100 Hardest SC from Official guide

1/ Technically, "quicksand" is the term for sand that is so saturated with water 5
2/ Around 1900, fishermen in the Chesapeake Bay area landed more than seventeen 10
3/ Partly as a result of Proposition 13, which severely limits property tax increases, 18
4/ Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch21
5/ Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in 40
6/ By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft 45
7/ Some business experts think that allowing employees to buy their employer's 54
8/ Dinosaur tracks show them walking with their feet directly under their bodies 58
9/ Officials at the United States Mint believe that the Sacagawea dollar coin will be 61
10/ Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on 70
11/ Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than 77
12/ Around 1900, fishermen in the Chesapeake Bay area landed more than 97
13/ Government officials announced that restrictions on the use of water would 110
14/ Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red 115
15/ Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved from the previous year, only look 130
16/ As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not 138
17/ Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is 161
18/ Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of 179
19/ Marconi’s conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool 188
20/ The North American moose's long legs enable it to move quickly through the 196
21/ According to recent studies comparing the nutritional value of meat from wild 203
22/ In no other historical sighting did Halley's comet cause such a worldwide 219
23/ In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth 228
24/ Gusty westerly winds will continue to usher in a seasonably cool air mass into 236
25/ Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world 244
26/ Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors 256
27/ To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider 264
28/ The first trenches that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria 275
29/ Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of 289
30/ The World Wildlife Fund has declared that global warming, a phenomenon most 298
31/ Schistosomiasis, a disease caused by a parasitic worm, is prevalent in hot, humid 310
32/ Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from 325
33/ Although the rise in the Producer Price Index was greater than expected, most a 340
34/ Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of  347
35/ Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet 365
36/ Although the first pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, to be sighted was in 386
37/ According to scholars, the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of 398
38/ With the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking 407
39/ While most of the earliest known ball courts in Mesoamerica date to 900–400 421
40/ While many of the dinosaur fossils found recently in northeast China seem to 428
41/ Although some had accused Smith, the firm’s network manager, of negligence  434
42/ Early administrative decisions in China’s Ming Dynasty eventually caused 442
43/ By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing  448
44/ About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a 454
45/ A professor at the university has taken a sabbatical to research on James  475
46/ To map Earth's interior, geologists use a network of seismometers to chart 481
47/ Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners 491
48/ In 1995 Richard Stallman, a well-known critic of the patent system, testified in 506
49/ Last week local shrimpers held a news conference to take some credit for the 513
50/ Heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action, especially if it has 522
51/ Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be equally likely to exceed the 538
52/ Combining enormous physical strength with higher intelligence, the Neandert550
53/ Among the Tsonga, a Bantu-speaking group of tribes in southeastern Africa 561
54/ Regulators are likely to end what are, in effect, long-standing exemptions 569
55/ In some types of pine tree, a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which 573
56/ A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church as indicated in 584
57/ Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration  595
58/ Often major economic shifts are so gradual as to be indistinguishable at first 606
59/ Kudzu, an Asian vine that has grown rampantly in the southern United States 613
60/ The Supreme Court has ruled that public universities may collect student activity 620
61/ In 1923, the Supreme Court declared a minimum wage for women and children 627
62/ Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and 635
63/ Like the grassy fields and old pastures that the upland sandpiper needs for feed 644
64/ Once numbering in the millions worldwide, it is estimated that the wolf has 652
65/ Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even 659
66/ As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one 668
67/ The gyrfalcon, an Arctic bird of prey, has survived a close brush with extinction 694
68/ Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm 705
69/ In recent years cattle breeders have increasingly used crossbreeding, in part 711
70/ Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt or even the ancient cities of the Maya as 718
71/ Reporting that one of its many problems had been the recent extended sales 724
72/ The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of 730
73/ Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her 738
74/ Among the objects found in the excavated temple were small terra-cotta effigies 748
75/ Downzoning, zoning that typically results in the reduction of housing density  757
76/ Lacking information about energy use, people tend to overestimate the amount 767
77/ A report by the American Academy for the Advancement of Science has 773
78/ Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power 780
79/ His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine home land, far outside the range of 795
80/ Declining values for farm equipment and land, the collateral against which 808
81/ According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing 818
82/ Since 1986 when the Department of Labor began to allow investment officers' 835
83/ Judge Bonham denied a motion to allow members of the jury to go home at the 843
84/ The physical structure of the human eye enables it to sense light of wavelengths 849
85/ Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect a condition when it is present and 856
86/ According to a study by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of 866
87/ Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients’ misconduct 875
88/ Found throughout Central and South America, sloths hang from trees by long 884
89/ Dirt roads may evoke the bucolic simplicity of another century, but financially 890
90/ In a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition is 897
91/ Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living 901
92/ What was as remarkable as the development of the compact disc has been the 920
93/ In reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently 922
94/ Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes and so were 928
95/ New hardy varieties of rice show promise of producing high yields without the 940
96/ Canadian scientists have calculated that one human being should be struck 945
97/ A survey by the National Council of Churches showed that in 1986 there were 951
98/ Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found the local witnesses a 955
99/ Students in the metropolitan school district lack math skills to such a large 959
100/ Out of America's fascination with all things antique have grown a market for 964



1.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/technically-quicksand-is-the-term-for-sand-that-is-so-saturated-wit-268593.html#p2081495
Technically, "quicksand" is the term for sand that is so saturated with water as to acquire a liquid's character.

(A) that is so saturated with water as to acquire a liquid's character
(B) that is so saturated with water that it acquires the character of a liquid
(C) that is saturated with water enough to acquire liquid characteristics
(D) saturated enough with water so as to acquire the character of a liquid
(E) saturated with water so much as to acquire a liquid character

GMATGuruNY:
so X as to Y implies that Y SEEMS TO BE TRUE.
Official examples:
Climatic shifts are so gradual as to be indistinguishable from ordinary fluctuations in the weather.
The features of the idealized sculpture portrait are so unrealistic as to constitute what one scholar calls an "artificial face."
In each case, the blue portion is something that SEEMS TO BE TRUE about the preceding subject in red.

so X that Y implies that Y ACTUALLY HAPPENS.
An official example:
Everyday life is so brisk that it hampers the ability of some children to distinguishing discrete sounds.
Here, the blue portion is something that ACTUALLY HAPPENS -- an action that is actually performed by the preceding subject in red.

A key difference between the two idioms:
Whereas in the second idiom Y can serve to express an actual action, in the first idiom it cannot.
In the first idiom, Y must serve to express not an actual action but something that merely SEEMS TO BE TRUE about the preceding subject.

A: so saturated with water as to acquire a liquid's character
Here, so X as to Y incorrectly serves to express the action in red.
As noted above, Y in this idiom must serve to express not an actual action but something that merely seems to be true about the preceding subject.

Moreover, the usage of so X as to Y implies that the portion in red does not actually happen.
Not the intended meaning.
A person can DROWN in quicksand.
Thus, quicksand actually DOES acquire the character of a liquid.
To express this meaning, we should use so X that Y, as in the OA:
"Quicksand"...is so saturated with water that it acquires the character of a liquid.
Another issue:
A dog's eyes can reveal much about its temperament.
Here, the phrase in blue implies that every dog has UNIQUE eyes -- eyes that can reveal much about the dog's temperament.

A: a liquid's character
This phrase seems to imply that every liquid has a UNIQUE character.
Not the intended meaning.
The intention here is to discuss the general nature of any given liquid.
The OA correctly expresses this meaning:
"Quicksand"... is so saturated with water that it acquires the character of a liquid.
Here, THE CHARACTER of a liquid = the general nature of any given liquid.

For all these reasons, eliminate A.
AjiteshArun:
It is perfectly acceptable to say "India's economy" or "the Indian economy". There may be some situations in which we'd want to be a little more careful (for example, I think most people would go with "the US economy" over "the US's economy" or "the US' economy"). That's when the noun ends in an s. More generally though, there is no rule that says that we cannot add an 's’ to the name of a non-living thing.
EMPOWERgmatVerbal: 

1.that is so saturated / saturated enough
2.  acquires / to acquire
3. character / characteristics

Verb tenses are often an easy place to start narrowing down options, so definitely let's start by tackling #2 on our list: acquires vs. to acquire.

When we use the to+verb combination, it implies intention. This means that when we say the sand wants "to acquire" the characteristics of water, it is a thinking, breathing, intentional being that chooses to go out and get the characteristics of water. We know that sand isn't a living thing that has intentions of its own. Therefore, it isn't appropriate to say "to acquire." Here are some examples:

I want to acquire the rights to that song for my movie. = CORRECT (I'm a person with thoughts and intentions, so it's okay.)

The chair is so short as to acquire the perfect balance for short children. = WRONG (A chair can't want "to acquire" balance from somewhere - it's either balanced or it's not. The chair can't decide for itself what it wants to be!)

The school acquires new students every fall. = CORRECT (Just saying "acquires" doesn't imply intention is involved. It just happens, so it's okay.)

hazelnut: 
https://www.nytimes.com/1986/04/15/science/q-a-262786.html

Does quicksand really suck in its victims? A. Dr. Stanley Schumm, a professor of geology at Colorado State University, said that contrary to superstition, quicksand does not draw in its victims. The human body will not sink out of sight in quicksand, he said, because the density of the quicksand is greater than that of the body. Most of the people who perish in quicksand, however, do drown after losing their balance from struggling to get out, he said. Quicksand is the term for sand that is so saturated with water that it loses its supporting capacity. As water beneath the surface is forced upward through the sand, the grains are pushed apart and the sand swells, acquiring the character of a liquid.
MagooshExpert:
Great due diligence here! [image: :)]
There are actually two different idioms being discussed here. When we see:

"so as to X"

"so as to" means "in order to". This usage doesn't make any sense here -- we would not want to say "saturated with water in order to acquire the characteristics of a liquid", because that does imply intention/purpose, which would be incorrect. This is the idiom used in D, so D is incorrect.

This idiom:

"so X as to Y"

is a totally different idiom, which is actually a comparison. See this article (under "Clause of consequence") for more examples of this idiom. The examples that you quoted are examples of this construction, not the "so as to X" construction. The "so X as to Y" structure is used in choice A, and GMATGuruNY gave a great explanation above of why that construction is incorrect here.
Hope that helps! [image: :)]
-Carolyn
GMATNinja: 
Pronoun ambiguity isn't automatically wrong on the GMAT -- for more on that, check out this video.

Looking at the three possible antecedents you mentioned (sand, water, and quicksand), which one makes the most sense? Can a term ("quicksand") acquire the character of a liquid? Can water, which is already a liquid, acquire the character of a liquid? It's pretty clear from the meaning that "it" refers to "sand", and since the pronoun and antecedent are both singular, the pronoun doesn't seem like a huge problem.


Quote:
(D) Technically, "quicksand" is the term for sand saturated enough with water so as to acquire the character of a liquid.

In (D), "so as to" implies a degree of intention. Why is the sand saturated with water? In order to acquire the character of a liquid. Well, that doesn't make much sense in this case, because the sand doesn't intentionally become saturated in order to acquire the character of a liquid. The meaning is much clearer in choice (B).
GMATNinja: 
I've come across an OG question below:
'Between 14,000 and 8,000 b.c. the ice cap that covered northern Asia, Europe, and America began to melt, uncovering vast new areas that were to be occupied by migrating peoples moving northward.'
Please explain the difference between the role played by 'began to melt' in this question vs 'to acquire' in the quicksand question. Neither are living, but one implies intention while the other appears not to.

If you are trying to come up with a set of hard and fast rules regarding which words/phrases imply intention and which don't, I think you are barking up the wrong tree. You are always looking for the best choice among the five choices in front of you and, aside from a very short list of grammar rules (such as subject-verb agreement, pronoun agreement, etc.), there aren't many sure-fire rules to cling to.

In the ice cap example, "began to melt" simply means "started to melt". Nothing about intention here.

As described in this post, "so as to" seems to imply some degree of intention in choice (D)... but that is certainly not a reason to eliminate (D) right away. When we compare (B) and (D) directly, the intended meaning is much clearer in (B), making it the best choice.

That does NOT mean that we should start looking for instances of "so as to" used with inanimate objects and crossing out those choices immediately. As always, you have to think about the unique logic behind every question, and searching too hard for universal rules probably won't help much, sadly.

thangvietnam wrote:
I guess "a liquid's character" is wrong in choice A. we need 'the character of a liquid". choice B means the liquidity of a liquid. choice A mean "a character of a liquid", which possibly is not the liquidity but another character of a liquid. so, the meaning is not logic
am I right. ?

That is part of it! Check this explanation by GMATGuruNY, and let us know if you still have questions.

hbawa993 wrote:
GMATNinja GMATNinjaTwo VeritasKarishma
Are possessives allowed for non living things? (Used in option A in this question)
eg. Is '' India's economy '' correct according to the GMAT?

Yes, that's perfectly acceptable, as are all of these:

· The building's exterior...
· The mug's handle...
· The pizza's crust...

(Yes, I'm just looking around the room for examples. Mmm... pizza. [image: :tongue_opt2] )

I hope this helps!
AjiteshArun: 
hbawa993 wrote:
GMATNinja GMATNinjaTwo VeritasKarishma
Are possessives allowed for non living things? (Used in option A in this question)
eg. Is '' India's economy '' correct according to the GMAT?
Hi hbawa993,

It is perfectly acceptable to say "India's economy" or "the Indian economy". There may be some situations in which we'd want to be a little more careful (for example, I think most people would go with "the US economy" over "the US's economy" or "the US' economy"). That's when the noun ends in an s. More generally though, there is no rule that says that we cannot add an 's to the name of a non-living thing.









2.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/around-1900-fishermen-in-the-chesapeake-bay-area-landed-more-than-203779.html
Around 1900, fishermen in the Chesapeake Bay area landed more than seventeen million pounds of shad in a single year, but by 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts that have blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less than four million pounds.

(A) that have blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less
(B) that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less
(C) that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams reduced landings to a lower amount
(D) having blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams reduced landings to less
(E) having blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to an amount lower

EducationAisle: 
SamuelWitwicky wrote:
So basically, this fisherman question, like the honeybee question, is merely stating facts ("narration" as Ron called it) - that at 1900, this was the scenario, then fastforward 20 years later, 1st event (i.e. overfishing +building) happened and resulted in another scenario. Same for the honeybee, after their release, then the first event (i.e. migration) happened. Therefore, this is the exception to the past perfect>>past tense rule.

Yes, while daagh has already explained it with an official example, another GMATPrep sentence that comes to mind:

In 1981 children in the United States spent an average of slightly less than two and a half hours a week doing household chores; by 1997 that figure had grown to nearly six hours a week.

There are actually 3 events that this sentence talks about:

(a) children in the United States spent an average of slightly less than two and a half hours a week doing household chores (1981)
(b) 16 years passing since then (between 1981 and 1997)
(c) But, before those 16 years passed (within those years, as indicated by the words by 1997), that figure (two and a half hours a week doing household chores) went up to 6 hours.

However, while (b) and (c) both  happened in the past, (c) happened before (b) and hence, (c) should be in past perfect (in this case: had grown). In fact, this is a classical usage of Past Perfect.


Our book EducationAisle Sentence Correction Nirvana discusses this concept of Past perfect tense, its application and examples in significant detail. In the book, we have provided a similar example:

In 2007, a typical web user spent less than 4 hours a month on Facebook; by 2011, that figure had gone up to 8 hours.

sayantanc2k: 
rakaisraka wrote:
Hi Sayantan,
Can you check this question :http://gmatclub.com/forum/around-1900-fishermen-in-the-chesapeake-203779.html#p1562149
can you please explain the use of Having?
In this question what having is modifying- to hurdles or to the subject - overfishing and prolifiration. Always confused on the use of having.
Thanks.

"Having + past participle" is called a perfect participle - it is used to depict an action that has been completed.

Having done my homework, I went out to play.
sayantanc2k: 
natley4788 wrote:
I understand why the past perfect "had reduced" is correct here - but how can the simple past tense "blocked" in the relative clause be correct? Doesn't this imply that the sequence of events is: "landings are reduced" followed by "the culverts blocked shad migrations"? But how is this logical? First the migrations are blocked by the culverts and subsequently (or perhaps at the same time) landings are reduced, so the verb tense for "blocked" should either be the same as "reduced" or further in the past then "reduced". Shouldn't the correct use of verb tenses be:
"...the proliferation of milldams and culverts that HAD BLOCKED shad migrations up their spawning streams HAD REDUCED landings to less than four million pounds"?


The sequential relation is required to be established between the time reference 1920 and the verb "had reduced". The verb "blocked" is not a part of this relationship - hence past perfect is not to be used for this verb.



egmat:  
monidip1010 wrote:
How is B the right answer? It uses Past Perfect tense for an event that is happening later in the timeline. Pls help.

Hello monidip1010,
I will be glad to help you out with this one. [image: :-)]
This official sentence uses the phrase by 1920. Whenever the phrase by 1234 is used in a sentence, it requires the usage of past perfect tense. It is so because the expression denotes that first some other action took place, and then 1234 arrived.

Same is the case with the usage of by 1920 in this official sentence. Presence of this phrase says that over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts had already reduced the amount of landings by the time 1920 arrived. Hence, use of past perfect tense verb had reduced is correct.

AjiteshArun: 
elderitch wrote:
Less is used for uncountable nouns. How can it be used for 4 million pound?
I think it's relatively safe to say that when we're looking at a certain amount of things like money, time, distance, and weight, less could be the one to use. The entire amount is considered one "unit" rather than being made up of many small "units".

They lost less than the one million dollars they had lost before the introduction of the new product. ← This one refers to a very specific figure (the "previous loss").

The average is less than ten thousand kilometres per person per year. ← The author is not trying to count the kilometres out one by one.

nitinkarnwal 
Please explain how the use of "less than four million pounds" is justified when "four million pounds" is countable?
EducationAisle: 
Hi Nitin, it represents quantity (such as 5 kg) and hence, less than is valid.




VeritasPrepBrian 
nitinkarnwal wrote:
Please explain how the use of "less than four million pounds" is justified when "four million pounds" is countable.

I think the way that most of us learn "countable" vs. "non-countable" is *close* but not exactly the rule. Whether you choose less/much vs. fewer/many (or any of those other singular/plural, countable/not-countable distinctions) isn't really about whether you can count it, but instead how the reader should treat it. In a case like this, or "our investors have earned as much as 10 million dollars" or "if your flight is less than 500 miles," using the singular "much" or "less" treats the dollars/miles as thresholds (this large amount, or this large distance) and not as individual dollars or miles. You could count them, but that's not the intent of the sentence; the sentence is trying to set up a threshold of weight/distance/wealth to compare against.

Most GMAT instructors at some point teach countable/uncountable by having students laugh at those grocery store "15 items or less" signs because "items is countable." But the signs are okay - 15 items is a threshold and if you have less than that amount you can use this aisle, if you have more you'd better get in another line! It's not really countable/uncountable...it's "are we counting this?" or "are we treating it as a single entity or threshold?"

GMATNinja: 
payalkhndlwl wrote:
GMATNinja can you pls explain the difference between B & D?

The first decision point is "that" vs "having." When we're using a modifier to specify a noun, or differentiate that noun from a larger group, we'd use "that." For example:

"The dog that ate Dana's homework is kind of a jerk."

In this case, there could be multiple dogs, and I'm differentiating between the dog that ate Dana's homework and other dogs with better etiquette.

I'm not sure there's ever a time when "having" would be mandatory, but if we were to use it as a modifier, we'd do so to add incidental information:

"The dog, having eaten Dana's homework, is no longer hungry."

Notice that in this case, "having eaten Dana's homework" is set off by commas to communicate that this information isn't crucial. There's only one dog, and this dog happened to have eaten Dana's homework. (Notice also that the phrase beginning with "having + verb" describes an action that happened before the other action in the sentence.)


