 
counsel. 



 

Necessary Assumption Questions ask you for the essential information that’s missing 
from an argument. This is exactly the same as asking you to identify the flaw. Where 
the Flaw Question asks you what’s wrong with the argument (it’s missing some 
evidence), the Necessary Assumption Question asks you to articulate what that 
missing evidence is. Clearly, any argument will fail to address some things.  However, 
the only things we’re concerned with here are those things that are missing and also 
needed.  Take these examples: 

1. All elephants are pachyderms.  Thus, elephants have thick skin. 

2. Good lawyers make sound arguments.  Lawyers who persuade juries win 
cases.  Clearly, therefore, good lawyers win cases. 

The first argument completely fails to note whether or not at least some pachyderms 
(notably elephants) have thick skin.  It is an essential piece of information for proving 
our conclusion – it is a necessary assumption. 

However, that argument also failed to address whether pachyderms have tusks, 
whether they have trunks, whether they are well-respected members of the animal 

Definition 

Necessary Assumption: n. Any piece of evidence that is both:  1. 
Required for the proof of the conclusion of an argument, and;  2. 
Not explicitly stated as a premise.  

There are often many pieces missing from an argument.  You will 
be asked to find only one per question; often, though not 
always, it will be the most conspicuously absent piece. 

Usage:  Murky yellow liquids often taste like chicken.  Thus, 
since this bottle also contains a murky yellow liquid, it is a safe 
conclusion that the contents of this bottle are tasty.   

The foregoing argument implicitly contains the necessary 
assumption that at least some things that taste like chicken are 
tasty.   

What else does it require us to assume? 

See also: Flaw; Strengthen; Weaken; Sufficient Assumption; 
Principle; Evaluate 



kingdom, how much the tea in China is going for these days.  None of those other 
missing pieces of information matter, however.  None of them are necessary 
assumptions. 

The second argument made a claim based on two completely unrelated pieces of 
evidence.  It never established that making a sound argument has anything whatever 
to do with persuading juries.  This argument contains the necessary assumption that 
making a sound argument can at least sometimes persuade a jury. 

Notice that the second argument fails to consider whether bad lawyers make sound 
arguments, whether good lawyers smell nice, whether lawyers who fail to persuade 
juries ever win cases, and (again) how much people are paying for their Oolong in 
Beijing.  Again, though, none of those matters have any bearing whatsoever on the 
central claim about good lawyers winning cases.  None of them are necessary 
assumptions. 

So how do we separate Necessary Assumptions from the myriad unsaid things in any 
argument?  Well, like this: 

1.  Mind the Gap. 
	 Any Necessary Assumption should provide some link between: 

(A) The premises and the conclusion (e.g., assuming that at least some 
pachyderms have thick skin bridges the gap between our premise about pachyderms 
and our conclusion about thick skin), or;  
	 (B) Two premises (e.g., assuming that making a sound argument can at least 
sometimes persuade a jury links the idea of making sound arguments in the first 
premise with that of persuading juries in the second). 

2.  Attack the Conclusion. 
	 Any Necessary Assumption, if stated rather than assumed, would provide some 
defense to the conclusion of the argument.  Find the argument’s weakest point, and 
you’ve found the place where the assumption lives.  This, ladies and gentlemen, is 
fierce logic at work. 
	 In the first argument, we could accept the premise (that elephants are 
pachyderms) as true, and attack the conclusion (that elephants have thick skins) by 
pointing out that nobody ever demonstrated that being a pachyderm means having 
thick skin.  Nobody said it – the arguer just assumed it. 
	 In the second argument, we could attack the conclusion by drawing attention 
to the fact that making sound arguments does not necessarily correlate with 
persuading juries – the arguer simply assumes that it does. 

3.  Prove it’s necessary. 



	 Suppose that you are a poorly trained but inquisitive scientist, and that you 
wish to ascertain which of two beverages – water, and hand-picked, deeply-roasted, 
sustainably-grown (!) Ethiopian coffee – is necessary to human survival.  How would 
you do so? 
	 Well, we submit that you’d perform a test:  You’d take each of them away from 
some group of test subjects, and see which of them a human couldn’t survive without.  
That one would be the necessary beverage. 
	 And, after taking away the coffee, you would find yourself the object of your 
test subjects’ ire.  They might call you names, and rub their angry eyes sleepily.  But 
they’d manage to survive. 
	 After only a few days without water, however, your human test subjects would 
die.  You would look down at their prone forms, make a little tick on your chart, and 
say to yourself, “Hmm.  I guess they needed water.” 

	 This is like that.  The very notion of necessity demands that the subject be 
dependent upon the necessary object.  In the same way that humans die without 
water, conclusions of arguments die without their necessary assumptions.  We can test 
for necessity in arguments in exactly the same manner we tested for necessity among 
human subjects:  We’ll take the objects away. 
	 In our first argument, we saw that the assumption that at least some 
pachyderms have thick skin is necessary to the argument’s conclusion.  Now, let’s 
prove it scientifically.  Remember that the conclusion (Elephants have thick skin) was 
based on the fact that All elephants are pachyderms.  Look what happens to the 
conclusion if we take away the necessary assumption (that at least some pachyderms 
have thick skin ) by negating its truth.   

