"Inability to concentrate" is a condition characterized by an inability to focus on any topic for a prolonged period of time, and is especially common among children five to ten years old. A recent study has shown that 95 percent of seven-year-old children with this condition watch, on average, more than seven hours of television a day. It is therefore very likely that James, age seven, suffers from this condition, since he watches roughly eight hours of television a day.

The argument above is flawed because it


(A) cites as a direct causal mechanism a factor that may only be a partial cause of the condition in question

(B) fails to indicate the chances of having this condition among seven-year-old children who watch more than 7 hours of television a day

(C) limits the description of the symptoms of this condition to an inability to focus for a prolonged period of time

(D) fails to consider the possibility that James may be among the 5 percent of children who do not watch more than 7 hours of television a day

(E) does not allow for other causes of this condition besides television watching















inability to concentrate
- inability to focus (ITF) on any topic for 
  (1) a prolonged period of time
  (2) is common among children 5-10 years old

a recent study shown
- 95% of 7 years old with ITF/this condition
- watch more than 7 hrs of TV a day
       95% ITF –must/sufficient watch TV > 7hrs ….(1)
      here I can’t see any cause & effect between these two elements (95% ITF & 
watch TV) at first, later I just guess its syllogistic reversal to the cause and 
effect relationship from (2)
        watch TV > 7hrs: cause/factor
       95% ITF: (partial) effect
     to push from effect to cause

thus
   it is very likely that
   ---James, age 7, suffer this condition, since he watches TV 8 hr a day
      watch TV 8 hr –more likely- ITF ….(2)

statement (2) has some flaw, so we had to pick one choice among (A)-(E) which fit to this flaw



(A) cites as a direct causal mechanism a factor that may only be a partial cause of the condition in question

“a factor(watch TV) that may only be a partial cause of the condition(ITF)”, so 5% 
ITF not watch TV > 7hrs constitute causes other than watch TV > 7hrs
this choice seems tempting, I choose this one at first, however, the statement in (A) only correspond to what statement(1) said, it doesn’t address how come the flaw in (2)




(B) fails to indicate the chances of having this condition among seven-year-old children who watch more than 7 hours of television a day

I draw pictures to illustrate the idea in (B) as well as this question
95% ITF –must/sufficient watch TV > 7hrs ….(1)
                           TOTAL ITF

            95% ITF





  



 watch TV 8 hr –more likely- ITF ….(2) 
let’s show what are the effects(here I list four effects, however in real situation there may be more) when kids watch TV 7>hr a day

assume with all kids 100% watch TV 7>hr a day, the effect as below
19%ITF
[bookmark: _GoBack]( this is just a RANDOM-PICKED number, the real percentage is nowhere to trace in the stimulus given, hence chances of having this condition among seven-year-old children who watch more than 7 hours of television a day IS NOT INDICATED HERE, and if this percentage doesn’t indicate explicitely, how could we conclude “watch TV more than 8 hr will more likely lead to ITF, thus the argument break, and here is where the flaw is)……(B)correct
; 10% HEART STROKE 
; 40% DOZINESS WHEN STUDYING 
; 31%SHORT-SIGHTED

95%*20%=19% ITF WATCH TV 7>hr a day


                         watch TV 7>hr a day
  20% TOTAL ITF95%*20%=19% ITF WATCH TV 
  7>hr a day


10% HEART STROKE


 95%*20%=19% ITF WATCH TV 
  7>hr a day

     
   1% NOT within the scope of watch TV>7hra day
                               31%SHORT-SIGHTED
40% DOZINESS WHEN STUDYING                  

   40% DOZINESS WHEN
       STUDYING       










(C) limits the description of the symptoms of this condition to an inability to focus for a prolonged period of time

here we are not concern about ”symptoms of ITF”


(D) fails to consider the possibility that James may be among the 5 percent of children who do not watch more than 7 hours of television a day

the stimulus clearly states James watch TV 8 hr a day so he must be within the scope of 95% ITF kids, the statement in (D) is opposite to what stimulus says, and it doesn’t address the flaw in argument



(E) does not allow for other causes of this condition besides television watching

here the statement(2) which the author intend to argue ONLY concern cause of TV watching, thus we don’t need other causes beside TV watching in order for our argument be perfect
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