In this question, we're talking specifically about the "milldams sand culverts that blocked shad" as opposed to milldams and culverts, in general. And while comma usage is rarely important, notice also that "having" isn't set off by commas. Therefore we'd prefer "that" to "having." That's one reason to pick (B).

A second decision point is the verb tense, "had reduced" vs. "reduced." Any time we have the construction "By + YEAR IN PAST," and we wish to communicate that the action in question happened before this year, we'd use "had." In this case, the sentence includes the phrase "by 1920," and the reduction seems to have happened before 1920, so "had reduced" is correct, and (B) is again our champion.

I hope that helps!

AjiteshArun: 
azhrhasan wrote:
But isn't ‘shad’ singular ? That's the reason i rejected B.
Are there any other situations like these which i need to keep note of ?

Shad is both the singular form and the plural form of shad. Shads is also a word, like fishes.
All 5 options use their, and their really can't refer to migrations (migrations can't have spawning streams), so we don't need to take a singular/plural call in this question.

Brego7:  
My question is regarding "lower amount" in C. Disregard the missing verb "had" in C. Is "lower amount" used correctly in this sentence because "4 million pounds" is an uncountable unit. "Amount" is used for uncountable nouns. I know that "less" is more concise than "lower amount" but if there was no "less" in any of the option choice and C had the correct verb, would C be correct?

Also, is "lower number than 4 million pounds" incorrect since "number" is used for countable nouns?

Books usually give examples of "amount of" and "number of" but in this example there is no preposition following "amount".
Here is a similar example where in option C "of that amount" tries to wrongly refer to countable noun: https://gmatclub.com/forum/when-drive-i ... 44864.html

In the past I followed a rule that "amount"and "number" have to be followed by preposition "of" but it seems this rule is not applied sometimes and "amount" by itself CAN refer to uncountable nouns.
Is my thinking correct?? Please correct me if I am wrong.

EducationAisle: 
lower amount would be incorrect, because amount (quantity) cannot be lower; amount is always lesser.

GMATNinja: 
Rachna23 wrote:
Hi Ninja,
Can you please explain the use of past perfect tense in this sentence (Official question, link at the end of query):

Around 1900, fishermen in the Chesapeake Bay area landed more than seventeen million pounds of shad in a single year, but by 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less than four million pounds.

The discussions on the forum say that since the action happened before 1920, so past perfect should be used. However, there are not 2 but 3 time periods in the question - around 1900, between 1900 and 1920, and 1920. If we are using simple past for the first action/time 'around 1900, fishermen......landed....', then how is the use of past perfect justified for second time/action.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/around-1900-fishermen-in-the-chesapeake-bay-area-landed-more-than-203779.html

Good question! Generally speaking, the relevant time period will be the one designated in the clause that the verb appears in. For example:

"This morning Tim promised his wife that he would feed his children three nutritious meals today, but by early evening, it was clear that he had fed them nothing but a handful of Cheetos dipped in ketchup."

"Early evening" designates the time period. Because Tim fed his kids Cheetos before the early evening, and the early evening was in the past, "had fed" is correct here. The fact that there's another time period mentioned in a different clause is irrelevant.

Same deal here:

"By 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts...had reduced landings to less than four million pounds."

"By 1920" is an adverbial modifier specifying the time period for the action. Because the action, "reduced" happened before 1920, which is also in the past, it's appropriate to write "had reduced" here.

Takeaway: Don't overthink past perfect usage. If you see "had", all you're asking is yourself is whether the action in question took place before something else in the past. If it did, "had" is acceptable.

sajon wrote:
Hello expert, can you explain the reason for using "less than", although "four million pounds" is countable here?

Excellent question! When we're talking about measurements, which can be expressed as non-integer values, it's appropriate to use "less." For example:

"Tim's doctor has ordered him to drink less than 2 gallons of milk a day, advice that Tim's family certainly appreciates, given his severe lactose intolerance."

Because Tim could potentially drink 1.7 gallons or .3 gallons, we treat this a little differently than if we were talking about countable items that could be expressed solely as integer values.

Same deal here. Because pounds represent a measurement that can be expressed as a non-integer value, it's entirely acceptable to write "less."
For more on countable and non-countable modifiers, check out this video.

Alexisauch01 wrote:
Can someone explain when to use "lower than" or "less than"?
Thank you for your help

Great question!
"Lower than" can be used to compare locations or figures.

1) Location: Tim's roof appears to be lower than his neighbor's roof.
2) Figures: This year's unemployment rate is lower than last year's.

If we're writing about quantities of something, and those quantities are either non-countable or measurements that can be expressed as non-integer values, we'd use "less than."

In this question, we're not talking about a figure, such as an unemployment rate. We're talking about a measurement (pounds) that be expressed as a non-integer, so "less than" is appropriate.

If you want more practice, a very similar issue appears in this GMATPrep question.

EducationAisle 
mansi1999 wrote:
I am still not able to understand why option D is incorrect, can someone explain in detail? Thankyou!

Hi Mansi, the reason why option D is incorrect because it uses simple past (reduced), while it should have used past perfect (had reduced).
The crux of Past Perfect is:

Past perfect expresses the scenario that an event happened at some point before another event in the past, or at some point before another time in the past.

Here, the sentence under consideration is:

by 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts had reduced landings to less than four million pounds.

The event of reduction of landings to less than four million pounds, happened at some point before  another time (in this case, 1920) in the past. Hence, past perfect (had been) is the appropriate usage here.

So basically, this particular sentence represents the following scenario:

Past perfect is used to depict an event that has happened within some time-frame before time in the past

Reproducing a similar example given in our book:

Peter started his business in 2012; by 2014, he had established himself well in the business.

Explanation: This sentence is in past perfect (had established). If the sentence was by 2014, Peter had established himself well in the business, the time frame of reference for the event (Peter getting well-established in the business) would basically start in the past (in this case, year 2014) and would continue infinitely into the past. However, the sentence under consideration also states: Peter started his business in 2012. By stating this, the sentence is restricting the time frame that it is referring to in the past (in this case, until year 2012).

You can watch our video on Past Perfect. Especially watch out for Usage -2 explained in the video.






3.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/partly-as-a-result-of-proposition-13-which-severely-limits-property-321767.html#p2501169
Partly as a result of Proposition 13, which severely limits property tax increases, California has come more and more to rely on personal income taxes for its revenues; income taxes have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002.

A) have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002
B) have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to being up to 48 percent by 2002
C) have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962, and by 2002 were up to 48 percent
D) increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962, and by 2002 were 48 percent
E) increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002

MentorTutoring 
adkikani wrote:
AjiteshArun VeritasKarishma MentorTutoring
Could you validate below approach:

Partly as a result of Proposition 13, which severely limits property tax increases, California has come more and more to rely on personal income taxes for its revenues; income taxes have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002.
Quote:
A) have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002
Why do we need present perfect? The highlighted portion and the noun: income taxes suggest that we need a point of time event in past.
Quote:
E) increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002
Simple past tense: increased matches apt. [image: :)]

Hello, adkikani. I see no problem with your approach above. In fact, I really like the question you ask about (A), Why do we need present perfect? Whenever you encounter extra words, whether those words surround the verb tense, modifiers, and so on, you want to ask yourself such a question. In this case, we have a comparison within a set span of years, from 1962 to 2002, and even though the main clause uses the present perfect in California has come..., there is no compelling reason to shift away from a simple past to describe the trend within the range of years given: increased from... in 1962 to... by 2002. If the sentence were rewritten and by were changed to since, then a present perfect tense that extended into the present would be appropriate.

Asad wrote:
Partly as a result of Proposition 13, which severely limits property tax increases, California has come more and more to rely on personal income taxes for its revenues; income taxes have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002.

A) have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002
B) have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to being up to 48 percent by 2002
C) have increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962, and by 2002 were up to 48 percent
D) increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962, and by 2002 were 48 percent
E) increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002

Hello Experts,
I've a query about correct choice E.
So, the correct sentence is:
Partly as a result of Proposition 13, which severely limits property tax increases, California has come more and more to rely on personal income taxes for its revenues; income taxes increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent by 2002.

I can still write this sentence as follows if i don't miss anything!

Partly as a result of Proposition 13, which severely limits property tax increases, California has come more and more to rely on personal income taxes for its revenues; by 2002, income taxes increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent.

I did not find any meaning difference in both versions above. But, we need to be specific when we use 'past perfect tense', at least here in this case. We can use past perfect tense by the following ways:

Here are 2 examples:
I had taken 6 practice tests by the time I took GMAT.
By 2018, I had taken the GMAT three times.
^^ So, when we see an specific time frame like the highlighted part, we must use 'past perfect tense'. So, why the past form (increased) has been used in E? Shouldn't we use had after income taxes in the red sentence like the following one?
Partly as a result of Proposition 13, which severely limits property tax increases, California has come more and more to rely on personal income taxes for its revenues; by 2002, income taxes had increased from 18 percent of the state's general fund in 1962 to 48 percent.
I am not questioning the official question, but I have vast curiosity to know more. [image: :)]
Could you clarify a bit, please?
Thanks__

Good question, Asad. The reason the simple past works in the original sentence but not in your red sentence above is that the placement of that by 2002 phrase creates a specific timeline. Moving forward, in linear time, the simple past indicates that within a closed period of time from 1962 to 2002, income taxes increased. No problem. However, by placing by 2002 at the head of the second clause, you have jumped ahead to the end, but then you are reaching back into a past that needs to bridge up to the established present (2002), so the use of the past perfect is fitting instead. In other words, it would not make sense to say that by 2002, income taxes... increased in 1962. The arrow of time you have created with such a structure is no longer linear, but more V-shaped: present-past-present. That is a tricky one, and I doubt I would even think of it in such terms if I were to see such a sentence on the test, but I would probably opt for the past perfect version just the same.

- Andrew















4.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/michelangelo-it-is-believed-had-made-his-sculpture-of-david-using-an-321751.html#p2501143
Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being lost for nearly 300 years.

A) Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being

B) An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David and recently discovered after it was

C) An eight-inch plaster model believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David has been discovered after having been

D) It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was

E) It is believed that Michelangelo used an eight-inch plaster model for his sculpture of David, and it was recently discovered after having been

sauravleo123 

C. Change in meaning. Now this sentence means the model was used for michaelangelos picture, the intended meaning is Michelangelo had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model.

JonShukhrat  
Dear carcass and Asad, I hope you don’t mind if I chime in.

D isn’t a fragment. In D, “it” is used as an expletive pronoun that delays the subject of the sentence. The following “that-clause” is that subject to which “it” refers. First, take a look at a simpler example:

- It is certain that she will win the local election.
Here, "it" refers to the following that-clause, which is the subject of the sentence. Conveyed meaning:

- That she will win the local election is certain.
Here, that-clause, also known as a noun-clause, acts as a noun and thus can be replaced with a noun to make its meaning easily discernible:

- Her victory is certain.
So, the first sentence has both a subject (that-clause) and a verb (is), and thus isn’t a fragment. Similarly, in D, “it” refers to the following huge that-clause, which in turn is the subject of the sentence.

D. It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was lost for nearly 300 years.

So, D has both a subject (that-clause) and a verb (is believed), and thus isn’t a fragment. The starting that-clause is also called a noun clause, a nominal clause, or a substantive clause; For more, please, read generis here. More on the correct usage of “it” as an expletive pronoun, please, read GMATGuruNY here.


daagh wrote:
D) It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was -- dual reference of it is ungrammatical. The first ‘it’ is a place-holder and the second one refers to the plastic model.

Dear daagh

Let me, please, express a bit dissenting view. The dual reference of “it” isn’t a flaw unless such reference is ambiguous. Please, consider the below official example (aspirants may want first to try themselves here.) :

- It was only after Katharine Graham became publisher of The Washington Post in 1963 that it moved into the first rank of American newspapers, and it was under her command that the paper won high praises for its unrelenting reporting of the Watergate scandal.

The first “it” refers to the following that-clause (that it moved... American newspapers)
The second “it” refers to “The Washington Post”
The third “it” refers to the following that-clause (that the paper... Watergate scandal)
The forth “it” refers to “the paper”

We can see that as long as a context allows inferring the exact reference of each “it”, we are safe to consider such multiple-reference correct. Correspondingly, in D, the first “it” refers to the following huge that-clause (that Michelangelo used... 300 years) and the second “it” most logically refers to “an eight-inch plaster model”. Hence, eliminating D because of dual reference is unwarranted.





Quote:
D. It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was lost for nearly 300 years.
D is incorrect for another reason. A noun “an eight-inch plaster model” is modified by two essential noun modifiers:

- an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David
and
- an eight-inch plaster model (that) has recently been discovered after it was lost for nearly 300 years

Here, the second “that” is omitted but implied. Now, we can see that everything after “an eight-inch plaster model” is a big modifier describing this model, and thus we can read the sentence without it:

- It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model

Now, it’s clear that the that-clause misses any verb and thus incorrect. The sentence itself, though, isn’t a fragment because it has both a subject and a verb.

daagh  
Jon.
Are you meaning that ‘is believed’ is the verb of the subordinate clause? You realize that choice D is a complex sentence involving;
1. The Main IC- It is believed (perse ‘is believed’ is the verb of the main clause) and a loosely hanging subordinate phrase.
2. You also admit the phrase started with ‘that’ is simply a noun with two big essential modifiers. We all know that modifiers are only adjectival or adverbial and not verbs.
3. Then why is the change of stand that ‘is believed’ is the verb, when you know well that you cannot drag the main verb to stand for the subordinate phrase?

5. The noun phrase is dangling without a verb of its own. If a verb is missing, can I know what name you give for it other than ‘fragment’?

If you feel gratified that there is no point in my rationale, pl carry on.


MentorTutoring  
Hello, adkikani. Thank you for helping other members of the community. I will respond to your specific queries below.

adkikani wrote:
lnm87
Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being lost for nearly 300 years.
Quote:
A) Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being - WRONG. The placeholder pronoun 'it' seems fine. But I think problem is with the placement of 'it is believed' since the its placement in original sentence suggests to modify Michelangelo whereas it should modify usage of eight-inch plaster model or the model itself. Bit confused, but anyhow looks open ended and clumsily ambiguous.
You may like to view daagh Sir's approach about how without a coma, a verb-ing modifier using incorrectly modifies David.
Quote:
B) An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David and recently discovered after it was - WRONG. 'And' signifies parallelism but between which two things. So, structure of the sentence is 'Noun(An.. model) + verb(is) + X(believed...David) + and + Y(recently...years). 'Is recently' really doesn't make sense. Not sure though about the way i eliminated it.
Let me try to help.The core of sentence is a discovery, so ideally I would love to see it as main verb . In this choice, if you look closely to have been used and discovered are made parallel and the sentence no longer stresses more on a discovery and places discovery and used on same plane of reference. I think the verb was lost is also incorrect to show prior of two actions (much like a past perfect tense, much on that in a minute)
AjiteshArun MentorTutoring Can you add your two cents, confirming that discovered is not a verb-ed modifier?
There is a dual interpretation of discovered that is justifiable because the sentence is cockeyed, missing a verb in was or has been after the conjunction and.

1) Discovered as a verb: My preferred interpretation, based on the other sentences. In short, a model is believed to something, and it, the model, was or has been discovered recently.

2) Discovered as a modifier: Because of the missing verb mentioned above, someone could look at the sentence in isolation and argue that the final part of the sentence could be a modifier and that and is used incorrectly, even if the placement of the phrase would make it sound as though the statue of David itself, not the model, had been lost. Observe:
An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David, recently discovered after it was lost for nearly 300 years.

That is a bit of a stretch, and the final sentence, with and put back in and the comma removed, is even worse, but I just wanted to illustrate how discovered could be interpreted as a modifier.

adkikani wrote:
Quote:
C) An eight-inch plaster model believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David has been discovered after having been - CORRECT. 'Believed ... David' just modifies 'An.. model'. Would have been clean if it had been put between two commas. But overall looks best among the five.
Amazing, Do you now see how believed is a modifier that modifies model and believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David just becomes the part of that long modifier. See how has been discovered now forms core verb to match with subject: An eight-inch plaster model.
I will like to add why we need a present participle tense in a passive form since it represents earlier to two actions.
Please refer this and this post for usage of: having been lost
Quote:
D) It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was : WRONG. Easier to eliminate since 'it' is used twice and they refer to two different things. Also part before and 'It is believed... David' is missing a verb. Plus the clumsiness.
I believe you did superb to catch the absence of missing verb as doubts raised by Asad. Keep up the good work!
Quote:
E) It is believed that Michelangelo used an eight-inch plaster model for his sculpture of David, and it was recently discovered after having been - WRONG. Easier to eliminate. Again similar error for using 'it' as that in D.
If you meant that second it refers to sculpture and not model, Bingo! Good job.
However, I would still take pronoun as last arsenal in my armor kit, and I guess bigger issue is why are we making two independent clauses and losing core meaning to highlight discovery of model. Let me know if this resonates with you.
AjiteshArun MentorTutoring
Could you add why a present participle (in passive form) is used over a past perfect (though later is not present in any options)?

The use of having been at the end of the underlined portion allows the clause to continue without an unwieldy second it in after it had been. At that point, our count of it would be up to three in the sentence. It is not that I would argue against using the past perfect in another sentence, just not in this particular one.

- Andrew




JonShukhrat  
Dear daagh
Thank you for your reply. I appreciate the time you spent reviewing my post.
Quote:
5. The noun phrase is dangling without a verb of its own. If a verb is missing, can I know what name you give for it other than ‘fragment’?


I did quite extensive research on the exact definition of “a sentence fragment”. Almost all sources I browsed seem to agree on this regard; here are two of them for your own reference: Purdue Online Writing Lab. and Your Dictionary.

In general, sentence fragments are:
1. Fragments without a subject - Shows no improvement in your efficiency.
2. Fragments without a verb - A time of wonder and amazement.
3. Dependent clauses without the main clause - After I finish the project.

However, a sentence whose subject itself is flawed in some way is not necessarily a fragment – even if the meaning is incomplete.

For example:
- A high-speed internet connection is still not available in most countries. (not fragment)
- A highly-speed internet connection is still not available in most countries. (still not fragment)

Yes, the second sentence is incorrect because it has a problem in its subject (a highly-speed internet connection), but NOT because it is a fragment. The fact that the subject itself has some problem doesn’t make the sentence a fragment – because the sentence still has a subject and a verb.

The same is true for D. When “it” is used as an expletive (dummy) pronoun, the subject of the sentence is the following noun clause. If that noun clause itself is flawed in some way, the sentence won’t necessarily become a fragment exactly for this reason. (definition of a noun clause here.). Please, take a look at the following simpler official example:

- It was under her command that the paper won high praise. (not fragment)
Here, “that the paper won high praise” is a noun clause, and is the subject of the sentence. Since “it” refers to the noun clause, we can replace “it” with that noun clause to see the conveyed meaning:
- That the paper won high praise was under her command. (not fragment)

What if a verb “won” is turned into a modifier “winning”? :

- It was under her command that the paper winning high praise. (still not fragment)
- That the paper winning high praise was under her command. (still not fragment)

Yes, now these sentences are incorrect because their subjects have a problem – they miss a verb. However, the sentences themselves have both a verb and a subject, and don’t start with a subordinate conjunction. Hence, they don’t fall into any of the 3 categories mentioned above. To conclude, even though the meaning is incomplete, they are NOT fragments.

The same is true for D. It doesn’t fall into any of the 3 mentioned categories.

Quote:
2. You also admit the phrase started with ‘that’ is simply a noun with two big essential modifiers. We all know that modifiers are only adjectival or adverbial and not verbs.


Yes, that-clauses can be either noun clauses or adjective clauses.