If we say that it’s not true that at least some pachyderms have thick skin, we’re 
saying that no pachyderms – none of them! – have thick skin.  If that’s the case, then 
it’s impossible for elephants to have thick skin.   

If you deny the truth of a Necessary Assumption, then the conclusion 
immediately falls apart.  We will call this test for necessity The Negate Test. 



 

Attack Plan 

	 For Necessary Assumption Questions, as you implement your standard four-
step arguments Attack Plan (1. Read the Question; 2.  Work the argument over; 3.  
Articulate an answer, and; 4.  Choose an answer choice), you should simultaneously 
put these actions into practice: 

1. Ask yourself why the conclusion is not proved by its premises. 
2. Articulate the weakness (e.g., “Hey – nobody ever said that pachyderms have 

thick skin!”). 
3. Concentrate on answer choices that connect the premises to each other or to 

the conclusion; in other words, focus on the answer choices that match your 
articulation from step 2 above. 

4. Apply The Negate Test to check the necessity of any answer choices you have 
remaining. 

Definition 

Negate Test: n. A process for ascertaining the necessity of a 
statement to an argument by denying the truth of the statement 
and gauging the denial’s effect on the argument’s conclusion.   

Note:  If the conclusion is unaffected by the denial of the 
statement, then that statement is not necessary to the argument. 

Usage:  Murky yellow liquids often taste like chicken.  Thus, 
since this bottle also contains a murky yellow liquid, it is a safe 
conclusion that the contents of this bottle are tasty.   

The foregoing argument implicitly contains the necessary 
assumption that at least some things that taste like chicken are 
tasty.  By applying the negate test, we say that’s not true - that 
nothing that tastes like chicken is tasty.  If that’s the case, then 
the conclusion – that “the contents of this bottle are tasty” – is 
ruined.   

Note:  By dint of the destructive effect the negation had on the 
conclusion, we have proved that the missing piece of evidence 
– that “some things that taste like chicken are tasty” – is 
necessary to the argument. 



Sufficient Assumption 
Questions 

How they’ll ask: 

Which one of the following, if assumed, allows the conclusion to be properly drawn? 

The conclusion above follows logically if which of the following is assumed? 

Which one of the following principles, if valid, most helps to justify the reasoning 
above? 

Check out what these questions ask you for – some piece of evidence that may not be 
necessary to the argument (hence the big if in the question), but that, if added to the 
premises, would be enough to prove the conclusion.  You’ll recall that being properly 
drawn and following logically mean the same thing; namely, being proved (e.g., the 
inference is the conclusion that follows logically from the evidence). 

Notice that the structure of the question establishes a conditional proposition – IF 
[one of the answer choices] is assumed, THEN [the conclusion] follows logically. 

We know how to deal with this symbolically now: 

Sufficient Assumption → Conclusion 

Hence the name; the correct answer will be sufficient to prove the conclusion. 

First Principle: Sufficiency v. Necessity 

A logical sufficiency is distinct from its sister, a logical necessity.  Sufficiency here has 
much the same meaning as it does in everyday usage; it describes a state of 
completeness (enough-ness).   



 

 

Definition 

Sufficient: adj. Enough.  Adequate as proof; i.e., 
satisfactory for the complete entailment of a claim.   

Usage:  If all murky yellow liquids taste like chicken, 
and chicken is tasty, then since this bottle contains 
only murky yellow liquids, one inference we can draw 
is that the contents of this bottle are tasty.   

From the above, any murky yellow liquid is sufficient 
to guarantee the taste of chicken.  Further, the taste 
of chicken is one sufficient condition for tastiness. 

See also: Sufficient Assumption; Must be True; 
Properly Concluded/Inferred; Follows Logically 

Definition 

Necessary: adj. Required.  Essential as a property; 
i.e., inevitably entailed by some claim.   

Usage:  If all murky yellow liquids taste like 
chicken, and chicken is tasty, then since this bottle 
contains only murky yellow liquids, one inference 
we can draw is that the contents of this bottle are 
tasty.   

From the above, the taste of chicken is a necessary 
attribute of all murky yellow liquids.  In order to 
claim that the contents of the bottle are a murky 
and yellow liquid, we must know that the contents 
taste like chicken.  If the contents do not taste like 
chicken, they are not a murky yellow liquid; all 
murky yellow liquids taste like chicken. 

See also: Necessary Assumption; Must be True; 
Properly Concluded/Inferred; Follows Logically 



It’s important to note the difference in definition that thus arises between the Sufficient 
Assumption and a Necessary Assumption; where the latter is some piece of evidence 
that is essential to the argument’s conclusion, the former may not be required by the 
conclusion.  An example may help: 

Melissa is a girl.  Thus, Melissa is from Venus. 