1. When that-clause plays the role of a noun, it is a noun clause. Such that-clauses usually follow a verb and can easily be replaced with “something”:

- I know that you are not local. (I know something)
- He suggests that the price for this medication will upsurge in the near future. (he suggests something)
- It is great that you are here = That you are here is great (something is great)

2. When that-clause plays the role of an adjective, it is an adjective clause (or a relative clause). Such that-clauses usually follow the noun they modify and answer the question “what kind of” or “which”:

- I bought a car that can park itself. (what kind of car? – a car that can park itself)
- The instrument that I love is the piano. (which instrument? – the instrument that I love)

3. Sometimes sentences may include both types of that-clauses:

- It is great that London has the instrument that I love in its every airport.
- That London has the instrument that I love in its every airport is great.

Here, “that I love” is an adjective clause modifying “the instrument”. And “that London has the instrument that I love in its every airport” is a noun clause and the subject of the sentence.





D has a similar structure:

D. It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was lost for nearly 300 years.

Here, “is believed” is the verb. The huge that-clause “that an eight-inch... 300 years” is altogether a noun clause and the subject. “that Michelagelo used... and (that) has been recently discovered” is an adjective clause modifying “an eight-inch plaster model”. The core of the sentence is:

- It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model + modifier
- That an eight-inch plaster model + modifier is believed.

Here, it’s the subject that misses a verb, not the sentence itself. Yes, the meaning is incomplete, but D has both a subject and a verb, and doesn’t start with subordinate conjunctions. Hence, D doesn’t fall into any of the 3 categories mentioned above. Therefore, D is NOT a fragment.
Michelangelo and other ninja turtles support me either.

Quote:
can I know what name you give for it other than ‘fragment’
Not sure whether “a fragment” is an appropriate name for things that are not fragments - nor am I sure whether there is a specific name for sentences with flawed subjects. As long as we know how such things work and what they look like, I think we can name them whatever we want. Pink flamingo maybe?
daagh  
Dear Jon,
I have replied to your last with the last line of my previous post. My limited focus in the given case was that I ruled out D as wrong in some seconds.

You are welcome to think your way and wish you well.
Thanks and regards
lnm87  
Hi adkikani
Thanks for taking time and writing point-wise details..!!

First of all, I took 3:11 minutes, a below par effort, to solve the question and posted my raw understanding - only whatever came first, within half-an-hour. I reviewed it and found couple of errors that i could not figure out and that i would have thought priority-wise. I strictly didn't edit my post for the reasons that i was not having a rock solid understanding(is there one btw?) about a few things. Also, i understand that you don't learn by simply reviewing the answer choices but from mistakes of others and a raw explanation like mine would help others to relate with their approach.
Before i proceed further a big thank to MentorTutoring for giving proper words to my understanding of the choices. Also, I like daagh sir's explanations since i like abstract explanations and they are the best ones especially for 700+ level which are what you look for in such heavily dosed questions.

Coming to answer choices. So, here's a look into my raw thought process.
adkikani wrote:
lnm87
Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being lost for nearly 300 years.
Quote:
A) Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being - WRONG. The placeholder pronoun 'it' seems fine. But I think problem is with the placement of 'it is believed' since the its placement in original sentence suggests to modify Michelangelo whereas it should modify usage of eight-inch plaster model or the model itself. Bit confused, but anyhow looks open ended and clumsily ambiguous.
You may like to view daagh Sir's approach about how without a coma, a verb-ing modifier using incorrectly modifies David.

Yes, it would have been better had i understood it what he has pointed. And for that reason i had bookmarked it. However, i had a gut feeling on reading that there might be two possibilities from there(using) on so i wrote open-ended. The only reason that i didn't write about that comma before using is that somewhere on the forum i read that commas are not tested in GMAT.

Quote:
Quote:
B) An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David and recently discovered after it was - WRONG. 'And' signifies parallelism but between which two things. So, structure of the sentence is 'Noun(An.. model) + verb(is) + X(believed...David) + and + Y(recently...years). 'Is recently' really doesn't make sense. Not sure though about the way i eliminated it.
Let me try to help.The core of sentence is a discovery, so ideally I would love to see it as main verb .
In this choice, if you look closely to have been used and discovered are made ||el and the sentence no longer
stresses more on a discovery and places discovery and used on same plane of reference.
I think the verb was lost is also incorrect to show prior of two actions (much like a past perfect tense, much on that in a minute)
AjiteshArun MentorTutoring Can you add your two cents, confirming that discovered is not a verb-ed modifier?

There are many hinge points - SVA, parallelism, meaning etc. as we all know - based on which you can evaluate a sentence. Two ways in which i saw this one based on 'and' marker:
1. An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David and recently discovered after it was ....
'believed' and 'recently discovered' look far distant to be parallel since belief is age old than discovery - different timelines.

2. An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David and recently discovered after it was ....
This is more nastier as you can see the chronology of the two possible parallel things.

Agree that discovery can be the main verb but i think you meant 'used' and 'discovered' to be parallel.

Quote:
Quote:
D) It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was : WRONG. Easier to eliminate since 'it' is used twice and they refer to two different things. Also part before and 'It is believed... David' is missing a verb. Plus the clumsiness.
I believe you did superb to catch the absence of missing verb as doubts raised by Asad. Keep up the good work!
Quote:
E) It is believed that Michelangelo used an eight-inch plaster model for his sculpture of David, and it was recently discovered after having been - WRONG. Easier to eliminate. Again similar error for using 'it' as that in D.
If you meant that second it refers to sculpture and not model, Bingo! Good job.
However, I would still take pronoun as last arsenal in my armor kit, and I guess bigger issue is why are we making two independent clauses and losing core meaning to highlight discovery of model. Let me know if this resonates with you.
AjiteshArun MentorTutoring
Could you add why a present participle (in passive form) is used over a past perfect (though later is not present in any options)?
After reading E, i put D and E in same basket for how they used 'it'. But i should not do it since many-a-times GMAT plays psychologically by offering the right answer choice just after a similar looking wrong one. May be i got lucky [image: :)]
D. It was all good till the point 'AND' is reached after which things were devastating since AND requires two ICs. But then, more importantly, it was about missing of a verb. Also, the first 'it' was fine but second one had two possible antecedents - eight-inch plaster model and sculpture of David - most likely, model.

E. This is a disaster so i wrote nothing much however putting it in the same basket as D had a bigger role for not writing much. But it had greater issue with the parallelism than usage of 'it'. I'm sure you know it now what i mean.
Both D and E were open-ended choices so choosing them was not possible.

Lastly, out of five, three choices are gone for parallelism issues but by this time i had spent 3+ minutes. [image: :(]
But thanks to JonShukhrat for sharing those links about 'it' usage. [image: :thumbsup:]
However, making rules out of that would be disastrous.

Happy learning...!!

Harsh2111s  
yatindra20 wrote:
GMATninja, EMPOWERGmat
Could you please help in this very very difficult question.

Hi Yatendra,
I would like to know the option you chose so that your doubt gets clear.
Anyway I hope below explanation will resolve your query. Let's look at the question.

Option A
Quote:
Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being lost for nearly 300 years.

Here Major issue is Pronoun error.

It is believed(Michelangelo is believed had made his sculpture) doesn't make sense here.

Option B
Quote:
An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David and recently discovered after it was

Here there is parallelism error due to the presence of word "and". The phrase before and after "and" should be parallel.
An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David and recently discovered after it was
Believed-Verb
recently-adverb

Same logic can be applied in option D and E.

For more info on paralleilsm ,kindly go through below session by GMATNinja
Parallelism & Meaning | https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vQgATaaw1ok

Option C
Quote:
An eight-inch plaster model believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David has been discovered after having been

Here passive voice "An eight-inch plaster model believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David" is correct as per rules.
Second phase clearly explains " An eight-inch plaster model has been discovered after having been lost for nearly 300 years."

I hope it helps [image: :)]
VeritasKarishma  
generis wrote:
Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being lost for nearly 300 years.

A) Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being
B) An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David and recently discovered after it was
C) An eight-inch plaster model believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David has been discovered after having been
D) It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was
E) It is believed that Michelangelo used an eight-inch plaster model for his sculpture of David, and it was recently discovered after having been

I was deciding between (A) and (C) and these points made me choose (C) over (A).
A) Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being

"using ..." is a present participle and when it is used without a comma after a noun, it modifies the noun.
Present participle can be used at the end of the sentence to modify the entire previous clause with a comma. So there is that problem.
It seems that David was using the eight-inch plaster model.

Another problem, and one that seemed to be a bigger problem to me - the point of the sentence is not to tell you that M made his sculpture using a model (that has now been found), the point is to tell you that a model (that is believed to have been used by M) has been found. The critical information is tucked away in a modifier in option (A).
Also, here it seems that it was known that M had made David using the model and it is just additional info that the model has been found recently. Whereas, it seems more likely that the model was found and that is what gave the idea that M must have used it to make David.


C) An eight-inch plaster model believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David has been discovered after having been

Rectifies all our issues with (A).

It seems there are some questions about (D) too.

D) It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was

It is believed that ... a model (that M used) ... and has been discovered ...
It is missing the verb of subject model.

AjiteshArun  
hero_with_1000_faces wrote:
MentorTutoring AjiteshArun VeritasKarishma
I would really appreciate your inputs, I understand that "Have been Verbed" can be used to
a. Showcase someone that was started in past and continued till current time.
b. Showcase effect of an action that started in past.
However, I am unable to apply and make sense how is this correct in option C.
An eight-inch plaster model believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David has been discovered after having been lost for nearly 300 years.
having been lost for nearly 300 years :- this makes sense as it was lost for a period of 300 years.
But what doesn't make sense to me is "have been used by Michelangelo" and "has been discovered".
Hi hero_with_1000_faces,

If I've understood your question correctly, you are looking at the have been used in the sentence. Has/have been used can be a verb:

1. X has been used by Y. ← Here has been used is a verb (its subject is X).

In the sentence you are looking at, however, the have been used is actually not a complete verb. It is part of the infinitive phrase to have been used. The (perfect) infinitive in this sentence actually introduces something in the past. Let's take another sentence, one with an is before believed.

2. X is believed to have been used by Y. ← Here is believed is a (full) verb, one that combines with a subject to create an independent clause. Infinitives can't do that.

Now to see how a perfect infinitive can be used to show that something happened in the past:

3. X is believed to be Y. ← This sentence, which uses the present infinitive, should give you the impression that X is Y.

4. X is believed to have been Y. ← This sentence, which uses the perfect infinitive, should give you the impression that X was Y at some point in the past.
JonShukhrat 
Salut lnm87

I am glad if I was of some help. Sure, inventing rules can be disastrous. However, it can be so for us aspirants. As for academic American English, it already has very well established rules that hold true on the GMAT as well. What can be even more dependable, though, is precedents – SC problems with similar structures. That’s the reason why GMATGuruNY was talking about the absence of such precedents.

A small observation: In the verbal section, not loosing is more important than winning. i.e., eliminating wrong choices is more important than choosing the correct one. That’s because we’ll find the optimal choice only upon realizing why the rest are inferior. So, eliminating choices for the correct reasons is a matter of the utmost importance. However, to do so, we need the right precedents. Do you have one?
Quote:
(about A.) You may like to view daagh Sir's approach about how without a coma, a verb-ing modifier using incorrectly modifies David.
VeritasKarishma wrote:
"using ..." is a present participle and when it is used without a comma after a noun, it modifies the noun.
Present participle can be used at the end of the sentence to modify the entire previous clause with a comma. So there is that problem.
It seems that David was using the eight-inch plaster model.

Above are some opinions about A. Let’s see what precedents will say.

A) Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being lost for nearly 300 years.

Having browsed the thread, you may end up concluding that without a comma “using” modifies David rather Michelangelo, and so A is wrong. However, with such conclusion you would most probably eliminate the correct answer to the following official problem (first try yourself):

- The male whistling moths call female moths to them using acoustical signals, rather than olfactory ones.

Does “using” modify “them” here? Nope. “using” means “with” in this context. i.e., “using” acts as a preposition describing how male moths call – they call with acoustic signals. (read RonPurewal here). Here is a non-underlined part of another official problem:

- There are several ways to build solid walls using just mud or clay.

The same deal. Conveyed meaning is “to build solid walls with just mud or clay”. Similarly, “using” without a comma in choice A can be read as:

- Michelangelo had made his sculpture of David with (using) an eight-inch plaster model

Now it’s obvious that “using” refers to Michelangelo, not David, because it describes how Michelangelo made his sculpture. So, the above mentioned reason to eliminate A is unwarranted. A is incorrect for completely different reasons:

1. Take a look at the below sentences from The World Street Journal and The New York Times (this SC problem itself is a modified extract from the latter magazine)

- David Cerny made his six-ton sculpture using the body, chassis and wheels of a 1957 bus.
- He made his first kinetic sculpture using window glass.
- Sungmi Lee also makes sculpture using common materials.

As you see, “make a sculpture using something” usually implies that the sculpture is made from that thing. i.e., that thing is the used material. So, A illogically denotes that Michelangelo used a plaster model as a building material. That’s nonsensical. Think about plastic mannequins in outfit shops. Michelangelo’s plaster model was a kind of mannequin. Scholars believe that Michelangelo first made a smaller model of David using a plaster, and later, looking at this model, he crafted the bigger sculpture using marble. A fails to deliver this meaning and thus is incorrect. Note how the correct answer C avoids such construction “make... using...”.

2. Incorrectly placed short adverbial phrase “it is verbed”. Here are two official precedents (here and here):

- The use of gravity waves will, it is hoped, enable astronomers to study the actual formation of black holes.
- Modernizing the steel mill, a program that can, it is hoped, be completed in the late 1980’s, will cost approximately 51 million dollars.

What you see is called “splitting the verb”. Such adverbial phrases are placed in between the auxiliary verb and the main verb. The meaning is close, but not identical, to “It is hoped that the use of gravity waves will enable astronomers...”. (read generis here). So, the correct placement of “it is verbed” in A would be:

- Michelangelo had, it is believed, made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model.
There is a reason why it’s not written as:

- It is believed that Michelangelo had made A using B that was recently discovered.

When “it is believed” is placed in between “had” and “made”, it modifies only this action. As a result, what is believed is only Michelangelo’s use of the model. i.e., it’s not a fact that Michelangelo made the sculpture using a plaster model. It’s just believed so. The rest of the sentence is stated as a fact. However, when “it is believed” starts the sentence, the entire following clause becomes a mere belief, and there is no fact. As in the correct choice, we need the first.

3. “has been recently discovered” vs “was recently discovered”. If there is a choice between such verb tenses, the first is preferable because of “recently”. In case “recently” is paired with the latter, probably you won’t even have to choose as here.

4. Illogical “had made”. The past perfect tense is used to indicate the completion of some action prior to another action or to a certain timeframe. Let’s say, if the sentence meant that at some point Michelangelo had abandoned using the plaster model and switched to something else, or continued to use it up to a particular point, then “had made” could indicate this temporal primacy. However, nothing hints at such completed or continued action. More useful info here, all five pages.
A couple of official problems that employ the Past perfect tense without the Past tense, and that can help understand why “had made” is illogical - here and here.

5. Finally, “after being lost”. First, please, have a shot at this official problem. The GMAC seems to use “after verbing for a time period” and “after having verbed for a time period” almost interchangeably to describe completed actions. Hence, “after being lost” is a legitimate adverbial modifier describing the action “was found”.


By the way, it is kind of interesting that this is the first official problem whose correct answer contains “after having verbed” (99% sure). So, it itself is the first precedent for future similar problems. I also never knew that Michelangelo was the first to make sculptures among other ninja turtles. So, ninjas must be good at other things as well, for example GMATNinja. Isn’t it doubtful that he loves pizza too?
MentorTutoring
hero_with_1000_faces wrote:
MentorTutoring AjiteshArun VeritasKarishma
I would really appreciate your inputs, I understand that "Have been Verbed" can be used to
a. Showcase someone that was started in past and continued till current time.
b. Showcase effect of an action that started in past.
However, I am unable to apply and make sense how is this correct in option C.
An eight-inch plaster model believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David has been discovered after having been lost for nearly 300 years.
having been lost for nearly 300 years :- this makes sense as it was lost for a period of 300 years.
But what doesn't make sense to me is "have been used by Michelangelo" and "has been discovered".

Hello, hero_with_1000_faces. I agree with what has been written above, so I will only add that I think you could benefit from expanding your knowledge of the usage or application of the present perfect tense. See, for example, this article on the topic, which expands upon the two instances you have outlined above. I hope it proves helpful.
GMATCoachBen 
generis wrote:
Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being lost for nearly 300 years.
A) Michelangelo, it is believed, had made his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model that was recently discovered after being
B) An eight-inch plaster model is believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David and recently discovered after it was
C) An eight-inch plaster model believed to have been used by Michelangelo for his sculpture of David has been discovered after having been
D) It is believed that an eight-inch plaster model that Michelangelo used for his sculpture of David and has recently been discovered after it was
E) It is believed that Michelangelo used an eight-inch plaster model for his sculpture of David, and it was recently discovered after having been

A and E are common traps here.
The OG explanation below explains 3 issues with A, including the issue with "using", that daagh correctly explained above.

1) "The structure of the sentence leaves the message somewhat unclear. Which of the following is it primarily meant to convey: (1) a belief about how Michelangelo made the sculpture of David or (2) a report about a recent discovery of a plaster model? The use and placement of the parenthetical it is believed is awkward and contributes toward making the meaning unclear. For example, is the discovery of the plaster model and its having been lost for almost 300 years part of what is believed? Or does the belief merely comprise the claim that Michelangelo used the model?"
2) "A further issue arises with the phrasing his sculpture of David using an eight-inch plaster model. We can readily get an absurd reading from this if we take the participial phrase using . . . model as predicated of David; it suggests that the sculpture portrayed David in the action of using an eight-inch plaster model."
3) "A verb-form issue arises with the past-perfect form had made, where the simple past made would be more appropriate."

E: We can't use the same pronoun "it" twice to refer to 2 different things.
Here's another challenging question that involves this issue: https://gmatclub.com/forum/heavy-commit ... 10136.html

OG: "E: The second portion of the sentence, it was recently discovered . . . is set off by a comma as an independent clause, so it is not part of what the first part of the sentence says is believed. Thus, if the second occurrence of it is understood as referring to the model, the sentence is rhetorically somewhat odd. It appears to indicate that Michelangelo is merely believed to have used a plaster model, but it then asserts that the model that is (currently) only believed to exist was recently discovered. Another issue with this version concerns the second occurrence of the pronoun it: hypothetically, it could refer to his sculpture of David, or to an eight-inch plaster model. Instead of the pronoun it, something like that model or even what is believed to be that model would make the sentence clearer and more precise."
MentorTutoring 
hero_with_1000_faces wrote:
MentorTutoring
Thank you, so, usage of "present perfect" is correct here, as it used to present accomplishment.
Appreciate your inputs good sir.

Yes, the present perfect works fine in the sentence at hand to show that at some unspecified point in the past, Michelangelo may have used a maquette for the statue of David, one that was recently found. If you understand what makes the four incorrect answer choices incorrect, then I think you will have learned (future perfect) as much as you could hope to learn from this particular question.
Good luck with your studies.

GMATNinja
Rocknrolla21 wrote:
GMATNinja, can you please help with choice E?
Why is choice E wrong? Because the 'it' used after comma + and doesn't have a clear referent? 'It' could refer to the plaster model or it could refer to the sculpture. This creates ambiguity in the meaning.

Also, can the same pronoun be used twice in a sentence to refer to two different antecedents?

Thank you!

I think you have the right idea here.

The first "it" in choice (E) doesn't refer to any specific noun in the sentence -- this is known as a non-referential pronoun (check out this thread for more on that). Non-referential pronouns only make sense in very limited circumstances, and they're relatively rare on the GMAT. However, there are not automatically wrong.

But in choice (E), the use of a non-referential pronoun to start the sentence leads us to believe that the second "it" is non-referential as well. In other words, we expect something like, "and it was recently discovered THAT _____". Once we realize that the second "it" actually DOES have a referent, we aren't clear about what that referent actually IS (model? sculpture?).

Does that make (E) wrong? Maybe, maybe not. But choice (C) avoids those issues entirely, so, regardless, (C) is a much better answer.

There's a good discussion of your second question ("can the same pronoun be used twice in a sentence to refer to two different antecedents?") starting with this post (make sure to check out the follow-up questions and answers).

In this official question, "it" and "its" refer to two different things, suggesting that we can't automatically eliminate a sentence that uses the same pronoun to refer to two different things. That said, if other answer choices avoid that issue, that might be a small vote in favor of those other choices.

I hope that helps!

















5.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/although-when-a-hagfish-is-threatened-it-will-secrete-slime-that-is-s-321760.html#p2501153
Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity, it expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater, forming a slime ball that can coat the gills of predatory fish and either suffocate them or distress them enough to make them flee.

A) Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity,
B) Although a small quantity of slime is secreted by the hagfish, when threatened
C) Although, when threatened, a hagfish will secrete slime that is small in quantity,
D) Although the slime secreted by a threatened hagfish is small in quantity,
E) Although the hagfish secretes a small quantity of slime when threatened,
itspC 
generis wrote:
Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity, it expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater, forming a slime ball that can coat the gills of predatory fish and either suffocate them or distress them enough to make them flee.
Observe the non-underlined part in green it (.....expands) refers to slime logically
A) Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity, (1st it n 2nd it are creating problem referring 2 different things)
B) Although a small quantity of slime is secreted by the hagfish, when threatened ( it here turns out to be ambiguous)
C) Although, when threatened, a hagfish will secrete slime that is small in quantity, ( it is wrongly referring hagfish)
D) Although the slime secreted by a threatened hagfish is small in quantity, (perfect without ambiguity)
E) Although the hagfish secretes a small quantity of slime when threatened, ( it is wrongly referring hagfish)

KhulanE
Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity, it expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater, forming a slime ball that can coat the gills of predatory fish and either suffocate them or distress them enough to make them flee.

Meaning: although slime that is secreted by hagfish is small in quantity, it expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater.
1. How can we know slime refers to it?
There are 2 possible precedents: hagfish and slime. Even though, we do not know the meaning of the word “slime”, we can tell that hagfish is fish and it cannot expand itself by absorbing seawater.
So we left slime, and we can infer that slime is a something that absorbs seawater and expands widely.
Consequently, A, C and E are wrong, since subject of the dependent sentence is hagfish, which is incorrect.
A) Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity,
C) Although, when threatened, a hagfish will secrete slime that is small in quantity,
E) Although the hagfish secretes a small quantity of slime when threatened,

Between B and D, there are meaning differences.
2. Meaning of the original sentence is that “although slime that is produced by hagfish is small, it expands widely”. So B is wrong.
B) Although a small quantity of slime is secreted by the hagfish, when threatened
Not only It changes the meaning but also it makes the sentence ambiguous.
Fact1: slime is secreted by hagfish
Fact2: slime expands widely.
Because of the meaning of these 2 facts, we cannot use ”although” as a connector.
Using although makes ambiguous the meaning of the sentence.
Answer choice D correctly conveys original meaning, hence is our answer.
D) Although the slime secreted by a threatened hagfish is small in quantity,
GMATNinja 
KritiG wrote:
GMATNinja, in option D, " it expands..." refers to the slime which distorts the meaning. It should refer back to hagfish as it does in option E. Is this line of reasoning incorrect?

It doesn't make sense for "it" to refer to "hagfish" -- it's not the hagfish that expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater. Rather, it's the slime that expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater.

Remember, as explained in this post, there is nothing special about the meaning in choice (A)!
MentorTutoring
Asad wrote:
generis wrote:
Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity, it expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater, forming a slime ball that can coat the gills of predatory fish and either suffocate them or distress them enough to make them flee.
A) Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity,
B) Although a small quantity of slime is secreted by the hagfish, when threatened
C) Although, when threatened, a hagfish will secrete slime that is small in quantity,
D) Although the slime secreted by a threatened hagfish is small in quantity,
E) Although the hagfish secretes a small quantity of slime when threatened,

Hello Experts,
MartyTargetTestPrep, GMATNinja, GMATGuruNY, AjiteshArun, generis, MentorTutoring, EducationAisle

The correct sentence is-->
D) Although the slime secreted by a threatened hagfish is small in quantity, it expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater, forming a slime ball that can coat the gills of predatory fish and either suffocate them or distress them enough to make them flee.
In this correct sentence, 'and' is the parallel marker. EITHER vs OR is perfectly fine. But, we know that 'parallelism is nothing but a beauty contest [image: :)] '. So, how it makes beauty when we think of can coat and either. The 'can coat' is the verb whereas 'either' is not a verb at all.
Thanks in advance...

Asad, you will have to learn to be more flexible in your approach to SC questions, especially the more advanced ones, in which meaning, rather than grammar, may dictate whether you ought to choose or not choose a particular answer choice. In the sentence at hand, there is an implied causal relationship. The slime ball can coat the gills of predatory fish and then, as a result of this coating process, either suffocate the predator or distress it to the point of giving up (and choosing to try its luck elsewhere). The verbs coat, suffocate, and distress are perfectly parallel, just as the and would suggest. The structure is no more problematic than saying, I can go to Starbucks and either order something or not, but in any case, I can sit in the restaurant. There is a ghost then that is understood to follow the and, and the parallel verb is simply split into two options.

In short, instead of adopting a more typical can A and B structure, this sentence splits the B, turning the structure into can A and [then] either B or C. I hope that helps with your understanding of this question.
GMATCoachBen 
Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity, it expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater, forming a slime ball that can coat the gills of predatory fish and either suffocate them or distress them enough to make them flee.

A) Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity,
B) Although a small quantity of slime is secreted by the hagfish, when threatened
C) Although, when threatened, a hagfish will secrete slime that is small in quantity,
D) Although the slime secreted by a threatened hagfish is small in quantity,
E) Although the hagfish secretes a small quantity of slime when threatened,

KritiG wrote:
GMATNinja, in option D, " it expands..." refers to the slime which distorts the meaning. It should refer back to hagfish as it does in option E. Is this line of reasoning incorrect?


KritiG, Tricky question -- if we aren't careful here, it's easy to make the assumption that the hagfish is expanding. We can see from the timer data that this is an exceptionally common trap -- 37% choose E.

Our most concrete clue that the slime expands comes later in the sentence: "it expands...., forming a slime ball". This ",verb-ing" modifier (",forming") must modify the preceding subject-verb, "it expands". Logically, the hagfish cannot form a slime ball, so we need to use "the slime" at the start of the sentence.
MentorTutoring 
AkashM wrote:
Hi Experts/Moderators,

Abhi077, GMATNinja, GMATNinjaTwo, generis, billybealright, MentorTutoring

Can we reject option B because it has no independent clause. The clauses starting with 'Although..' and 'when threatened..' function as a dependent clause and a relative clause respectively in IMO.
Is that observation wrong? Please help.

Hello, Akash. Thank you for tagging me. I feel honored to have been mentioned alongside such company. You can reject option (B) for other reasons, but not because it contains no independent clause. Yes, when threatened is a dependent clause, one known in my grammar sources as a reduced clause, since it omits a verb. The context tells us that when the animal/organism is threatened, it behaves a certain way. An independent clause is present here, found right after the underlined portion, and it follows a simple subject-verb construct: it expands. (Hard to believe that the entire non-underlined portion of the sentence can really be boiled down to two words, but such are the grammatical underpinnings of the thing.) No matter where we (logically) place our reduced clause, we are left with an independent clause shell:

1) when threatened it expands several hundred times
2) it expands, when threatened, several hundred times
3) it expands several hundred times when threatened

Despite my discussion of some of the finer points of grammar in my posts, I think it is fine to reject an answer choice if you know it is off, even if you cannot exactly elucidate a textbook reason for doing so.
MentorTutoring 
A small but vital amendment to my last post: in the main clause, it expands refers to slime, not to the hagfish. That is what I get for writing a response without examining the actual question in the post (which is why I usually quote the source material directly). The argument about the existence of the independent clause still stands.


MentorTutoring  
AkashM wrote:
Hi Andrew,
Thank you for the great reply! and for replying so quickly, I think I understand now.
If I am not wrong, then the other reason to rule out B is the meaning. 'It' is referring to 'a small quantity of slime' instead of just 'slime'. Is that correct?

Also,'when threatened' is modifying the verb 'expands' here, acting as a adverbial clause. isn't it?
I promise I won't ask anymore questions! please help [image: :D]

Hello, Akash. If you have questions, ask. That is why we Experts hang around. Here is my full analysis of (B), this time with a quote from the source:

generis wrote:
Although when a hagfish is threatened, it will secrete slime that is small in quantity, it expands several hundred times as it absorbs seawater, forming a slime ball that can coat the gills of predatory fish and either suffocate them or distress them enough to make them flee.

B) Although a small quantity of slime is secreted by the hagfish, when threatened

Not only is there an issue with ambiguity in the pronoun that follows the underlined portion—does it refer to the hagfish or a small quantity of slime?—but the same can be said of our reduced clause, when threatened. What is being threatened here, the hagfish or the slime? With a comma after hagfish instead of the reduced clause, you can interpret the sentence as saying that when slime is threatened, it expands, and that does not make a whole lot of sense, does it? A more logical explanation is that when the hagfish is threatened, the slime that the animal secretes will expand in a certain way, as outlined clearly in choice (D) only.

I hope that helps. If you have further questions, you know how to reach me.







6.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/by-skimming-along-the-top-of-the-atmosphere-a-proposed-new-style-of-a-321762.html#p2501155
By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.

A) By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.

B) By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, proponents of a proposed new style of aircraft say it could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.

C) A proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents, with it skimming along the top of the atmosphere.

D) A proposed new style of aircraft, say its proponents, could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours because of its skimming along the top of the atmosphere.

E) According to its proponents, skimming along the top of the atmosphere makes it possible that a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.

chetan2u 
By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.

A) By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.
The modifier is used properly, and there is no ambiguity in the meaning. One can say that style cannot be flying, but I believe style means a design/prototype here and also A is the best choice.

B) By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, proponents of a proposed new style of aircraft say it could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.
'By skimming along the top of the atmosphere' naturally cannot be modifying 'proponents'. One can imagine proponents actually doing it to get away from the stress of GMAT prep.

C) A proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents, with it skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
This changes the meaning. The original sentence told us HOW a proposed style of aircraft could do something -By skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
But this choice does not give out this relation between
Antecedents of IT in 'with it skimming along the top skimming and the aircraft clearly.' - Earth or new style of aircraft.

D) A proposed new style of aircraft, say its proponents, could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours because of its skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
‘According to ITS proponents ‘ is used in both A and D, and is correctly used because proponents makes it clear that we are talking of proposed style of aircraft.
However ITS skimming is used in D, and it is here that the antecedents are not clear.
Also a poor construction. ‘By skimming..’ is how the aircraft is meant to do something but D does not clearly state that

E) According to its proponents, skimming along the top of the atmosphere makes it possible that a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.
poorly constructed.
Also a bit of modifier issue... According to its proponents should have been followed by what IT modifies.

chetan2u 
itspC wrote:
chetan2u wrote:
By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.

A) By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.
The modifier is used properly, and there is no ambiguity in the meaning. One can say that style cannot be flying, but I believe style means a design/prototype here and also A is the best choice.
Correct

C) A proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents, with it skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
This changes the proposed meaning of 'HOW a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours?'-By skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
Antecedents of ITS - Earth or new style of aircraft.

Though I got this right as I remember this one from a GMAT prep question pack. I find a contradiction between ur explanations of A and B. Or maybe I am misinterpreting ur explanation. Please refer to red lines I marked in ur explanations. (A n C)


Yes, you are misinterpreting the solution.
The red portion in C is exactly what A wants to say. HOW something happens ? - BY ABC.
But C changes the meaning. Here, something happens, WITH ABC, and Not by ABC.

chetan2u 
vishumangal wrote:
chetan2u wrote:
By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.

A) By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.
The modifier is used properly, and there is no ambiguity in the meaning. One can say that style cannot be flying, but I believe style means a design/prototype here and also A is the best choice.
Correct

D) A proposed new style of aircraft, say its proponents, could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours because of its skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
Antecedents of ITS - Earth or new style of aircraft.
poorly constructed

Hi chetan2u,
Your reasoning for elimination is not correct.
You eliminated D on the basis of pronoun error by saying that Its can refer back to earth or new style of airecraft, But same issue is also there in A which is correct. In option A also its is used

‘According to ITS proponents ‘ is used in both A and D, and is correctly used because proponents makes it clear that we are talking of proposed style of aircraft.
However ITS skimming is used in D, and it is here that the antecedents are not clear.
Also I have written the second reason as poor construction. ‘By skimming..’ is how the aircraft is meant to do something but D does not clearly state that

MentorTutoring 
Hello, adkikani. I would be happy to share my thoughts on this one. My in-line responses are below.
adkikani wrote:
chetan2u VeritasKarishma AjiteshArun MentorTutoring
Could you advise what is incorrect in below approach?
Quote:
By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.
Meaning: This sentence presents a fact. According to proponents of an aircraft, the aircraft can fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.
It is able to do so because it can skim along the top of atmosphere.
I ruled this out since I could not connect opening modifier with main subject: Is the subject style or style of aircraft. How can later be a subject since it is a prepositional phrase preceded by of
There are cases in which the object of the preposition acts as the subject of the sentence. This typically happens with unqualified counting nouns, such as number, as in, a number of students have... (Another sentence with a number could adopt a singular subject-verb agreement, as in, A number has the following features: ...) The subject in this sentence is not a number, but a number of students. In the case above, style is not acting as a standalone subject. A style of what? Art? Teaching? We need to know the object of the preposition to qualify style, and aircraft fits perfectly.

Quote:
D) A proposed new style of aircraft, say its proponents, could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours because of its skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
Here because of correctly modifies action: could fly.
The both its refers to aircraft in possessive form. I chose this as ans.
What does because of its achieve that by on its own does not? Remember, clarity of meaning is your primary consideration in SC, and if a terser version in a certain split expresses vital meaning, then there is no reason you should change it unless something else in that answer choice is clearly incorrect. If you replace each instance of its with a possessive the aircraft's, you can see how the latter usage presents problems:

A proposed new style of aircraft, say the aircraft's proponents, could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours because of the aircraft's skimming along the top of the atmosphere.

I was expecting a feature of the aircraft to follow the second instance of the aircraft's, but instead, I get hard-to-follow drivel. A clear and concise version of the sentence might say,
A proposed... in under two hours because it could skim...

Quote:
E) According to its proponents, skimming along the top of the atmosphere makes it possible that a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.
The first its refers to aircraft in possessive form. The second it is a placeholder pronoun: E.g. it is raining.
Since I wanted to stress on a causal relationship, I chose D.

It is not that I disagree with your points, but above, I am expecting the aircraft, not skimming, to be the subject of the main clause, the one that the introductory phrase modifies. This is an easy choice to eliminate.

I hope that helps. If you have further questions, feel free to ask.
AjiteshArun 
adkikani wrote:
chetan2u VeritasKarishma AjiteshArun MentorTutoring
Could you advise what is incorrect in below approach?
Quote:
By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.
Meaning: This sentence presents a fact. According to proponents of an aircraft, the aircraft can fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.
It is able to do so because it can skim along the top of atmosphere.
I ruled this out since I could not connect opening modifier with main subject: Is the subject style or style of aircraft. How can later be a subject since it is a prepositional phrase preceded by of
Quote:
D) A proposed new style of aircraft, say its proponents, could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours because of its skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
Here because of correctly modifies action: could fly.
The both its refers to aircraft in possessive form. I chose this as ans.

Quote:
E) According to its proponents, skimming along the top of the atmosphere makes it possible that a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.
The first its refers to aircraft in possessive form. The second it is a placeholder pronoun: E.g. it is raining.
Since I wanted to stress on a causal relationship, I chose D.
Hi adkikani,

1. The author of this sentence could be introducing an entire "category" of aircraft, not just one aircraft. To be more specific, we can read "new style of aircraft" as "new type of aircraft" or as "new kind of aircraft". Design may also be appropriate here, in case the author is in fact discussing a particular (proposed) aircraft. Whichever way we look at it, the author is looking to focus on the fact that this is a new variant. If he or she had just gone with "a proposed new aircraft", we would not get the impression that there is something new, or perhaps different, about this proposed new aircraft.

A new question has been added to the question pool. ← Just another (one) question, most likely similar to the ones already in the question pool.
A new style of question has been added to the question pool. ← Something new ("new" in ways other than "+1"), or different. Leaves open the possibility of multiple questions.

2. Option D is just super awkward. The its is (technically) ambiguous, because it could refer to Earth. But the main issue is really the because of its skimming... bit. That's just not a good way to convey the idea that we want to convey.

3. E is wrong for pretty much the same reasons. The its is again (technically) ambiguous (the correct option removes the possibility of pronoun ambiguity by not using a pronoun in the first place). Again, the main reason we would not mark this option is that A is just more direct, as it avoids both the ambiguity and redundancy (possible + could) that this option introduces.
GMATCoachBen 
abhishekmayank wrote:
@abhishekmayank I am little confused on this assertion that first use of 'its' is correct, but second use of 'its' is ambiguous in option D. Should not the repeated pronoun 'its' be referring to the same antecedent ?
D) A proposed new style of aircraft, say its proponents, could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours because of its skimming along the top of the atmosphere.

You are correct that the same pronoun must refer to the same antecedent. The ambiguity of the pronoun is debatable, but the larger issue is the construction itself -- how can we create the most clear and concise intended meaning? (Note: when in doubt, the correct answer is more likely to include fewer pronouns).

Using "By" clearly and concisely gives the intended meaning of "How". To give a couple simple examples:

By running, Joe arrived quickly.
Joe arrived quickly because of his running.

Or, as MentorTutoring explained very well above:

"because of its skimming"
would be much better if changed to:
"because it could skim".

The green examples above are better because they clearly communicate the action of "How", as opposed to the nouns "his running" or "its skimming".

A similar concept is Active Voice vs. Passive Voice. (Note: Active is vastly preferred, but occasionally there are correct choices that include Passive Voice, when the other choices have clear grammatical errors) For example:

Joe decided to play.
The decision to play was made by Joe.

Another new question from OG2021 can be done more efficiently when you recognize this Active vs. Passive concept: https://gmatclub.com/forum/although-the ... l#p2501176

Does this make sense? Please tag me if you have further questions, thanks.
MentorTutoring 
Asad wrote:
MentorTutoring wrote:
Hello, adkikani. I would be happy to share my thoughts on this one. My in-line responses are below.
adkikani wrote:
chetan2u VeritasKarishma AjiteshArun MentorTutoring

Could you advise what is incorrect in below approach?
Quote:
By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.
Meaning: This sentence presents a fact. According to proponents of an aircraft, the aircraft can fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.
It is able to do so because it can skim along the top of atmosphere.
I ruled this out since I could not connect opening modifier with main subject: Is the subject style or style of aircraft. How can later be a subject since it is a prepositional phrase preceded by of

There are cases in which the object of the preposition acts as the subject of the sentence. This typically happens with unqualified counting nouns, such as number, as in, a number of students have... (Another sentence with a number could adopt a singular subject-verb agreement, as in, A number has the following features: ...) The subject in this sentence is not a number, but a number of students. In the case above, style is not acting as a standalone subject. A style of what? Art? Teaching? We need to know the object of the preposition to qualify style, and aircraft fits perfectly.