OK.  So it’s clear that there’s some information missing from this argument.  Let’s 
consider two versions of the missing information: 

(A)  At least some girls are from Venus. 

(B)  All girls are from Venus. 

Option (A) is a necessary assumption of the argument – we must know that at least 
some girls are from Venus if we’d like to conclude that Melissa (the girl) is from 
Venus.  Hey – and check this out; we can prove it’s necessary using the Negate Test 
we talked about earlier. 

If we take away the possibility that at least some girls are from Venus, then what 
happens to the conclusion?  Give it a go:  If no girls whatsoever (the opposite of at 
least some girls) are from Venus, then it is absolutely impossible that Melissa, who is 
a girl, is from Venus.   

In other words, we have to know that option (A) is true in order to claim that our 
conclusion is true.  We can plot this as a conditional, too, wherein the necessary 
assumption is a necessary precondition for claiming the conclusion: 

Melissa is from Venus → At least some girls are from Venus 

Forming the contrapositive of the above gives us a neat visual symbol for our Negate 
Test: 

No girls are from Venus → Melissa is not from Venus 

Option (B), on the other hand, is not necessary to the argument.  We do not have to 
know that ALL girls are from Venus in order to conclude that Melissa is.  We can 
prove it’s not needed by resort to our Negate Test.   

What happens if we take away (B)?  Nothing, really.  Watch.  If it’s not true that all 
girls are from Venus (that is, if we say that not all girls are from Venus), does that 
have any effect on our conclusion? 



Nope.  This argument never tried to claim that all girls are from Venus; only that this 
one girl (Melissa) is.  So to take away the idea that all girls hail from Venus doesn’t 
do the argument any harm.  It isn’t necessary. 

Buuut…  If we did know that all girls are from Venus, then that would just flat prove 
that Melissa, who is a girl, must be from Venus.  Option (B) is a statement that, if 
assumed, allows the argument’s conclusion to be properly drawn.  In other words, 
option (B) is sufficient to prove the conclusion.  Again, let’s take a look at it in its 
conditional symbolization (bearing in mind that we now know that Melissa is a girl): 

 All girls are from Venus → Melissa is from Venus 

See?  The answer to a Sufficient Assumption question will make a sufficient condition 
of the information given in the premise(s) for proof of the conclusion!  How cool is 
that? 

[Note:  For you fans of formal logic out there, the answer to a Sufficient Assumption 
question will normally function as the major premise of a syllogism in which the 
“argument” has been comprised of a minor premise and conclusion.  For you non-
fans, that last sentence means the same thing as what we said in the last six 
paragraphs or so.] 

Also, notice the fact that our necessary assumption option, though essential for the 
conclusion, isn’t nearly enough to prove that conclusion.  Knowing that at least some 
girls are from Venus does not prove that Melissa (who is a girl) is from Venus.   

Just because something is necessary does not mean that it is sufficient to prove 
anything.  Conversely, even if some condition would suffice for prove of a conclusion 
does not mean that the condition is necessary to the conclusion.  Remember that while 
it is possible for a statement to be both necessary to and sufficient for some other 
condition (think about the Y-chromosome and maleness), necessity and sufficiency are 
distinct propositions, and cannot be treated as though they are generally related.   

Because of the nature of sufficiency, we can now confidently say that we will expect 
the answer to a sufficient assumption question to be much “bigger” than the answer 
to a necessary assumption question; where the latter is just some detail that we need 
to know in order to make a claim, the former has to be strong enough to bear the 
burden of proof for a claim.  



 
Attack Plan 

1. Identify the weakness in the argument, then formulate a total solution for that 
weakness. 

2. As you consider answer choices, look for a choice with load-bearing language.  
Anticipate that the correct response will be phrased conditionally. 

3. To test for correctness, ask yourself whether the answer choice is big enough to 
prove that the conclusion is true. 

Test Patterns 

Expect: 

1.	 A conditional argument, from which one link is missing.  The answer will supply 
the missing link, thereby proving the conclusion. 

Example:  Anyone old enough to drink alcohol legally is old enough to join 
the military.  After all, anyone who is at least 18 years of age can join the 
military. 

Sufficient Assumption: Anyone old enough to drink alcohol legally is at least 
18 years of age. 

Conditional symbolization: 

[S-A:  Drink alcohol → 18] 
P-1:  18 → Can join military 
C:  Drink alcohol → Join military 

2.	 A syllogism; a minor (read: specific) premise, followed by an unrelated 
conclusion.  The sufficient assumption answer will provide a major premise in 
the form of a conditional statement.  It’ll take the premise and make of it a 
sufficient condition for the conclusion. 

Example:  Science has discovered that at least some mammals can experience 
pain.  Thus, we should prohibit scientific experimentation on these mammals. 

Sufficient Assumption:  Any creature that feels pain should be exempted from 
scientific experimentation. 