AjiteshArun wrote:
adkikani wrote:
chetan2u VeritasKarishma AjiteshArun MentorTutoring

Could you advise what is incorrect in below approach?
Quote:
By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.

Meaning: This sentence presents a fact. According to proponents of an aircraft, the aircraft can fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.
It is able to do so because it can skim along the top of atmosphere.
I ruled this out since I could not connect opening modifier with main subject: Is the subject style or style of aircraft. How can later be a subject since it is a prepositional phrase preceded by of
Quote:
D) A proposed new style of aircraft, say its proponents, could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours because of its skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
Here because of correctly modifies action: could fly.
The both its refers to aircraft in possessive form. I chose this as ans.
Quote:
E) According to its proponents, skimming along the top of the atmosphere makes it possible that a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours.
The first its refers to aircraft in possessive form. The second it is a placeholder pronoun: E.g. it is raining.
Since I wanted to stress on a causal relationship, I chose D.
Hi adkikani,

1. The author of this sentence could be introducing an entire "category" of aircraft, not just one aircraft. To be more specific, we can read "new style of aircraft" as "new type of aircraft" or as "new kind of aircraft". Design may also be appropriate here, in case the author is in fact discussing a particular (proposed) aircraft. Whichever way we look at it, the author is looking to focus on the fact that this is a new variant. If he or she had just gone with "a proposed new aircraft", we would not get the impression that there is something new, or perhaps different, about this proposed new aircraft.

A new question has been added to the question pool. ← Just another (one) question, most likely similar to the ones already in the question pool.
A new style of question has been added to the question pool. ← Something new ("new" in ways other than "+1"), or different. Leaves open the possibility of multiple questions.
Hello,
AjiteshArun, MentorTutoring
So, here is the correct choice:
A) By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to its proponents.

Does it make sense if we replace the pronoun with its antecedent?
By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to a proposed new style of aircraft's proponents.
Thanks for the co-operation in the club.
-------
Can I cross out choice D by the just saying--->
D) A proposed new style of aircraft, say its proponents, could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours because of its skimming along the top of the atmosphere.
"say its proponents" means that the proponents are saying something, but A proposed new style of aircraft is just combination some words, not a whole sentence at all. The proponents are not saying just some words; they are saying a whole sentence (whatever it is)! But, A proposed new style of aircraft is not the whole sentence at all.
Can i remove the choice D by this way?

We meet again, Asad. Taking this one from the top, you could replace the pronoun its with its antecedent, but I propose a different way of doing so:

By skimming along the top of the atmosphere, a proposed new style of aircraft could fly between most points on Earth in under two hours, according to proponents of the aircraft.

In this manner, we avoid needless repetition between proposed and proponents, and we also bypass the possessive phrase a proposed new style of aircraft's proponents, which is harder to follow. The meaning established by the earlier part of the sentence would allow for a simple reference to the aircraft to suffice.

As for the second question, you can eliminate (D) on other grounds, but say itself is not a problem, either the word or its placement within the phrase interrupter. It is being used in the same manner as according to, and there is no grammatical foul in saying, A proposed new style of aircraft, according to its proponents, could fly...

I hope that helps. I have to get to my next lesson!













7.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/some-business-experts-think-that-allowing-employees-to-buy-their-emplo-321778.html#p2501254
Some business experts think that allowing employees to buy their employer's stock for a set price, no matter how high the stock rises, will give the employees a powerful incentive to work together, making a company more prosperous, which will thus increase the return to shareholders.

A) to work together, making a company more prosperous, which will thus
B) to work together to make a company more prosperous and will thus
C) for working together, making a company more prosperous, and thus they
D) for working together to make a company more prosperous, and thus it will
E) for working together and making a company more prosperous, which will thus

itspC 
generis wrote:
Some business experts think that allowing employees to buy their employer's stock for a set price, no matter how high the stock rises, will give the employees a powerful incentive to work together, making a company more prosperous, which will thus increase the return to shareholders.

A) to work together, making a company more prosperous, which will thus
B) to work together to make a company more prosperous and will thus
C) for working together, making a company more prosperous, and thus they
D) for working together to make a company more prosperous, and thus it will
E) for working together and making a company more prosperous, which will thus

A) usage of which is wrong here as it's not non-essential modifier. Allso the Thus after which indicates its a result of the previous action for which we can't use "which" as its an essential one.

OA: B) Here we find and >>> parallelism is perfect: will give.... and will thus increase.... are parallel & Our intended meaning is also intact.

C) and >>> no parallelism
D) and >>> no parallelism
E) here working and making are parallel giving us an intent that both are simultaneous actions whereas working makes company props. (making is a result of working)

if we miss the above in case:C,D,E have Idiom error too. Incentive to+ V is correct. and incentive for is also correct but Incentive for + Noun is correct. we can't use incentive for + v-ing in this context. There are other errors too but these are fine to eliminate options.

GMATNinja 
Asad wrote:
Quote:
Some business experts think that allowing employees to buy their employer's stock for a set price, no matter how high the stock rises, will give the employees a powerful incentive to work together, making a company more prosperous, which will thus increase the return to shareholders.

A) to work together, making a company more prosperous, which will thus
B) to work together to make a company more prosperous and will thus
C) for working together, making a company more prosperous, and thus they
D) for working together to make a company more prosperous, and thus it will
E) for working together and making a company more prosperous, which will thus
Hello Honorable Experts,
MartyTargetTestPrep, GMATGuruNY, ccooley, AjiteshArun, DmitryFarber, GMATNinja, generis, MentorTutoring
In this question, the correct choice is B
It seems that the antecedent of THEIR (in the non-underlined part) has been used for 'employees'. So, if I replace the pronoun with noun we just get-->
Some business experts think that allowing employees to buy employees' employer's stock for a set price, no matter how high the stock rises, will give the employees a powerful incentive to work together to make a company more prosperous and will thus increase the return to shareholders.
My question:
Q1:
What's the rules to use 2 possessives at a time (side by side)?
Q2:
In A and C:
A) to work together, making a company more prosperous, which will thus
C) for working together, making a company more prosperous, and thus they
-->is it ok till the highlighted part?
Q3:
In C,
C) for working together, making a company more prosperous, and thus they
What's the problem with 'they'?
Q4:
In the non-underlined part, what's the antecedent of 'employer's'?
Also, in the non-underlined part, 'employer's' indicates 'singular' because the apostrophe has been used before 'S. So, why the employees buy just one 'employer's' stock? Does it guarantee that buying one employer's stock will give the employees a powerful incentives?

Q5:
What if we replace the bold part with THEM? Will it make sense?
Sorry for so many questions! These questions seem to be weird for so many people, but it is indeed needed.
Thanks all experts.

Phew, lots going on here! Let's take these one by one:
Quote:
Q1:
What's the rules to use 2 possessives at a time (side by side)?
In general, there is nothing wrong with using two possessives in a row:
· "Tim lives in his mother's basement."
· "Tim visited Tom's mother's beach house."

Quote:
Q2:
In A and C:
A) to work together, making a company more prosperous, which will thus
C) for working together, making a company more prosperous, and thus they
-->is it ok till the highlighted part?

As I've said before, it's rarely a good idea to look at individual sentences -- or parts of individual sentences -- and label them as inherently wrong or inherently right. On the GMAT, your job is to select the BEST answer choice out of the five available options, and you'll never have to look at a single sentence in a bubble and determine whether it's "correct" or "incorrect". A more productive approach is to look for meaning differences between the various options and to decide which option works best.

For example, using "work together, making a company more prosperous" instead of "work together to make a company more prosperous" changes the meaning slightly. In choice (B), "to make a company more prosperous" modifies "work together", telling us the goal or outcome of working together.

In choices (A) and (C), however, "making..." seems to modify the entire preceding clause ("allowing employees... will give") - in that case, it seems as though the fact that "allowing employees... will give the employees a powerful incentive" is what makes the company more prosperous. 

But the fact that something GIVES the employees an incentive to work together is not, by itself, what makes the company more prosperous. I don't think that makes (A) or (C) clearly wrong, but the meaning is more logical in choice (B).

Quote:
Q3:
In C,
C) for working together, making a company more prosperous, and thus they
What's the problem with 'they'?
Notice that there are a couple possible referents for the pronoun "they": "experts" or "employees". That doesn't make the "they" wrong, but (B) avoids that issue, giving us another vote against (C).

Quote:
Q4:
In the non-underlined part, what's the antecedent of 'employer's'?
Also, in the non-underlined part, 'employer's' indicates 'singular' because the apostrophe has been used before 'S. So, why the employees buy just one 'employer's' stock? Does it guarantee that buying one employer's stock will give the employees a powerful incentives?

I'm not sure what you mean by "the antecedent of 'employer's'", but I'll attempt to address the other part of this question...

Notice that all five options refer to a single hypothetical company ("make/making a company..."). That single hypothetical company will only have ONE stock, and the experts are discussing the possible result of allowing the EMPLOYEES of that company to purchase that single stock (i.e., the one employer's stock) for set price.

Quote:
Q5:
What if we replace the bold part with THEM? Will it make sense?

I'm not sure what you are referring to here, but, for the same reasons stated for Q2, it's rarely a good idea to analyze tweaked versions of the answer choices -- just take what they're giving you for answer choices, and don't waste your time writing new ones. Using a pronoun instead of the noun might make the intended meaning less clear. Would that make the answer choice wrong? Maybe, maybe not. Again, all you have to do is pick the BEST option out of the five available options.

I hope that helps!






8.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/dinosaur-tracks-show-them-walking-with-their-feet-directly-under-their-321761.html#p2501154
Dinosaur tracks show them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like mammals and birds, not extended out to the side in the manner of modern reptiles.

(A) Dinosaur tracks show them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like
(B) Dinosaur tracks show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do
(C) Dinosaurs left tracks that showed them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like
(D) The tracks that dinosaurs left show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do
(E) In the tracks they left, dinosaurs are shown walking with their feet under their bodies, like 
GMATNinja 
yatindra20 wrote:
Please help in this Difficult question GMATNINJA
Plenty of nice juicy errors in this one...

Quote:
(A) Dinosaur tracks show them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like mammals and birds, not extended out to the side in the manner of modern reptiles.
The first thing I notice is "them," which has to refer to a plural noun, but there's no plural noun that works here. "Tracks?" Nope. The dinosaur tracks don't show "tracks" walking. A pronoun can be ambiguous, but it cannot be incoherent. So (A) is out.

Quote:
(B) Dinosaur tracks show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do mammals and birds, not extended out to the side in the manner of modern reptiles.
Same problem as (A), but with "they" instead of "them."

Quote:
(C) Dinosaurs left tracks that showed them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like mammals and birds, not extended out to the side in the manner of modern reptiles.
This one fixes the pronoun issue - "them" can refer to "dinosaurs," but now we've got a meaning problem. This version makes it sound as though the tracks literally showed dinosaurs walking, the way, say, a video might show a toddler walking. That would be neat, but it's not terribly logical. The tracks give us information that allows us to see that the dinosaurs walked a certain way. But we don't get to see the walking itself.

There's also a problem with the usage of "like" here. Remember, "like" has to compare nouns. What nouns are compared? "Mammals and birds" to "their bodies?" That doesn't make sense. It seems far more logical to compare actions: how dinosaurs walked to how mammals and birds do. When comparing actions, we'd want to use "as," so that's another strike against (C).


Quote:
(D) The tracks that dinosaurs left show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do mammals and birds, not extended out to the side in the manner of modern reptiles.
This looks okay. We have the plural "dinosaurs" for "they" to refer to. "As" properly compares actions. No other issues are jumping out, let's hang on to this one.

Quote:
(E) In the tracks they left, dinosaurs are shown walking with their feet under their bodies, like mammals and birds, not extended out to the side in the manner of modern reptiles.
Again, it seems as though the tracks are literally displaying dinosaurs walking. Worse, the dinosaurs appear to be walking now. And then we've also got "like" illogically comparing "mammals and birds" to their bodies," as opposed to (D), which uses "as" to compare actions.

So (D) it is.
chetan2u 
generis wrote:
Dinosaur tracks show them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like mammals and birds, not extended out to the side in the manner of modern reptiles.
A) Dinosaur tracks show them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like
B) Dinosaur tracks show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do
C) Dinosaurs left tracks that showed them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like
D) The tracks that dinosaurs left show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do
E) In the tracks they left, dinosaurs are shown walking with their feet under their bodies, like
The main errors..

A) Dinosaur tracks show them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like
'Dinosaur tracks' seems to be a name of a track rather than showing possession.. Also, the THEIR in under their bodies does not modify singular dinosaur and illogically points to tracks. There can be many more appropriate ways to use this phrase.
LIKE shows comparison between NOUNs, and it does not fit in here. We are likely comparing actions by dinosaurs and mammals & birds.

B) Dinosaur tracks show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do
'as do' is correctly used, but it wrongly compares dinosaur tracks with mammals & birds.
'Dinosaur tracks' seems to be a name of a track rather than showing possession.. Also, the THEIR in under their bodies and THEY do not modify singular dinosaur and illogically points to tracks.

C) Dinosaurs left tracks that showed them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like
Clears the pronoun ambiguity, but construction is not proper.
We are comparing two actions, one by Diosaurs and other by mammals and birds, so LIKE is wrong.

D) The tracks that dinosaurs left show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do
Pronoun ambiguity is removed in this choice. Also 'as do' is correctly used for comparing two actions. CORRECT

E) In the tracks they left, dinosaurs are shown walking with their feet under their bodies, like
Like is wrong..
Poorly constructed -- In the tracks they left, dinosaurs are shown walking
itspC 
bacseialex wrote:
GMATNinja can you help us with this question, please?
GMAT ninja might be busy... let me explain this to u in a simple way

A) Dinosaur tracks show them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like
them is referring to tracks(nearest noun)-logic is explained in option C exp.

B) Dinosaur tracks show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do
Same as A : they is referring to tracks (nearest noun)

C) Dinosaurs left tracks that showed them walking with their feet directly under their bodies, like
Tracks can't show them (even if them=dinos'). Tracks showed us or someone that dinos' did it

D) The tracks that dinosaurs left show that they walked with their feet directly under their bodies, as do-perfect eliminates all errors in other options.

E) In the tracks they left, dinosaurs are shown walking with their feet under their bodies, like
Dinos' are+ v-ing>>> in present tense ??

Apart from the above, there are many other errors too. But let's make this simple [image: :)]

9.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/officials-at-the-united-states-mint-believe-that-the-sacagawea-dollar-44391.html#p313301
Officials at the United States Mint believe that the Sacagawea dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than four quarters, which weigh 5.67 grams each.

(A) more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than

(B) more as a substitute for four quarters than the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far lighter than

(C) as a substitute for four quarters more than for the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than

(D) as a substitute for four quarters more than the dollar bill because its weight of only 8.1 grams is far lighter than it is for

(E) as a substitute more for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than it is for

egmat 
'Idiomatic usage' of comparison markers

Is 'idiomatic usage' of comparison markers a good way to eliminate options in questions that test comparisons?

My answer: not so much. The problem with focusing on idiomatic usage to analyze options is that our understanding of ‘typically’ correct idioms interferes with our understanding of the meaning that the option conveys. You need to be particularly careful about understanding the intended logic of the sentence when it makes a comparison.

Let's look at this official question to illustrate this point. I'd especially like to focus on why we can't argue that the correct answer is not 'really' correct because it doesn't use the "more X than Y" construction.

Officials at the United States Mint believe that the Sacagawea dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than four quarters, which weigh 5.67 grams each.

A) more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than
B) more as a substitute for four quarters than the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far lighter than
C) as a substitute for four quarters more than for the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than
D) as a substitute for four quarters more than the dollar bill because its weight of only 8.1 grams is far lighter than it is for
E) as a substitute more for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than it is for

Here’s how I would go about understanding this question. The original sentence contains a comparison that is expressed using the comparison marker ‘more than’. Okay, so my focus needs to be on whether the comparison makes logical sense in the original sentence. If it does, I know I need a correct answer that doesn’t change the intended logic. But if it doesn’t make sense in the original sentence, then I need to infer the correct logic from the original sentence, and then look for an answer that also uses the correct intended meaning.

So far so good. Let’s do the meaning analysis.

Meaning Analysis

Since we're looking at the use of ‘more than’, I’m going to focus only on the comparison in this meaning analysis.

Officials at the United States Mint believe that the Sacagawea dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than four quarters, which weigh 5.67 grams each.

So the original sentence has two comparisons:

1. the Sacagawea dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill => Comparison between ‘four quarters’ and ‘the dollar bill’
2. its weight… is far less than four quarters => Comparison between ‘its weight’ and ‘four quarters’

While the first comparison is logically correct, the second clearly isn’t. ‘Weight’ can’t be compared to ‘quarters’. The weight of something can logically be compared only with the weight of something else.

Error Analysis

Comparison errors in this sentence:

1. the Sacagawea dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill => ‘More’ can’t be followed by ‘rather than’. ‘More’ indicates a comparison while ‘rather than’ is used to show contrast. Note that in the case of option A, it is perfectly fine to eliminate the option based on the usage of ‘more than’ compared to the usage of ‘rather than’. This is because the two phrases are used for different purposes. We already know from our meaning analysis that this sentence is making a comparison, not a contrast. So ‘rather than’ is out.
2. its weight… is far less than four quarters => Illogical comparison between ‘its weight’ and ‘four quarters’.

Process of Elimination:

As I've done above, I’m going to focus on the comparison issue to eliminate choices.

Option A: INCORRECT as discussed.

Option B: INCORRECT.

1. Comparison Error: ‘More as a substitute for four quarters than the dollar bill’ => This comparison is ambiguous. It could mean one of two things:

i) The dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters than the dollar bill WILL. => Comparison between the dollar coin and the dollar bill.
ii) The dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters than FOR the dollar bill. => Comparison between four quarters and the dollar bill.

So you can see, there’s no justification for applying the ‘more X than Y’ logic here. In fact, I would say it’s a misconception that this use is ‘idiomatic’. Saying so implies that this structure is always correct, whereas really, it’s correct only when it conveys the intended logic correctly.

Option C: CORRECT

This choice says that the dollar coin will be used as a substitute for four quarters more than FOR the dollar bill. So, it clearly resolves the ambiguity present in option B.

Option D: INCORRECT

1. Comparison Error: ‘For’ is missing, leading to ambiguity.

Option E: INCORRECT

1. Comparison Error: ‘More’ is followed by ‘rather than’.

So, as you can see, going by idiomatic usage is unlikely to be the best way to solve a comparison question. Focusing on the logic behind the comparison is the way to go.

I hope these observations help. [image: :-)]

Meghna



GMATNinja 
Well, the first thing I notice here is the pronouns, "its" and "it." I really want to say that the pronoun is ambiguous, because it could refer back to "dollar bill" (which is the closest singular noun) or the Sacagawea dollar coin.

But we can't do anything about the "it" or "its" -- it's in all five answer choices, so it can't really be much of an issue. Plus, pronoun ambiguity is NOT an absolute rule on the GMAT. We'll say more about that in an upcoming Topic of the Week.
I guess I can't get any quick eliminations from the pronouns, so let's take these guys in order:
Quote:
A) more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than
I don't like the comparison idiom here: "more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for..." But if you're not sure about the idiom, look for other stuff. (Check out this thread for more on idioms.)

The bigger issue is that the final comparison in the sentence doesn't make sense: "its weight... is far less than four quarters." We could say that the weight of the coin is less than the weight of the quarters, but it doesn't make sense to say that the weight of the coin is less than the quarters themselves. (A) is gone.

Quote:
B) more as a substitute for four quarters than the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far lighter than
I think I would be a little bit happier if the first comparison said "more as a substitute for four quarters than FOR the dollar bill" -- the second "for" is missing, and that bugs me a little bit. But I'm not 100% sure that it's wrong. 

More importantly: at the end of the sentence, it's saying that the coin "weighs 8.1 grams, far lighter than four quarters." You could say "the coin IS far lighter than four quarters" or "it weighs less than four quarters", but not "it weighs lighter than four quarters." Eliminate (B).

Quote:
C) as a substitute for four quarters more than for the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than
I like that first comparison: "as a substitute for four quarters more than for the dollar bill" -- nice parallelism in the comparison, much better than in (A) or (B). More importantly, the last part makes sense now: "it weighs... far less than..." Keep (C).

Quote:
D) as a substitute for four quarters more than the dollar bill because its weight of only 8.1 grams is far lighter than it is for
As in (A) and (B), I think the first comparison idiom would be much stronger if "for" was included before "the dollar bill." But the last part of the sentence is a bigger problem: "(the coin's) weight is far lighter than it is for four quarters..."?? At the very least, this is a wordy mess compared with (C). You could also argue that it's nonsense: if "it" refer's back to "the coin's weight", then the sentence becomes illogical ("the coin's weight is lighter than the coin's weight is for four quarters"). 
Either way, (C) is clearly better than (D), so (D) is gone.

Quote:
E) as a substitute more for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than it is for

First part of the underlined portion suffers from the same idiom issue as in (A). The second part of the underlined portion is similar to (D): "the coin's weight... is far less than it is for four quarters." Again, at the very least, this is wordier and inferior to (C); at worst, it's illogical.

(C) is our winner.
GMATPill 
Officials at the United States Mint believe that the Sacagawea dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than four quarters, which weigh 5.67 grams each.

A) more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than

--as mustdoit pointed out, the word "rather" does not belong here.

But even if you did not catch this, the phrase "its weight...is far less than four quarters" does not make sense.
It should be "its weight...is far less than that of four quarters."

Additionally, because of the positioning of the word "more" early in the sentence, this sentence is structurally should be saying "more as a SUBSTITUTE...than as a [Blank]"

So A is wrong.

B) more as a substitute for four quarters than the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far lighter than
Because of the positioning of the word "more" early in the sentence, this sentence is structurally should be saying "more as a SUBSTITUTE...than as a [Blank]"
Since this structure is violated, we know B is wrong. If you want to compare the four quarters and the dollar bill, you'll have to move the position of the word "more."

C) as a substitute for four quarters more than for the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than

This is what we want! The position of the word "more" is further into the sentence so structurally, we are correctly comparing "four quarters" and the "dollar bill."

D) as a substitute for four quarters more than the dollar bill because its weight of only 8.1 grams is far lighter than it is for

The phrase should be "the weight...is far LESS than" --this is preferred.

You can say "it weighs lighter than XYZ" --just like you can say "I weigh heavier than him." ---But when you begin with the form "its weight is" then you should finish it off with "LESS THAN" rather than "LIGHTER THAN." Likewise, you wouldn't say "my weight is heavier than his"---you would say "my weight is more than his"

And as previously mentioned, you also need the word "for" before "the dollar bill"

So either way, D is wrong.

E) as a substitute more for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than it is for

Again, you don't want the word "rather" in "rather than" here. E is wrong.

The phrase "is far less than it is for"--is chunky. Other answer choices offer something that is simpler and more concise--like answer choice C.

Hope that helps!
GMATPill 
noboru – > "I would like to see a "that" after the second "than" in C, in order to        compare Sacagawea dollar coin's weight and four quarters' coin."

No, this is not right.
(C) says: "...because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than"
It weighs far less than four quarters. --this is correct. 

Think: "I weigh more than him."--this is also correct. You do not need the word "that"---you DO need "that" if you say:

"Its weight is far less than that of four quarters." --Notice the difference between "it weighs" and "its weight"---one uses the word "weighs" as a VERB and the other uses "weight" as a NOUN. 

daagh 
Officials at the United States Mint believe that the Sacagawea dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than four quarters, which weigh 5.67 grams each.

A) more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than

B) more as a substitute for four quarters than the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far lighter than

C) as a substitute for four quarters more than for the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than

D) as a substitute for four quarters more than the dollar bill because its weight of only 8.1 grams is far lighter than it is for

E) as a substitute more for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than it is for

It is not necessary to get into unnecessary considerations regarding this question. This is a comparison issue and you must look forward to an orange-to-orange comparison or an apple-to-apple comparison. If you are considering the dollar coin, then you must compare it with the four quarters coin. On the other hand, if you are comparing the weight of the dollar coin, the corresponding comparison also should involve the weight of the four quarters on the other side.
As per this basic tenet, it is clear that A is out and that only B and C survive. We can get rid of D and E because it is not clear whether the pronoun 'it' stands for the coin or for the weight.
Between B and C, In B, 'it' weighs far lighter than is unidiomatic. Something can weigh far less than some other thing. Therefore, C remains in the final.
This much may be sufficient to solve this daunting question.
egmat 
Ashokshiva wrote:
i think it is A.
only option A seems to compare 4 quarters with dollar.
Awaiting expert reply.

Hello Ashokshiva,

I would be glad to help you with this query.

Choice A is incorrect because the comparison has not been presented in grammatically parallel list.

The original sentence uses the phrase more X than Y in which X and Y should be parallel. But per choice A, X = as a substitute for four quarters and Y = for the dollar bill. Clearly, the two entities are not parallel. Also, use of rather with this comparison idiom is incorrect.

Choice C corrects this parallelism by changing the structure of the comparison idiom to X more than Y in which X = for four quarters and Y = for the dollar bill.

--Shraddha
GMATNinja
abrakadabra21 wrote:
In C, is far less than correct? Shouldn't it be far lighter than?

Yup, "far less than" is correct because of the way the comparison is structured: "it weighs... far less than four quarters." You certainly wouldn't say "it weighs... far lighter than four quarters", though you could say "it is... far lighter than four quarters."

I hope this helps!
GMATNinja 
altairahmad wrote:
Hi daagh GMATNinja

In (E) shouldn't there be 'that of' instead of it is for ? The comparison structure ' its weight is far less that it is for' sounds funny but I can't seem to put a finger on what exactly is the problem there.
Will appreciate your input.

The following example illustrates the problem with (E):
· "Spud's height is far less than it is for Shaq." - We want the pronoun "it" to refer to "Shaq's height". But so far we have only referenced "Spud's height". So it sounds like we are saying, "Spud's height is far less than Spud's height is for Shaq." That doesn't make any sense.

Now back to choice (E):
Quote:
(E) Officials at the United States Mint believe that the Sacagawea dollar coin will be used as a substitute more for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than it is for four quarters, which weigh 5.67 grams each.

The first pronoun, "its", refers to "the Sacagawea dollar coin" -- no problem there.


We want that second pronoun ("it") to refer to the weight of the four quarters. But so far we have only referenced the weight of the Sacagawea dollar coin. So we seem to have, "... the Sacagawea dollar coin's weight is far less than the Sacagawea dollar coin's weight is for four quarters." That's obviously not the intended meaning. The meaning is much clearer in the correct answer: "... the Sacagawea dollar coin... weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than four quarters..."

I hope that helps!
GMATNinja  
babloorudra wrote:
I feel that in the option C- " it weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than four quarters" weight is compared with four quarters. Would like to know on what basis this is right.
Regards,
Viswa
pi10t wrote:
Officials at the United States Mint believe that the Sacagawea dollar coin will be used more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than four quarters, which weigh 5.67 grams each.
(A) more as a substitute for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than
(B) more as a substitute for four quarters than the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far lighter than
(C) as a substitute for four quarters more than for the dollar bill because it weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than
(D) as a substitute for four quarters more than the dollar bill because its weight of only 8.1 grams is far lighter than it is for
(E) as a substitute more for four quarters rather than for the dollar bill because its weight, only 8.1 grams, is far less than it is for
Consider this simple example:
"Tim ate more than Mike." - Really we are trying to say: "Tim ate more than Mike ate." But the second "ate" is implied and thus can be removed (I'm not crazy about the term, but some people like to call this ellipsis).

We have something similar in choice (C): "... [the Sacagawea dollar coin] weighs only 8.1 grams, far less than four quarters {weigh}." - The second verb ("weigh") is implied and can be omitted.
I hope that helps!




10.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/five-hundred-million-different-species-of-living-creatures-have-appear-16579.html#p94180
Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.

(A) Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.

(B) Nearly 99 percent of five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth have vanished.

(C) Vanished are nearly 99 percent of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth.

(D) Of five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them have vanished.

(E) Of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent have vanished.

TommyWallach 

I got asked to take this one on by Private Message. Apparently, it has appeared in three different threads, none of which have resolved. So I'm going to be adding this exact post to all three threads. Be aware if you see it repeated!

Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.

A. Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.
PROBLEM: First off "nearly 99 percent..." appears to be modifying "Earth," when we want it to modify "five hundred million different species." Secondly, "vanishing" is not correct on its own, as it is a present participle and we'd prefer some kind of perfect tense (because the vanishing started in the past and continues into the present).

B. Nearly 99 percent of five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth have vanished.
PROBLEM: It should be "THE five hundred million different species," otherwise it sounds like there have been more than five hundred million species, but we're just talking about a particular subset of them which happens to include five hundred million species. Also, the use of the simple past tense for "appeared" is wrong, because this should be present perfect (they have appeared starting in the past and CONTINUING into the present).

C. Vanished are nearly 99 percent of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth.
PROBLEM: As fun as it can be to speak like Yoda, inverting the sentence is highly awkward. Again, the simple past tense "appeared" is incorrect.

D. Of five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them have vanished.
PROBLEM: It should be "THE five hundred million different species," otherwise it sounds like there have been more than five hundred million species, but we're just talking about a particular subset of them which happens to include five hundred million species. Also, it's redundant, and thus wrong, to say "of five hundred..." AND "...of them". We don't need both.

E. Of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent have vanished.
ANSWER.

Hope that helps!
seofah 
ricokevin wrote:
Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.

A. Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.
B. Nearly 99 percent of five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth have vanished.
C. Vanished are nearly 99 percent of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth.
D. Of five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them have vanished.
E. Of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent have vanished.

OA: E
Ack! Please Explain.
Why can't B be the answer?
In choice B, "that appeared on Earth" seems to refer to "nearly 99% of 500 million different species of living creatures", whereas we know that it should refer to "500 million different species of living creatures"

SC questions that are underlined entirely tends to be modification questions. Make sure modifier is referring to the logical modifyee.


GMATGuruNY 
pb_india wrote:
Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.

A. Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.
B. Nearly 99 percent of five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth have vanished.
C. Vanished are nearly 99 percent of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth.
D. Of five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them have vanished.
E. Of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent have vanished.

B and C combine the past tense appeared and with the present perfect tense have vanished. The sequence of events is unclear. If the species appeared in the past, how can they still be vanishing in the present? Eliminate B and C.

In A and D, it's not clear whether them refers to species or to living creatures. Eliminate A and D.
TommyWallach 
Hey Munda,

He ran into the building, determined to save his puppy.

"Determined" is modifying "he", so this would not be a preferred way to write this. We'd prefer to see the participle touching the noun.

You seem confused about the difference between a participle and words with -ing. Words ending in -ing can be participles, gerunds, or participles that are part of progressive tenses.

PARTICIPLES
Present participles are generally adverbial when they follow the comma after a clause.

I crossed the pool, swimming with all my might.

In your example, "swimming" is iffy. You could argue it's modifying "crossed" (the way in which the crossing occurred), but it's really modifying "I". Just like the last one, it's not the cleanest way to write it.

The car going down the street is red.

In this version, there's no comma. Participles with no commas always modify whatever they're touching. Very straightforward.
GERUNDS

Participles and gerunds are totally different words (adjectives versus nouns). They may look the same, but they're homonyms, with different meanings. Gerunds are nouns, not adjectives.

PROGRESSIVE TENSES

I was running. (this is really a participle with the past tense verb)
I am running. (this is really a participle with the present tense verb.

The leader came in a car, with his bodyguards following suit.

"following suit" is an idiom meaning "doing the same". This is just a participial phrase modifying a noun (no comma), "bodyguards."

Hope that helps!
GMATGuruNY 
To illustrate how the insertion of a comma can change what a modifier is modifying (and thus change the meaning of the sentence):

John kicked the puppy, upsetting Mary.

The purpose of the comma is to show that upsetting is modifying not the puppy but John. John is upsetting Mary (by kicking the poor, defenseless puppy).

Let's see what happens when the comma is removed:

John kicked the puppy upsetting Mary.

With the comma removed, upsetting is now modifying the puppy. The puppy is upsetting Mary. In this sentence, John might in fact be pleasing Mary by kicking the annoying puppy.

The big question I ask myself when I see a participle that ends in -ing:

Who or what is performing the action of the verb?

If I can't tell who or what is performing the action of the -ing participle -- or if the wrong thing is performing the action -- I eliminate the answer choice.
sayantanc2k 
Celestial09 wrote:
hi,
experts, kindly explain the usage of THE in a sentence and a sentence without the usage of THE. Can a answer be solely correct on use of THE?
say example D and E
Usage of "the" is not the reason that distinguishes E from D as the correct option. Option D is wrong because of redundant use of "of them". The sentence starts with "Of five hundred million different species ". Subsequent use of "of them" makes the sentence wrong.

sayantanc2k 
umg wrote:
nocilis wrote:
Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.

A. Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.
B. Nearly 99 percent of five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth have vanished.
C. Vanished are nearly 99 percent of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth.
D. Of five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them have vanished.
E. Of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent have vanished.
VeritasPrepKarishma, mikemcgarry
Could you guys please help resolve the issue between B & E..
According to me, the Issue with E is
Of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent have vanished.
We use Present Perfect to denote an Action/Event that started in Past and is still there in Present or its Effect is still there in Present. So, wouldn't the Sentence fragment - species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth - mean that those species appeared on Earth in past and new ones are still appearing. Here, present perfect cannot mean the other thing because sentence further says that - Nearly 99% of those species have vanished.

I do not see a problem with E; rather option E seems better than B:
The species appeared in the past and are still continuing to appear - till date five hundred million species have appeared. Hence past perfect is better than simple past.

A more detailed explanation can be found here:
five-hundred-million-different-species-of-living-creatures-16579-60.html#p773666




sayantanc2k 
umg wrote:
sayantanc2k wrote:
I do not see a problem with E; rather option E seems better than B:
The species appeared in the past and are still continuing to appear - till date five hundred million species have appeared. Hence past perfect is better than simple past.

A more detailed explanation can be found here:
five-hundred-million-different-species-of-living-creatures-16579-60.html#p773666
I did read Tommy Wallach's comment before but it couldn't resolve my doubt.

Anyways, what I have understood from your comment and all others' before you is that the number of species included in E is more than that in B. While B says that about 500 mil species appeared in past, E says that 500 mil species include even those species that appeared/were discovered today.
Did I get it right?
Yes, that is what the posts convey. Here is an alternative take on this:

Case 1. A species X no longer lives:

1.1 A species X appeared and have vanished. (Here the appearance has no effect in the present since it has already vanished - the effect of vanishing is though still there.)

1.2 A species appeared and vanished. (Here the appearance has no effect in the present since it has already vanished - the effect of vanishing is also not there.)

Case 2. A species Y still lives:

2.1 A species Y has appeared. (Here the appearance has effect in the present since the species still lives.)

Now out of all the species, some appeared and have vanished (OR vanished), and the others have appeared and are still living - in this case since at least some effect of the appearance is there (because at least some species are still living), present perfect would be appropriate:

Out of all the species that HAVE appeared, some have vanished (or vanished). (The others are still living.)





sayantanc2k  
Explanation as to why E is preferred over C? 

Two problems:

1. The passive construction X is vanished implies that the act of vanishing was performed on X by someone else - this usage is not correct. The creatures vanished, not that they are vanished (by someone else).

2. Starting a sentence with a verb is not a standard practice. Option C has a more standard construction: starting with a prepositional phrase modifier, then the subject and finally the verb.
daagh 
Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing.

The essence of the nature of evolution is that it is an ongoing and eternal affair.

A. Five hundred million different species of living creatures have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them vanishing --- modification is unclear. With comma + vanishing modifying the action of five hundred million species, appearing.-It looks incongruous.

B. Nearly 99 percent of five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth have vanished. -- that appeared is incongruous
C. Vanished are nearly 99 percent of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that appeared on Earth. -- that appeared is incongruous as explained at the top

D. Of five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent of them have vanished. Correct

E. Of the five hundred million different species of living creatures that have appeared on Earth, nearly 99 percent have vanished. -- One cannot put a cap the number of species in evolution. There are so many that are evolving silently without our knowledge; hence, the use of 'the ', a factor that denotes an entirety is inappropriate





11.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/sixty-five-million-years-ago-according-to-some-scientists-an-asteroi-94658.html#p728419
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

(A) which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks

(B) which caused the plant and animal extinctions marking

(C) and causing plant and animal extinctions that mark

(D) an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks

(E) an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark

GMATNinja 
This one isn't too awful, compared to some of the QOTDs we'll inflict on you later this week. For the most part, this is a nice story about straightforward uses of "that" and "which" modifiers, with some meaning stuff thrown in.

The uses of "that" and "which" can get nastier, though. Check out last Monday's YouTube webinar for more on the various uses of "that" on the GMAT... and we'll feature the other examples from the webinar as QOTDs later this week.

Quote:
A. which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks
"Which" can only modify "North America" here, and that makes no sense at all: "North America, which... marks the end of the geologic era"?! The placement of the "-ing" modifier doesn't seem great, either. Eliminate (A).

Quote:
B. which caused the plant and animal extinctions marking
Again, the modifier beginning with "which" is modifying "North America" again, and that makes no sense: "North America, which caused the plant and animal extinctions..." Eliminate (B).



Quote:
C. and causing plant and animal extinctions that mark
I'm OK with the use of "that" here, but the parallelism doesn't work. The parallelism marker "and" is followed by "causing plant and animal extinctions", and I can't find anything in the sentence that could possibly be parallel to "causing." (C) is gone.

Quote:
D. an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks
The last part of the underlined portion makes me hesitate: "it" could refer to "event", I guess. So "...an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and the event marks the end of the geologic era..." That's not awful, but I really don't understand why we're starting a whole new clause there, with "event" as the subject. It makes a whole lot more sense when the end of the sentence says "... marks the end of the geologic era..." function as a modifier for "extinctions" -- and that's exactly what (E) does.

Since "it" is the subject of the second clause, you could also argue that it refers back to the subject of the first clause: "an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest." But that wouldn't really make much sense, either: the asteroid marks the end of the geologic era? Hm, not so sure about that one. But either way: even if you're OK with the pronoun, (E) does a much better job of conveying the meaning of the sentence.

Incidentally, there's another version of this answer choice in the verbal guide (any edition): "an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks..." Clearly, that's wrong for a different reason: "extinctions... marks" is a clear subject-verb error.

Either way, (D) is gone.