Conditional symbolization: 

P-1:  Some mammals feel pain 
[S-A:  Pain → No experimentation] 
C:  No experimentation on those mammals. 

3.	 One wrong answer choice that distorts the correct formulation.  This will look 
like a good answer because it deals with the elements at play in a conditional 
form.  However, this wrong answer will be wrong because it deals with those 
elements by incorrectly reversing their order, or else by incorrectly negating 
them. 

From the first example above, you can expect to see one correct answer choice 
as follows. 

Correct:  Anyone old enough to drink alcohol legally is at least 18 years of 
age. 
Correct Symbolization:	 	 Drink → 18 

You can also expect to see one wrong answer choice that inverts that correct 
relationship. 

Wrong:  Anyone who is at least 18 years of age is old enough to drink alcohol 
legally. 
Inverted Symbolization:	 	 18 → Drink 



 Weaken + 
Strengthen  

Questions 

How they’ll ask [Weaken Questions]: 

Which one of the following, if true, most seriously undermines [or weakens] the 
argument? 

Which one of the following statements, if true, most calls into question the argument? 

Which one of the following, if true, would cast the most serious doubt on the 
conclusion? 

How they’ll ask [Strengthen Questions]: 

Which one of the following, if true, most supports [or strengthens] the argument? 

Which one of the following statements, if true, provides the strongest support for the 
argument? 

First Principle: Cause 

Cause is unprovable. 

No matter what you do, nor how hard you try, you simply cannot analytically prove 
cause in any case, ever. 

Cause is unprovable. 

Think about how we try to demonstrate cause in our everyday lives, and this idea 
becomes clearer. 

If we want to demonstrate, for example, that some drug causes relief from some 
ailment, we do so by use of clinical trials.  We create control groups, we administer 



placebos, we mitigate confounding factors.  In fact, every single step of a drug trial is 
an effort to mitigate confounding factors.  Why is that? 

Because, if we want to prove that the cause of an effect is any one particular factor, 
then we must demonstrate that the effect was not the product of any other factor. 

This is the only way to analytically demonstrate cause, and if we carry it to its logical 
conclusion, it becomes patent that it’s impossible to do.  There are too many – 
literally an infinite number of – possible confounding factors that we can see (and 
bear in mind that we’re not talking about plausible confounders; we’re talking about 
possible confounders).  Further, there is the possibility – remote beyond the belief of 
any reasonable person, but still, the possibility – that some unseen factor is 
responsible for any effect we choose to study. 

Does aspirin cause relief from headaches?  Maybe.  But, there’s always the possibility 
that Zim is actually responsible for the relief we sometimes get when we take aspirin.  
What’s Zim?  Why, it’s the invisible, soundless, odorless headache-relieving force!  
(Duh). 

Look; we’re not trying to convince you that Zim, rather than aspirin, actually relieves 
headaches.  That would be stupid.  What we are trying to say is that it’s possible – 
remotely to the point of unreasonableness, yes, but still possible – that it’s Zim and 
not aspirin.  And as long as that possibility exists, we cannot prove that aspirin is the 
cause. 

We shouldn’t let this all worry us too much, but we should think about it long enough 
and deeply enough to recognize the method by which we attempt to show cause, so 
that we can apply that method in attacking (and, occasionally, in defending!) 
arguments on the LSAT. 

If the attempt to prove cause is the attempt to winnow out all competing possibilities, 
then we could strengthen (though not prove) a causal argument by eliminating even 
one possible alternate cause for the effect.  Conversely, we could weaken a causal 
argument (though not disprove it) by introducing some new possible cause for the 
effect. 

In other words, for causal arguments, we will weaken the conclusion by attacking the 
assumption of cause, and we will strengthen the conclusion by asserting the 
assumption of cause. 

This method of operation will work not only for causal arguments, but will also 
translate to all argument types, and we think you’ll agree that that fact is perfectly 
natural, if we think it through for a minute. 



You couldn’t weaken a good argument – there wouldn’t be any chink in which you 
could get a foothold, and no flaw to exploit.  Thus, if you are asked to weaken an 
argument, you can know indubitably that the argument is flawed.  As we’ve 
discovered, the only way for an LSAT argument to be flawed is to leave some 
essential evidence unspoken.  To weaken an argument on this test, then, you will 
attack the flaw – you will indicate that some necessary assumption is not – or may 
not be – true. 

You couldn’t strengthen a good argument, either.  A good argument is already 
perfectly strong, and nothing could be added to it to make it stronger.  If you are 
asked to strengthen an argument, then, you can know without question that the 
argument as iterated is flawed.  Your job is to find that weakness and provide some 
evidence to fill in the gap in logic.  To strengthen an argument on the LSAT, you will 
assert that some part of the necessary assumption is – or likely is – true. 

Example: 

Bacon is undeniably delicious.  This is clear from the fact that Lorenzo eats a hearty 
breakfast of several dozen bacon-and-tomato sandwiches every morning.  As 
everyone knows, Lorenzo is an aesthete. 