Quote:
E. an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark
(E) has two "thats", and they're both perfectly fine. The event caused the plant and animal extinctions, and the extinctions mark the end of the geologic era. Nice and clear. (E) wins.







dimitri92 
elevinty wrote:
Here is my question: In options E and D, how is the appositive grammatically right, shouldn't the appositive set next to the noun that it's modifying, in this case what is (an event) actually modifying because if it's modifying north america, then it wouldnt be right
need help plz

first of all, i'll say that you don't really need to confuse yourself with terminology .. for most part, learning the terminology is just a waste of time

which is a noun modifier and is placed as closely to the noun it modifies as possible

in A & B which incorrectly modifies N.America

ask yourself .. what cause the extinctions? .. it was the act of the asteroid slamming into N.America that caused the extinctions
so look for a modifier that describes this act ... an event correctly defines this act

D: what does 'it' refer to?
the clause after comma is a consequence of the asteroid impact .. the use of 'and' impairs the original intent

E: here THAT may confuse you ... but it actually modifies the plant and animal extinctions ... and is an essential modifier

prasi55 
In D, "an event that....extinctions" is set off by commas from the rest of the sentence and provides extra information about the event (the asteroid slammed into NA). So you should be able to remove this portion of the sentence without changing the meaning of the sentence.

Let's read D:
[Modifiers to provide context] An asteroid slammed into NA, [extra information about this event], and it marks the end...

Now ask what "it" refers to.

If you want "marks the end..." to refer to the event, then "that" must replace "it":
An event that caused X and that marks Y.

"Caused X" and "marks Y" would then become parallel constructs specifying two different effects of the same event.

In E, the position of the "the" helps one determine what "that" refers to. Everything between "the" and "that" forms a group, and the "that" refers to all the items in that group.

What if you wanted "that" to refer to just the animal extinctions? You would place "the" before "animal extinctions". The sentence might read: "...an event that caused plant extinctions and the animal extinctions that mark the end...".

EducationAisle 
jp001 wrote:
Error in (D):
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America,an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.
we have an Absolute phrase(an event that caused plant and animal extinctions) trying to modifying the entire preceding clause
if we remove this Absolute phrase the sentence will be like this:

Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America and it marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period

Now the structure became: Subject verb1 and pronoun(it) verb2
1. we need something like: Subject verb1 and verb2
2. tense error verb1 (past) and verb2 (present)
3. Meaning asteroid did not mark the end rather the event

Actually more significant issue with D (even if we assume that it refers to an event) is that the usage of and lends itself to an interpretation that this event did two completely independent and unrelated things:

i) it caused plant and animal extinctions
ii) it marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period

But this meaning is clearly not correct because the extinctions themselves mark the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

jp001 wrote:
Still my doubt: extinctions that mark the end.......... OR extinctions that marked the end? which one would be correct

Guess arguments can be made either way, but since this is an official question, it is very clear that at the very least, GMAT considers mark as acceptable, and so should we.




kinjiGC 
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

A. which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks
B. which caused the plant and animal extinctions marking
C. and causing plant and animal extinctions that mark
D. an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks
E. an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark

Usage of which

which is relative pronoun and can refer to "only" nouns.

Option A and B are using "which" to refer to the full action of "asteroid slamming into NA"
Hence Option A and B are wrong.

A. which , causing plant and animal extinctions, marks
B. which caused the plant and animal extinctions marking

Verb+ing can never be a verb
verb+ing in option C "causing " can never the verb as we require an auxiliary verb such as "is/are/were/ etc" to support the verb+ing.
As option C) makes the action parallel with the usage of "and" hence we need clauses.

Absolute Phrase

Absolute phrase is of the form "Noun + Noun Modifier" can they can modify previous clause or any noun in the previous clause (doesn't require the touch rule).
Now the event -> Correctly refers to the action of slamming.
As we have event that -> So we have the form "Noun + Noun Modifier".

The problem is usage of "it" in option D). Again it should refer to extinctions logically but it is singular pronoun and is trying to refer to the plural noun.
which is wrong in D)

EducationAisle 
Hi Sagar, which is a relative pronoun and hence, can never modify a clause.

Clauses have verbs and since which is a pronoun, which can only modify a noun (not a verb).


GMATNinja 
kabirchaudhry92 wrote:
daagh wrote:
E. An event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark

The restrictive pronoun 'that' before the plural verb 'mark' refers to the plural noun 'extinctions.'
'That' and 'which' are relative pronouns and hence they can only antecede ta logical noun before them. Whether that logical noun is just in front or farther off is the task
1. In this connection, it may be remembered that unlike 'which,' 'that' is a restrictive pronoun and has there to modify mostly only the noun just before unless it is absurd to do so.
2. Relative pronouns cannot jump over a noun (in the given case, the verb is caused) and so there is no way 'that' or 'which' can refer to the event.

The event was the collision between two cosmic bodies. But it did not mark the end of the era. What marked the end of the era were the plural extinctions. That is the reason, the singular pronoun 'it' is wrong in choice D.
I have the same doubt as he has "Honestly, i picked up D -- an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks

Here is my reasoning,
I was struggling with which marks/mark the end of XXX, either "an event" or "extinctions", eventually, i chose "an event" because i thought it is somehow redundant to say extinctions mark the end.

another question, i am not 100% sure "which" refers to extinctions or an event.
at first glance, i view which refers to extincition, but later, i thougt it should refer to an event, because that caused plant and animal extinctions is modifier of an event, cataloging the event, if i removing the modifier, the core of the phrase is an event, so which refers to an event"

Can you please explain in detail why is D wrong ?

Thanks in advance

Take another look at (D) "an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period." There's no logical or grammatical way that the modifier in red can refer back to "the event." If we wanted to have two "that" or "which" modifiers describe the same noun, we'd need a conjunction such as "and" to connect them: "The event that x and that y." First, we don't have a conjunction here. Moreover, it would be asking a lot of a reader to assume that "which" somehow refers back to a noun ("event") that precedes an entire relative clause ("that caused plant and animal distinctions"). So (D) is both ungrammatical and illogical.

I hope that helps!

GMATNinja 
A question from our sentence correction "ask me anything" thread:

GKomoku wrote:
Hello GMAT Ninja,
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

A. which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks
B. which caused the plant and animal extinctions and marks
C. and causing plant and animal extinctions that mark
D. an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks
E. an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark

in the answer choise D, can 'which' technically modify 'an event'?

Technically, I suppose that the phrase beginning with “which” could, in theory, “reach behind” the other modifier (“that caused plant and animal distinctions”), but… why the heck would we want to write the sentence that way? It’s confusing and messy. In general, you want the modifier to be as close as possible to the thing it modifies, and in this sense, (D) isn’t ideal.

Put another way, if you think that the phrase “which marks the end of the geologic era” also modifies “an event”, then we would have two different modifiers for “an event”:
1. “that caused plant and animal extinctions”
2. “which marks the end of the geologic era…”

So if we’re saying that both of these modify an “event”, then they need to be parallel to each other. So something like “an event that caused plant and animal distinctions and that marks the end of the geologic era…” would be much, much clearer.

(E) avoids those problems entirely. The first modifier (“that caused the plant and animal extinctions”) is right next to the thing it modifies (“an event). So is the second modifier (“that mark the end of the geologic era” modifies “the plant and animal extinctions”). So the modifiers are much, much clearer than in (D).

I hope this helps!




AjiteshArun 
hero_with_1000_faces wrote:
GMATNinja EXPERT
in option "E" that is a singular pronoun referring to plural "Extinctions" isnt it incorrect.

or is "that" acting as a modifier ?
Hi hero_with_1000_faces,

Yes, the that is a modifier. It refers to an event.

... an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions...

AjiteshArun 
Anirudddh wrote:
The whole sentence deals with the past,
The end of the sentence should be marked(past tense) how could it be just mark?
Hi Anirudddh,

A case can be made for the past tense marked, but we'll need to look at the intended meaning to see why this sentence uses the present tense mark.

...the plant and animal extinctions that mark the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

The that mark... is used to describe the plant and animal extinctions. These extinctions still "mark" the end of the Cretaceous Period. That's why the sentence uses the present tense mark instead of the past tense marked. If we use extinctions that marked the end of the Cretaceous Period, a reader might end up thinking that the extinctions no longer mark the end of the Cretaceous Period.
GMATNinja 
Quote:
GMATNinja - i find the use of the present tense 'mark' to be a bit bizarre; in my opinion it would make mone sense to say 'marked' instead, as the events we're talking about are clearly in the past. Does that make sense? Tks! [image: :)]

Good question! If we have more than one action in a sentence, it's possible that those actions could have different tenses - it all depends on logic and context. Here, have an example:
"Tim, who once loved thrash metal but now prefers polka with just a hint of clarinet, has always had eclectic taste."
In this example, Tim "loved" one kind of music in the past, but "prefers" a different kind in the present. That's totally fine.

In the OA, it's true that the asteroid slammed into earth in the past, but the extinctions still "mark" the end of that geological era today. Put another way, if we'd used the past tense, "marked" it would suggest that those extinctions no longer mark the end of the era in question, and the timeline of events had been reevaluated. There's no reason to believe this is the case. Perhaps more importantly, the other answer choices don't give us the option of "marked," so there's no reason to use this as a decision point.
For more on verb tenses on the GMAT in general, check out this video.

GMATNinja 
chrtpmdr wrote:
I don't quite get why GMATNinja is talking about a subject / verb agreement error on this answer choice:
(D) an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks

Isn't the event the subject? "event .. marks"
I don't get the comparision "exctinctions .. marks"
"Animal extinctions" isn't that the object?
I think the confusion is that there are two different versions of this question:

Quote:
(D) an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks
(D) an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks

The first one appears on this thread; the second appears in multiple editions of the verbal guide.

The first version doesn't really have a subject-verb issue at all, for the reasons you mentioned. It's only the second version that does. Here's the excerpt from my explanation above, applied only to that second version:
GMATNinja wrote:
Incidentally, there's another version of this answer choice in the verbal guide (any edition): "an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks..." Clearly, that's wrong for a different reason: "extinctions... marks" is a clear subject-verb error.

In the second version, "which marks..." seems to modify the nearest noun, "extinctions." And that would be a clear subject-verb error. Sure, I suppose you could argue that the phrase "which marks..." modifies the entire preceding mess ("an event that caused plant and animal extinctions"), but at minimum, that's confusing, because "an event" is so far back in the sentence. (E) is much clearer in that version of the question.

TheUltimateWinner   
GMATNinja wrote:
Quote:
D. an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks
The last part of the underlined portion makes me hesitate: "it" could refer to "event", I guess. So "...an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and the event marks the end of the geologic era..." That's not awful, but I really don't understand why we're starting a whole new clause there, with "event" as the subject. It makes a whole lot more sense when the end of the sentence says "... marks the end of the geologic era..." function as a modifier for "extinctions" -- and that's exactly what (E) does.
Since "it" is the subject of the second clause, you could also argue that it refers back to the subject of the first clause: "an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest." But that wouldn't really make much sense, either: the asteroid marks the end of the geologic era? Hm, not so sure about that one. But either way: even if you're OK with the pronoun, (E) does a much better job of conveying the meaning of the sentence.

Incidentally, there's another version of this answer choice in the verbal guide (any edition): "an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks..." Clearly, that's wrong for a different reason: "extinctions... marks" is a clear subject-verb error.

Either way, (D) is gone.

GMATNinja,
Thank you sir for the nice explanation.
I have a query with your new version sentence (in the highlighted part).
In the new version you are going to say -->

Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

^^ this sentence is wrong because of the subject verb agreement. But if I say the following will it make sense?

Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which mark the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

Also, one more query.. you said :
"it" could refer to "event"---> in choice D, 'an event that caused plant and animal extinctions' is the modifier, so we can remove this part from the original core sentence, right? So, why do we bother about 'event'? My thinking says that only 'asteroid' could be the antecedent of IT (accepting the meaning does not make sense here if we replace IT with 'asteroid'). Am i missing anything in my reasoning?

GMATNinja wrote:
Quote:
E. an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark
(E) has two "thats", and they're both perfectly fine. The event caused the plant and animal extinctions, and the extinctions mark the end of the geologic era. Nice and clear. (E) wins.

Also, it seems that the extinctions don't mark the end of the geologic era, an event does, because if it is because of 'extinctions' the that should be THOSE.
Sir, am i missing anything?
Thanks__

MentorTutoring  
Asad wrote:
Hello Experts,
MartyTargetTestPrep, GMATNinja, GMATGuruNY, AjiteshArun, MentorTutoring, EducationAisle, generis

Here the correct choice is:
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

What if the version is changed a bit? Is it still ok? It is better if someone clarify this new version.
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.
.....removed "that" from original sentence and and add "s" with the verb "mark" to make the subject verb agreement with "event".

Also, another version could be:
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that the plant and animal became extinct marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.
Are these two new versions perfectly matched with meaning?
Thanks__
No, Asad, neither revision would work as is. The first is closer to the mark, but the article the ahead of the adjectives plant and animal would have to be altered, and marks could use some support as well. Consider:

1) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions and marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.
2) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions, marking the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

Your second sentence above is all twisted up, and that part between an event that and marks would need some serious work, as in, an event that, because many plants and animals went extinct, marks... Note that you have turned what were previously adjectives in plant and animal into nouns, plants and animals, which is why I underlined adjectives above.

This may be a fun exercise for supplementary study, but keep in mind that a key point to improving your SC performance is to understand that you can only work with what is presented on the screen. Of the many variations of the sentence that could appear, these are the five you have to work with. Which flaws can you expose in four of the five options?

Anyway, I hope that helps. Good luck with your studies.
TheUltimateWinner 
MentorTutoring wrote:
Asad wrote:
Hello Experts,
MartyTargetTestPrep, GMATNinja, GMATGuruNY, AjiteshArun, MentorTutoring, EducationAisle, generis

Here the correct choice is:
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

What if the version is changed a bit? Is it still ok? It is better if someone clarify this new version.
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.
.....removed "that" from original sentence and and add "s" with the verb "mark" to make the subject verb agreement with "event".

Also, another version could be:
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that the plant and animal became extinct marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.
Are these two new versions perfectly matched with meaning?
Thanks__


No, Asad, neither revision would work as is. The first is closer to the mark, but the article the ahead of the adjectives plant and animal would have to be altered, and marks could use some support as well. Consider:

1) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions and marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

2) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions, marking the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

Your second sentence above is all twisted up, and that part between an event that and marks would need some serious work, as in, an event that, because many plants and animals went extinct, marks... Note that you have turned what were previously adjectives in plant and animal into nouns, plants and animals, which is why I underlined adjectives above.

This may be a fun exercise for supplementary study, but keep in mind that a key point to improving your SC performance is to understand that you can only work with what is presented on the screen. Of the many variations of the sentence that could appear, these are the five you have to work with. Which flaws can you expose in four of the five options?

MentorTutoring wrote:
1) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions and marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

^^in this example, and is the parallel marker. So, what are you making parallel with 'marks'? Are you making parallel 'marks' with 'caused'?
If yes, i need to share something here...
"an event marks the end...." ---> independent clause
but,
"an event THAT caused massive ....." ---> a modifier. So, how an independent clause is paralleled with a modifier?
MentorTutoring wrote:
2) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions, marking the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

^^ Here in this, "marking the end......." is the direct result of previous thought (the thought should be independent!). But, in your 2nd example, "marking the end......." is the direct result of modifier, which does not have its own independent thought because that part starts with THAT (i.e., an event THAT caused...). Is the sentence that you made legit? [image: :?] [image: :?]
Quote:
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

(A) which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks
(B) which caused the plant and animal extinctions marking
(C) and causing plant and animal extinctions that mark
(D) an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks
(E) an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark

The correct choice is E here.
In this correct choice, 'mark' is a plural verb, right? So, we need plural subject, which could be 'extinctions'. But, if 'extinctions' is the subject of 'mark' then we need to replace the THAT with THOSE because 'extinctions' is plural. On the other side, if we think that 'an event' is the subject of 'mark' then we need an 's' after the verb 'mark'! What do you think about my reasoning?
Thanks__
MentorTutoring 
Asad wrote:
MentorTutoring wrote:
1) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions and marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

^^in this example, and is the parallel marker. So, what are you making parallel with 'marks'? Are you making parallel 'marks' with 'caused'?
If yes, i need to share something here...
"an event marks the end...." ---> independent clause
but,
"an event THAT caused massive ....." ---> a modifier. So, how an independent clause is paralleled with a modifier?

Above, in the phrase an event that caused, the that can carry over to a second item without appearing a second time, as in, an event that caused... and [that] marks. I am not overly fond of the sentence, but it could be written in such a way and be grammatically sound.

Asad wrote:
MentorTutoring wrote:
2) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions, marking the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

^^ Here in this, "marking the end......." is the direct result of previous thought (the thought should be independent!). But, in your 2nd example, "marking the end......." is the direct result of modifier, which does not have its own independent thought because that part starts with THAT (i.e., an event THAT caused...). Is the sentence that you made legit? [image: :?] [image: :?]

I would not have offered up an illegitimate sentence. You asked for a different way of expressing a similar notion to what was expressed in the original correct sentence, and that is all I have done. The modifying phrase starting with marking could refer to the extinctions, to the event, or all the back to the action of the asteroid slamming into North America. The appositive phrase could be skipped over without a problem. My advice? If you understand the correct answer, then stick to the phrasing of the correct answer. It holds up to scrutiny for a reason. You have probably heard the adage, If it ain't broke, don't fix it. Enough said.

Asad wrote:
Quote:
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.
(A) which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks
(B) which caused the plant and animal extinctions marking
(C) and causing plant and animal extinctions that mark
(D) an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks
(E) an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark
The correct choice is E here.
In this correct choice, 'mark' is a plural verb, right? So, we need plural subject, which could be 'extinctions'. But, if 'extinctions' is the subject of 'mark' then we need to replace the THAT with THOSE because 'extinctions' is plural. On the other side, if we think that 'an event' is the subject of 'mark' then we need an 's' after the verb 'mark'! What do you think about my reasoning?
Thanks__

Yes, mark is a plural verb, but your reasoning is off in suggesting that THOSE replace THAT: the plant and animal extinctions those mark? I do not understand the proposed change. The pronoun that can be used to stand in for either a singular or plural subject.

1) The balloons that caused the accident were too great in number. 
CORRECT. The sentence conveys that these particular balloons, the ones that had caused the accident, were too numerous.

2) The balloons those caused the accident were too great in number. 
INCORRECT. Even if you rewrote the sentence to include those, you would still need a that as well: Those balloons that caused the accident were too great in number.

I hope you find these responses useful. I write them to assist you and the larger community. If you are unhappy with them or find them poorly reasoned, then feel free to omit my name the next time you have a question. No hard feelings, but perhaps some other person may write in a way that better resonates with you.
TheUltimateWinner 
MentorTutoring wrote:
Asad wrote:
MentorTutoring wrote:
1) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions and marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.
^^in this example, and is the parallel marker. So, what are you making parallel with 'marks'? Are you making parallel 'marks' with 'caused'?
If yes, i need to share something here...
"an event marks the end...." ---> independent clause
but, "an event THAT caused massive ....." ---> a modifier. So, how an independent clause is paralleled with a modifier?

Above, in the phrase an event that caused, the that can carry over to a second item without appearing a second time, as in, an event that caused... and [that] marks. I am not overly fond of the sentence, but it could be written in such a way and be grammatically sound.
^^ if this is the case, how do we explain the following official questions (LINK of this official question) where it carries 2 THAT...

Quote:
Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolving as a kind of snorkel.

(A) that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolving
(B) that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
(C) suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolved
(D) to suggest that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolved
(E) to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved

Here E is the correct choice. If we can easily carry over that why GMAC used 2 THAT here? I'm a bit confused here.. [image: :?] [image: :?] It is better if you help the community on it.
So, can we remove one THAT from the correct version?
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.