Break it down [no, not like that.  No; stop dancing.  Seriously.  OK, then.]: 

Conclusion:  Bacon is delicious. 
Premise 1: Lorenzo eats it. 
Premise 2: Lorenzo’s an aesthete. 

One Necessary Assumption:  The food eaten by aesthetes 
at breakfast is at least sometimes delicious. 

One Sufficient Assumption:  Aesthetes only eat breakfasts 
comprised of delicious foods. 

One Flaw:  The argument fails to consider that some 
aesthetes might choose breakfast foods for some reason 
other than taste. 

One Inference:  Not all aesthetes are vegetarians at 
breakfast. 



One way to Weaken:  Aesthetes have been known to 
choose prosaic foods at breakfast, opting to save delicious 
foods for meals eaten later in the day. 

One way to Strengthen:  Like most aesthetes, Lorenzo 
exhibits a preference for eating delicious foods. 

Things to notice about our method of weakening and strengthening, as demonstrated 
in the above argument: 

1. The correct answer to a weaken/strengthen question does not need to 
disprove/prove the conclusion. 

2. The correct answer to a weaken/strengthen question may – and often will – 
introduce new, previously unknown information. 

3. Though there are many pieces of information that would suffice to weaken/
strengthen a flawed argument, those pieces all have the same function:  To 
deny/assert some necessary assumption. 

Attack Plan 

For both Weaken and Strengthen Questions, your plan of attack is to stay on the 
offensive.  Why is the conclusion not proved by the evidence?  What are these clowns 
trying to pull here?   

1. To weaken an argument, deny the truth of the implicit assumption.  To 
strengthen it, assert the truth of the assumption. 

2. Embrace new evidence.  Often, new evidence is exactly what you need. 
3. Make it personal:  What would you want to say if you were engaged in the 

argument? 



Evaluation Questions 

How they’ll ask: 

Which of the following would be most helpful to know in evaluating the argument 
above? 

In order to evaluate the argument above, it would be most useful to know whether… 

Note:  Evaluation Questions are exceedingly rare.  Don’t expect to see more than 
one of these on the entire test.  Still, they are nowadays asked on most tests, so you 
should be ready for them.  Don’t worry.  This won’t hurt a bit. 

Remember the Proof Principle?  Good.  That principle tells us that a claim is proved if 
the evidence in favor of that claim is such that it is impossible for the claim to be false.  
On the LSAT, we have stipulated the truth of any premise offered into evidence; thus, 
the only relevant question is whether sufficient evidence has been presented for the 
proof of the conclusion. 

Example: 

Kenya lives in a suburb of a large city, and works at a hospital in the city center.  
Since the bus line connecting the suburb where Kenya lives to the city center where 
she works has been temporarily taken out of service by the Metro Transit Authority, 
Kenya must now either buy a car or find a different job; after all, the distance 
between her home and the hospital is too great to allow her to walk to work each 
day for any more than about one week. 

The Main Conclusion of the argument is that Kenya has to buy a car or find a new 
job. 

The Premises (the pieces of evidence offered in the argument) are that she cannot 
walk to work every day for longer than about a week, and the bus line connecting 
her suburb to the city where her job is located is temporarily out of service. 

Does that evidence prove the conclusion?  Nope.  Course not. 

Here are four Necessary Assumptions of this argument (there are certainly more than 
four things missing from this argument, but we don’t have all day).  What?  Oh, you 
do have all day?  Then you should spend some time compiling a list of other essential 



evidence needed to prove that Kenya has only two options left to her.  Meanwhile, 
we’ll start with the following four assumptions: 

1. The bus line will be out of service longer than a week. 
2. Kenya does not now own a car. 
3. Kenya cannot ride to work in a friend’s car. 
4. Kenya works every day. 

Since we’re dealing with Evaluation Questions, let’s translate the above into four 
pieces of information that would be useful to know in evaluating the argument: 

1. How long will the bus line be out of service? 
2. Does Kenya currently own a car? 
3. Is there any way, other than walking, driving her own car, or riding the bus, 

that Kenya could get to work? 
4. Does Kenya work each day? 

Notice that each question above is an example of a correct answer choice to an 
Evaluation question.  Notice also that each question above simply asks you whether 
or not some necessary assumption of the argument is true. 

Plus, check out what happens when you supply two opposing answers to those 4 
questions:   

1. How long will the bus line be out of service? 
a. More than a week.  If that’s true, the argument becomes stronger; 

you’re saying that this necessary assumption is true. 
b. Less than a week.  If that’s the case, this argument is ruined, because 

you are effectively negating a necessary assumption:  Why buy a car or 
switch jobs when the argument allows that Kenya could walk to work for 
up to a week?   

2. Does Kenya currently own a car? 
a. No.  If that’s the case, you’ve affirmed the assumption and the argument 

is stronger for it. 
b. Yes.  If she does own a car, you’ve negated a necessary assumption, 

and made the argument look foolish in the process. 
3. Is there any way, other than walking, driving her own car, or riding the bus, 

that Kenya could get to work? 
a. No.  If there’s no other way for her to get to work, then this argument is 

strengthened. 
b. Yes.  If there is some other way to get to work, then once again, we’ve 

denied the truth of a necessary assumption and we’ve ruined the 
argument by doing so. 



4. Does Kenya work each day? 
a. Yes.  If she does, then the argument has a little more merit; we’ve 

asserted a necessary assumption. 
b. No.  If she doesn’t work every day, then there’s no reason given by this 

argument against her walking to work.  Here, we’ve killed the 
conclusion, which was based on the assumption that she has to work 
each day.   

And there you have it; the only thing that could be useful to know in order to evaluate 
an argument is whether or not some necessary assumption is true. 

Attack Plan 

1. Attack the conclusion – how could it be false, even given the evidence on 
offer?  The answer to that question provides you with a necessary assumption. 

2. Phrase your answer in the form of a question.  This articulation gives you one 
possible correct answer choice to an Evaluation question. 

3. As you investigate the five answer choices, think of each answer choice as 
posing a question.  Now, answer each of those questions.  The correct answer 
choice will be the question that ruins the argument when answered one way, 
and greatly strengthens the argument when answered the opposite way. 



Resolution Questions 

How they’ll ask: 

Which one of the following, if true, does most to resolve the apparent paradox 
described above? 

Which of the following, if true, contributes most to an explanation of the seeming 
contradiction in the claims above? 

Which one of the following, if true, most helps to reconcile the experts’ belief with 
the apparently contrary evidence described above? 

Resolution Questions will typically be associated with brief passages that may well 
not actually be arguments.  Instead, these passages will most often just outline a 
puzzling or seemingly paradoxical set of facts.  Resolution Questions will ask you to 
resolve or to explain that seeming discrepancy. 

First Principle:  Mutual Exclusivity 

Two things are mutually exclusive only if it is impossible for both things to be true at 
the same time.  There are only a few things in our everyday experience that are 
really exclusive of each other; a brief look at some examples should clarify this 
concept nicely. 

The assertion of one person’s presence in Boston while at the same time being present 
in Phoenix provides us with a set of mutually exclusive data.  If one of those things is 
true, the other is, by definition, false (in other words, the definition of being in 
Phoenix includes being within a set of geographical parameters that do not include 
Boston.  A necessary condition for presence in Phoenix is absence from Boston (and 
from New York, and Dallas, and Paris, and Memphis, and…)). 

The ideas of wetness and dryness are mutually exclusive in any given space.  If a 
pebble is wet on its surface, then it cannot also be dry on that same surface.  It could 
be wet on any surface adjacent to a dry surface (and of course often is), but if the 
two spaces are adjacent, then they aren’t the same space, are they?  Right. 



Notice that in order to demonstrate real exclusivity, any tandem must be defined at 
least partly in opposition (that is, the assertion of one condition must include the 
negation of the other condition), and both must be confined to a limited space and/or 
time. 

It’s no great feat to be in both Phoenix and Boston.  The trick is to be in both 
simultaneously.  It’s perfectly reasonable for a pebble to be both wet on one side and 
dry on the other.  What’s not reasonable is for it to be wet and dry in the same 
space.  

This is important to us because no set of data linked to a Resolution question could 
ever really be mutually exclusive; if the data were, there would be no possible 
resolution. 

On the LSAT, no matter how puzzling a set of facts, there must be a logically 
coherent explanation that accounts for both sides of the story.  Your job is to 
articulate the paradox, attack the false idea of exclusivity and find an answer choice 
that bridges the gap. 

In this last respect, the task given by a Resolution question is very similar to that put 
forth by a Strengthen question – though not necessary to the facts in question, the 
Resolution answer will provide a basis for both assertions in the passage.  Also like a 
Strengthen answer (although unlike a Sufficient Assumption answer!), a correct 
Resolution does not need to prove that either assertion is true.  It simply needs to 
prove that both things are simultaneously possible. 

Like this: 

Over the first half of the current season, the New York Yankees have amassed the 
worst pitching record in professional baseball.  Nevertheless, when asked on 
Monday for their predictions, a group of the most widely-respected experts in the 
field agreed almost unanimously that the Yankees would win this year’s World Series. 

Huh.  Puzzling, no?  A real head-scratcher. 

To resolve this dilemma, let us make use of our fierce logic.  If someone were to 
suggest to you that the two sentences above were mutually exclusive, how could you 
prove that person wrong? 

Here’re a few ways you might do so: 

1. The Yankees have averaged 16 runs per game so far this year. 



2. The group of experts in question spent the weekend at Ryan’s house, drowning 
in absinthe and covered by a thick fog of opium smoke.  As a result, their 
cognitive abilities are impaired. 

3. Widely-respected experts habitually grossly overstate the chances for the New 
York Yankees. 

There are multiple other ways a person might resolve that paradox, and none of the 
three items above need to be true.  None of them would prove much of anything if 
they were. But – and this is crucial – if any one of them were true, it would go a long 
way toward resolving the strangeness of the Yankees’ poor pitching coupled with the 
experts’ grandiose prediction.  Any one of them is a legitimate Resolution. 
 
And now, a couple of answer choices that would not help resolve anything: 

1. The Yankees’ pitching record is poor only because their starting three pitchers 
are all out for the next 6-8 months with various injuries. 

2. Usually, most experts tend to agree that the winner of the World Series will be 
one of the three or four teams with the best pitching records. 

The first option does explain the Yankees’ bad pitching, but it does nothing to 
reconcile that fact to the experts’ seemingly odd prediction. 

The second option, instead of offering any explanation for the strange coincidence of 
facts offered in the passage, just makes things worse.  And that’s not cool. 

Attack Plan 

1. Articulate precisely the terms of the paradox.  Winnow the issues down to the 
two competing concepts at play. 

2. Attack the concept of mutual exclusivity; articulate the type of evidence that 
could account for both sides of the unbalanced equation. 

3. To formulate that answer, ask yourself this:  “How could it be that on the one 
hand, Thing X is true, while on the other hand, Incompatible Thing Y is also 
true?” (Incompatible Thing Y, by the way, will be the name of our next band). 

4. Choose the answer choice that matches your concept in function and scope. 

Test Patterns 

Expect three kinds of answer choices for Resolution Questions: 



1. Some wrong answer choices that explain why one-half of the passage is true, 
but do nothing to resolve the central paradox of the passage (like explaining 
why the Yankees’ pitching is bad but not saying why the experts think the 
Yanks’ll win the Series). 

2. Some wrong choices that will drive the wedge deeper; these bad answers may 
deal with both sides of the issue, but in precisely the wrong way. 

3. One correct answer that will demonstrate a means by which you can account 
for all of the information in the passage. 



your  
description class  

of questions: 



Method Questions 

How they’ll ask: 

The argument proceeds by… 

Which of the following is a method of reasoning employed in the argument? 

Which one of the following most accurately expresses the principle illustrated above? 

The argumentation conforms most closely to which one of the following principles? 

Method Questions differ in quality from other questions we’ve seen so far.  Rather 
than asking for content of the argument (as do Inference Questions, for example), or 
for missing content of the argument (as do Necessary Assumption Questions, for 
example), Method Questions ask for the argument’s structure. In other words, it isn’t 
so important what the argument says; what matters here is how the argument goes. 

For all Method questions, you can most appropriately substitute the language of the 
question with the phrase: “Describe the argument above.” 

Attack Plan 

1. Articulate, in gross terms, the overarching structure of the argument.  Bear in 
mind the Dirty Dozen; they are patterns of reasoning that you will see 
exhibited in Method Questions. 

2. As you weigh answer choices, ask yourself “Did we?”  That is, though many 
answer choices will indicate methods by which arguments do at times function, 
the real question is not “Could an argument proceed in such a way?”, but is 
“Did we do this thing in this argument?” 

Test Patterns 

As you examine answer choices for Method Questions, expect: 

1. Some wrong answer choices that express common flaw types (the Dirty Dozen) 
not evidenced in the argument in question. 



2. Some wrong answer choices that correctly characterize the methods of 
reasoning you’ve seen exhibited in other arguments, but which do not apply to 
the argument in question. 

3. One correct answer which: 
a) Will match your conception of the argument’s structure. 
b) Will pass the “Did we?” test – that is, correctly characterize the things 

the author did in the argument in question. 
c) May express a common flaw type. 



Role Questions 

How they’ll ask: 

The statement that <yadda, yadda, yadda>  [where <yadda, yadda, yadda> is a 
reprinting of some sentence from the argument] plays which of the following roles in 
the argument above? 

The statement that <blah, blah, blah> functions in the argument in which of the 
following ways? 

Role Questions, like Method Questions, ask you to identify the structure of the 
argument you’re examining.  Rather than asking for a global structure, these 
questions ask you how a single sentence or idea fits into the argument as a whole. 

As you read the argument, do not allow yourself to get bogged down in a search for 
the sentence highlighted by the question.  Instead, concentrate your attention on the 
big-picture stuff; think about how the argument is put together, and focus on 
identifying the conclusion and the evidence offered in its support.  It’s very important 
that you not lose sight of the forest by searching for one tree. 

It’s kind of like this:  If we ask you to count the number of times we use the word “the” 
in this paragraph, the only thing you’ll be looking for as you read the paragraph will 
be the places where the word “the” appears, and the fact that you’re doing so will 
distract you from the more important goal; understanding what the paragraph intends 
to say. 

See what we mean? 

Instead of all that mess, simply acknowledge that you’re dealing with a Role question, 
and analyze the argument in much the same way you would for any other question; 
by asking yourself what the author concludes, and why she does so.  After you’ve 
done that important work, you can do the relatively easy work of identifying how 
sentence <yadda, yadda> fits into the argument. 



Parallel Questions 
How they’ll ask: 

Which of the following is most similar in its reasoning to the argument above? 

Which of the following exhibits the same pattern of reasoning as the argument 
above? 

Which of the following exhibits the same pattern of flawed reasoning as the 
argument above? 

Which of the following best illustrates the principle illustrated by the argument 
above? 

Questions of Parallel are closely related to questions of Method.  Where Method 
Questions ask you to extract the method of reasoning at work in an argument, 
Parallel Questions ask you to do that, and then to supply one additional step:  For 
Parallel Questions, you must identify the pattern of reasoning displayed by an 
argument, then identify that same pattern in a new, different argument. 

This process can be somewhat more taxing than the simple identification of method 
involved in our Method Questions, but it isn’t always so bad.  Expect these question 
types to take a little longer to handle than other types, simply because you’ll have six 
complete arguments to read, instead of the usual one argument and five answer 
choices.  Nevertheless, with the proper guidance, we can achieve both accuracy and 
efficiency when dealing with Parallel Questions. 

Like this argument we just made up for you: 

Everyone knows by now that smoking can cause cancer 
in humans.  Recently, an acquaintance of mine from the 
office was diagnosed with cancer.  Clearly, though I 
never knew it, this acquaintance must have been a 
smoker. 

Which of the following exhibits the same pattern of 
flawed reasoning as the argument above? 

First, let’s articulate the pattern of reasoning on display in the argument:  Thing A can 
cause thing B, thing B happened, therefore thing A must also have happened.  Man, 
what a terrible argument.  Anyway, let’s apply some efficiency of motion as we look 
at some totally made-up and totally lifelike answer choices: 



(A) The only cause of… 

The logical structure of our argument never included the notion of an 
only cause.  There is almost no way this answer choice could redeem 
itself.  We don’t care what it says; we won’t mark it as wrong before we 
finish reading it, but we will stop reading this answer now.  In the name 
of efficiency, we’re moving on. 

(B) The bacteria that cause… 

Again, our argument made no mention of a single cause for an 
effect, only of one possible cause.  We cannot see how this could 
be correct, no matter how it ends.  Moving on! 

(C) Animals that are particularly sensitive to pain are 
also sensitive… 

We don’t get this.  It seems as though it would take a terrible stretch to 
turn this beginning of an argument into a flaw about possible cause.  
Let’s keep reading... 

(D) Apes are defined by… 

There was no room in our argument for any relationship of definition.  
This answer introduces a new, non-parallel structure of reasoning.  We 
don’t care what else it may say; we’re over it already. 

(E) Eating grass is known to be one cause of manic 
behavior in certain breeds of dog.  Thus, when 
Sally the Irish setter displayed symptoms of mania 
after having roamed the backyard by herself for a 
few hours, her owners were able to conclude that 
she must have eaten some grass while left alone. 

A-ha!  We knew it was a good idea to keep reading.  This answer 
choice is parallel – it uses the same logical structure as the argument in 
question.  Thing A can cause thing B.  Thing B happened, therefore thing 
A must have happened.  A terrible argument, but terrible in the same 
way as was the one above.  This is the correct answer. 

Attack Plan 

At the outset, treat Parallel Questions the same way you would Method Questions:  



1. As you read the argument, begin to formulate a picture of its logical structure. 
2. Before you look at answer choices, articulate that structure in general terms. 

As you begin to examine answer choices, your approach should change slightly from 
that you used for Method Questions: 

3. Do not read and entertain each answer choice.  Instead, scan each choice for 
signs of a correct parallel. 

4. If an answer choice begins poorly, do not mark it wrong, but do not waste time 
reading it.  Move to the next choice. 

5. If an answer choice begins well, follow through, making sure that it is parallel 
in its logical structure. 

Test Patterns 

First, know this:  A conditional argument can only be paralleled by another 
conditional argument.  A non-conditional argument can only be paralleled by another 
non-conditional argument. 

Knowing this can greatly increase your efficiency when dealing with answer choices, 
particularly if you’re given a conditional argument in question. 

If the argument in question is conditional, take the moment required to symbolize it 
conditionally.  This concrete visualization of the argument’s structure will pay huge 
dividends in helping you quickly and accurately assess the parallelism (and non-
parallelism) of the answer choices. 

Among the answer choices for Parallel Questions, expect: 

1. Some wrong answer choices that mirror the content of the argument but not its 
logical structure. 

2. Some wrong answer choices that commit common flaws of reasoning, but not 
the flaw committed by the argument in question. 

3. Some well-reasoned, logically sound answer choices that are therefore 
tempting, but are wrong when associated with a flawed argument in question. 

4. One correct answer that is a duplicate in its reasoning of the argument in 
question. 



Happy practicing! 

We’d say good luck, but you don’t need it.