MentorTutoring wrote:
Asad wrote:
MentorTutoring wrote:
2) Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, an event that caused massive plant and animal extinctions, marking the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.
^^ Here in this, "marking the end......." is the direct result of previous thought (the thought should be independent!). But, in your 2nd example, "marking the end......." is the direct result of modifier, which does not have its own independent thought because that part starts with THAT (i.e., an event THAT caused...). Is the sentence that you made legit? [image: :?] [image: :?]
I would not have offered up an illegitimate sentence. You asked for a different way of expressing a similar notion to what was expressed in the original correct sentence, and that is all I have done. The modifying phrase starting with marking could refer to the extinctions, to the event, or all the back to the action of the asteroid slamming into North America. The appositive phrase could be skipped over without a problem. My advice? If you understand the correct answer, then stick to the phrasing of the correct answer. It holds up to scrutiny for a reason. You have probably heard the adage, If it ain't broke, don't fix it. Enough said.

So far i know, 'adverbial modifier can't modify just a noun; it modifies whole thought! If there is no COMMA before VERBing then it'll surely modify the previous word (i.e., extinctions marking-->'marking' modifies 'extinctions').
If i miss anything, it is better if you help me.
Thank you...
MentorTutoring 
It appears as though I myself should have listened to the old adage mentioned earlier. I was aiming to show two ways in which a similar sentence could be written, but would they appear as such on the GMAT™ as correct answers? No. That is why GMAC™ wrote the original correct answer exactly as it appears above. On this issue of omitting that, GMAC™ is quite conservative about maintaining parallelism, and that is all that matters when it comes to preparing for the GMAT™. As for the -ing modifier, I would refer you to this response by Mike McGarry from a forum dedicated to the topic.

I apologize for the confusion. Happy studies.






GMATNinja  
harsh8686 wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
A question from our sentence correction "ask me anything" thread:
GKomoku wrote:
Hello GMAT Ninja,
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America, which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

A. which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks
B. which caused the plant and animal extinctions and marks
C. and causing plant and animal extinctions that mark
D. an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks
E. an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark

in the answer choise D, can 'which' technically modify 'an event'?
Technically, I suppose that the phrase beginning with “which” could, in theory, “reach behind” the other modifier (“that caused plant and animal distinctions”), but… why the heck would we want to write the sentence that way? It’s confusing and messy. In general, you want the modifier to be as close as possible to the thing it modifies, and in this sense, (D) isn’t ideal.

Put another way, if you think that the phrase “which marks the end of the geologic era” also modifies “an event”, then we would have two different modifiers for “an event”:
1. “that caused plant and animal extinctions”
2. “which marks the end of the geologic era…”

So if we’re saying that both of these modify an “event”, then they need to be parallel to each other. So something like “an event that caused plant and animal distinctions and that marks the end of the geologic era…” would be much, much clearer.

(E) avoids those problems entirely. The first modifier (“that caused the plant and animal extinctions”) is right next to the thing it modifies (“an event). So is the second modifier (“that mark the end of the geologic era” modifies “the plant and animal extinctions”). So the modifiers are much, much clearer than in (D).

I hope this helps!

Hi GMATNinja
I have a different question altogether. It's related to the non-underline part.
Quote:
Sixty-five million years ago, according to some scientists, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America

The non-underline part highlighted in pink. Don't you think that this one is ambiguous?
One meaning can be that 60 million years ago according to some scientists, an asteroid.... It can be 50million or 100 million years according to some other scientists.
Another meaning can be that an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into N.America according to some scientists. It's possible that some other scientists believe that maybe asteroid didn't slam the earth.

You have a point: what exactly the other scientists are thinking is open to some interpretation. But the part that isn't up for debate is that "some scientists" believe that, sixty-five million years ago, an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest slammed into North America.

Whether "other" scientists disagree with all or just some of that (and to what extent they disagree) isn't entirely clear. But luckily we have the same uncertainty in all five answer choices, so I wouldn't lose much sleep over this point. There are plenty of other errors to focus on.

GMATNinja 
akshaygundeti wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
This one isn't too awful, compared to some of the QOTDs we'll inflict on you later this week. For the most part, this is a nice story about straightforward uses of "that" and "which" modifiers, with some meaning stuff thrown in.

The uses of "that" and "which" can get nastier, though. Check out last Monday's YouTube webinar for more on the various uses of "that" on the GMAT... and we'll feature the other examples from the webinar as QOTDs later this week.
Quote:
A. which, causing plant and animal extinctions, marks
"Which" can only modify "North America" here, and that makes no sense at all: "North America, which... marks the end of the geologic era"?! The placement of the "-ing" modifier doesn't seem great, either. Eliminate (A).
Quote:
B. which caused the plant and animal extinctions marking
Again, the modifier beginning with "which" is modifying "North America" again, and that makes no sense: "North America, which caused the plant and animal extinctions..." Eliminate (B).
Quote:
C. and causing plant and animal extinctions that mark
I'm OK with the use of "that" here, but the parallelism doesn't work. The parallelism marker "and" is followed by "causing plant and animal extinctions", and I can't find anything in the sentence that could possibly be parallel to "causing." (C) is gone.
Quote:
D. an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and it marks
The last part of the underlined portion makes me hesitate: "it" could refer to "event", I guess. So "...an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, and the event marks the end of the geologic era..." That's not awful, but I really don't understand why we're starting a whole new clause there, with "event" as the subject. It makes a whole lot more sense when the end of the sentence says "... marks the end of the geologic era..." function as a modifier for "extinctions" -- and that's exactly what (E) does.


Since "it" is the subject of the second clause, you could also argue that it refers back to the subject of the first clause: "an asteroid bigger than Mount Everest." But that wouldn't really make much sense, either: the asteroid marks the end of the geologic era? Hm, not so sure about that one. But either way: even if you're OK with the pronoun, (E) does a much better job of conveying the meaning of the sentence.

Incidentally, there's another version of this answer choice in the verbal guide (any edition): "an event that caused plant and animal extinctions, which marks..." Clearly, that's wrong for a different reason: "extinctions... marks" is a clear subject-verb error.

Either way, (D) is gone.
Quote:
E. an event that caused the plant and animal extinctions that mark
(E) has two "thats", and they're both perfectly fine. The event caused the plant and animal extinctions, and the extinctions mark the end of the geologic era. Nice and clear. (E) wins.

GMATNinja why is the usage of present tense correct in the correct answer choice? Shouldn't "mark" be "marked" instead?

"The geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period" is a definition/concept that people came up with many, many years AFTER the events actually happened. Even though the events happened in the past, those events are currently used to mark the end of the geologic era known as the Cretaceous Period.

Scientists might change their minds in the future and use (a) different event(s) to mark that end of that era. But, for now (present tense), the events referenced in this question mark the end of that era.


12.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/around-1900-fishermen-in-the-chesapeake-bay-area-landed-more-than-203779.html#p1562149
Around 1900, fishermen in the Chesapeake Bay area landed more than seventeen million pounds of shad in a single year, but by 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts that have blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less than four million pounds.


(A) that have blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less

(B) that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less

(C) that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams reduced landings to a lower amount

(D) having blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams reduced landings to less

(E) having blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to an amount lower

daagh 
There is an adage which says that be wary of the obvious. The first obvious is to say that when there was an earlier event in 1990, a later event as in 1920 should never be assigned a past perfect. Second, obvious is that use of less is inappropriate because 17 million pounds is countable. Therefore, a lower amount should be the right one. Both these assumptions are wrong as per the custom of American English, including GMAT.
It is customary to use a past perfect for a later event, when there is a time reference such as 1920. Don’t we say that I started my GMAT preparation in 2005 and by 2015, I had completed it. As there are exceptions to every rule, the use of past perfect is taken for granted in such rare cases.
17 million pounds is taken as a mass quantity rather than as countable individual pounds. Therefore the use of less is justified
By this token of reasoning, B is an acceptable answer.

(A) that have blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams have
reduced landings to less that have blocked is a wrong tense for an event that was completed in the past
(B) That blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less ------ Correct
(C) that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams reduced landings to a lower amount ----- 'lower' is out of sync
(D) having blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams reduced landings to less ---Shad migrations were blocked by the hurdles and not the shads themselves
(E) Having blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to an amount lower –amount lower is out of sync
dominicraj 
Hi dinesh86,

as per the sentence construction it is obvious that "landing more than seventeen million pounds of shad in a single year" happened prior to the events in 1920. so there is no need to include that in the timeline.

As per B, "that" is rightly used to refer to what caused the blockage that is:"over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts" and the option follows a cause and effect relationship. so as per the timeline.. "had reduced" is correct..

In D and E.. having (verb-ing modifier) wrongly modifies" the milldams and culverts".

daagh 
SamulWitwicky
Hi

Point 1.
We are guided by a similar official example from GMATPREP as given below , which has given us the clue why such structures are accepted by GMAT. This is really different from normal thinking and we have to accept it as such.
Quote:
Less than 35 years after the release of African honeybees outside Sao Paulo, Brazil, their descendants, popularly known as killer bees, had migrated as far north as southern Texas.
A) Less than 35 years after the release of African honeybees outside Sao Paulo, Brazil,
B) In less than 35 years since releasing African honeybees outside Sao Paulo, Brazil,
C) In less than the 35 years since African honeybees had been released outside Sao Paulo, Brazil,
D) It took less than 35 years from the release of African honeybees outside Sao Paulo, Brazil, when
E) It took less than the 35 years after the time that African honeybees were released outside Sao Paulo, Brazil, and then
After seeing that, please go through the explanation by Ron, one of the most noted personalities of GMAT SC in the link given
https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/foru ... t1864.html



Point 2.
Quote:
Next question, I still don't understand the sequence of events happening here. Is it: 17mill landings --> some guys build stuff --> these stuff block shad migration + they guys overfish --> therefore landings are reduced??
Quote:
Around 1900, fishermen in the Chesapeake Bay area landed more than seventeen million pounds of shad in a single year, but by 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts that have blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less than four million pounds.

(A) that have blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less
(B) that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less
(C) that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams reduced landings to a lower amount
(D) having blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams reduced landings to less
(E) having blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to an amount lower


For an understanding of the of the sequence, you may need to know a little bit about the life-cycle of the shad. Adult shads are sea –living; but the young ones cannot tolerate sea water. So the adults reach the seashores and then swim up the rivers that join the bay from the land. After travelling a good length, they spawn in fresh waters; they adults may either die away immediately after spawning or may return to the sea to pick up strength and re-enter rivers for spawning again.

The young ones then hatch in the river waters and stay there for six months or so, before they return to the sea via the same sea shore from where the mother entered the river. Now overfishing can occur in the following areas. 1. of the adults at the sea-shore area before entering the rivers. 2. in the rivers while they swim up for spawning, or when the growing young ones are trying to return to the sea. Meantime the inland guys are building dams and culverts for agriculture and energy production.The building of dams and culverts blocks the free flow of water as well as the swim of both the adults upstream and the young ones downstream. The young ones, if they do not reach seawaters with in a given time, will die out. The point is that all the impediments progressively have brought down the population of fish in the bay area, in a span of 20 years from 17mn in 1900 to barely 4 mn in 1920. Landings here imply the overall population.

Samuel! This is as far as I know of this episode from my readings. I may be wrong too.

EducationAisle 
SamuelWitwicky wrote:
So basically, this fisherman question, like the honeybee question, is merely stating facts ("narration" as Ron called it) - that at 1900, this was the scenario, then fastforward 20 years later, 1st event (i.e. overfishing +building) happened and resulted in another scenario. Same for the honeybee, after their release, then the first event (i.e. migration) happened. Therefore, this is the exception to the past perfect>>past tense rule.

Yes, while daagh has already explained it with an official example, another GMATPrep sentence that comes to mind:

In 1981 children in the United States spent an average of slightly less than two and a half hours a week doing household chores; by 1997 that figure had grown to nearly six hours a week.

There are actually 3 events that this sentence talks about:

(a) children in the United States spent an average of slightly less than two and a half hours a week doing household chores (1981)
(b) 16 years passing since then (between 1981 and 1997)
(c) But, before those 16 years passed (within those years, as indicated by the words by 1997), that figure (two and a half hours a week doing household chores) went up to 6 hours.

However, while (b) and (c) both  happened in the past, (c) happened before (b) and hence, (c) should be in past perfect (in this case: had grown). In fact, this is a classical usage of Past Perfect.

In 2007, a typical web user spent less than 4 hours a month on Facebook; by 2011, that figure had gone up to 8 hours.
sayantanc2k  
rakaisraka wrote:
Hi Sayantan,
Can you check this question :http://gmatclub.com/forum/around-1900-fishermen-in-the-chesapeake-203779.html#p1562149
can you please explain the use of Having?
In this question what having is modifying- to hurdles or to the subject - overfishing and prolifiration. Always confused on the use of having.
Thanks.
Also, how to use the request expert reply? I wanted to pt question before requesting but it does not give option of asking question.


"Having + past participle" is called a perfect participle - it is used to depict an action that has been completed.

Having done my homework, I went out to play.
sayantanc2k 
natley4788 wrote:
I understand why the past perfect "had reduced" is correct here - but how can the simple past tense "blocked" in the relative clause be correct? Doesn't this imply that the sequence of events is: "landings are reduced" followed by "the culverts blocked shad migrations"? But how is this logical? First the migrations are blocked by the culverts and subsequently (or perhaps at the same time) landings are reduced, so the verb tense for "blocked" should either be the same as "reduced" or further in the past then "reduced". Shouldn't the correct use of verb tenses be:
"...the proliferation of milldams and culverts that HAD BLOCKED shad migrations up their spawning streams HAD REDUCED landings to less than four million pounds"?

The sequential relation is required to be established between the time reference 1920 and the verb "had reduced". The verb "blocked" is not a part of this relationship - hence past perfect is not to be used for this verb.
EducationAisle 
natley4788 wrote:
Shouldn't the correct use of verb tenses be:
"...the proliferation of milldams and culverts that HAD BLOCKED shad migrations up their spawning streams HAD REDUCED landings to less than four million pounds"

Hi natley4788, that would not be a great construct. Normally, past perfect is used to depict chronological sequence of two events/instances that happened one after the other in the past. Here however, clearly milldams and culverts were still there in 1920. So, at the very least, had blocked would make the sequence quite cryptic to understand.

Quote:
could another verb tense have been used correctly (i.e. if answer option B was one of the below, would it have been correct?)
Present Simple tense (for an event the recurs) -> "...the proliferation of milldams and culverts that BLOCK shad migrations up their spawning streams HAD REDUCED landings to less than four million pounds"
Present Perfect tense (for an event that occurred in the past and continues to be true) -> "...the proliferation of milldams and culverts that HAVE BLOCKED shad migrations up their spawning streams HAD REDUCED landings to less than four million pounds"

That would be incorrect because the entire sentence talks about events/instances that happened in the past. So, we cannot be using present tense.





egmat 
monidip1010 wrote:
How is B the right answer??? It uses Past Perfect tense for an event that is happening later in the timeline. Pls help.

Hello monidip1010,
This official sentence uses the phrase by 1920. Whenever the phrase by 1234 is used in a sentence, it requires the usage of past perfect tense. It is so because the expression denotes that first some other action took place, and then 1234 arrived.

Same is the case with the usage of by 1920 in this official sentence. Presence of this phrase says that over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts had already reduced the amount of landings by the time 1920 arrived. Hence, use of past perfect tense verb had reduced is correct.

--Shraddha
willacethis  
I know that I am missing something crucial but since "landings" is countable , shouldn't the right answer choice contain "fewer than" instead of "less than" 4 million...
EducationAisle 
Isn't less than modifying 4 million pounds (and not landings)?
AjiteshArun  
elderitch wrote:
Same question as above. Less is used for uncountable nouns. How can it be used for $4Mn
I think it's relatively safe to say that when we're looking at a certain amount of things like money, time, distance, and weight, less could be the one to use. The entire amount is considered one "unit" rather than being made up of many small "units".

They lost less than the one million dollars they had lost before the introduction of the new product. ← This one refers to a very specific figure (the "previous loss").

The average is less than ten thousand kilometres per person per year. ← The author is not trying to count the kilometres out one by one.
nitinkarnwal 
Please explain how the use of "less than four million pounds" is justified when "four million pounds" is countable.
EducationAisle 
Hi Nitin, it represents quantity (such as 5 kg) and hence, less than is valid.
VeritasPrepBrian 
nitinkarnwal wrote:
Please explain how the use of "less than four million pounds" is justified when "four million pounds" is countable.
I think the way that most of us learn "countable" vs. "non-countable" is *close* but not exactly the rule. Whether you choose less/much vs. fewer/many (or any of those other singular/plural, countable/not-countable distinctions) isn't really about whether you can count it, but instead how the reader should treat it. In a case like this, or "our investors have earned as much as 10 million dollars" or "if your flight is less than 500 miles," using the singular "much" or "less" treats the dollars/miles as thresholds (this large amount, or this large distance) and not as individual dollars or miles. You could count them, but that's not the intent of the sentence; the sentence is trying to set up a threshold of weight/distance/wealth to compare against.

Most GMAT instructors at some point teach countable/uncountable by having students laugh at those grocery store "15 items or less" signs because "items is countable." But the signs are okay - 15 items is a threshold and if you have less than that amount you can use this aisle, if you have more you'd better get in another line! It's not really countable/uncountable...it's "are we counting this?" or "are we treating it as a single entity or threshold?"
GMATNinja 
payalkhndlwl wrote:
GMATNinja can you pls explain the diff between B & D?
The first decision point is "that" vs "having." When we're using a modifier to specify a noun, or differentiate that noun from a larger group, we'd use "that." For example:
"The dog that ate Dana's homework is kind of a jerk."
In this case, there could be multiple dogs, and I'm differentiating between the dog that ate Dana's homework and other dogs with better etiquette.

I'm not sure there's ever a time when "having" would be mandatory, but if we were to use it as a modifier, we'd do so to add incidental information:
"The dog, having eaten Dana's homework, is no longer hungry."
Notice that in this case, "having eaten Dana's homework" is set off by commas to communicate that this information isn't crucial. There's only one dog, and this dog happened to have eaten Dana's homework. (Notice also that the phrase beginning with "having + verb" describes an action that happened before the other action in the sentence.)

In this question, we're talking specifically about the "milldams and culverts that blocked shad" as opposed to milldams and culverts, in general. And while comma usage is rarely important, notice also that "having" isn't set off by commas. Therefore we'd prefer "that" to "having." That's one reason to pick (B).
A second decision point is the verb tense, "had reduced" vs. "reduced." Any time we have the construction "By + YEAR IN PAST," and we wish to communicate that the action in question happened before this year, we'd use "had." In this case, the sentence includes the phrase "by 1920," and the reduction seems to have happened before 1920, so "had reduced" is correct, and (B) is again our champion.

AjiteshArun 
azhrhasan wrote:
what is the antecedent for "their" in B ?
Hi azhrhasan,

The their in option B refers to shad.
azhrhasan wrote:
But isn't shad singular ? That's the reason i rejected B.
Are there any other situations like these which i need to keep note of ?
Shad is both the singular form and the plural form of shad. Shads is also a word, like fishes.

All 5 options use their, and their really can't refer to migrations (migrations can't have spawning streams), so we don't need to take a singular/plural call in this question.
EducationAisle 
lower amount would be incorrect, because amount (quantity) cannot be lower; amount is always lesser.
GMATNinja 
Responding to a question that appeared on our Ask Me Anything About SC thread -- and I figured that it might help somebody here, too:
Rachna23 wrote:
Hi Ninja,
Can you please explain the use of past perfect tense in this sentence (Official question, link at the end of query):
Around 1900, fishermen in the Chesapeake Bay area landed more than seventeen million pounds of shad in a single year, but by 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less than four million pounds.

The discussions on the forum say that since the action happened before 1920 so past perfect should be used. However, there are not 2 but 3 time periods in the question - around 1900, between 1900 and 1920, and 1920. If we are using simple past for the first action/time 'around 1900, fishermen......landed....', then how is the use of past perfect justified for second time/action.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/around-1900-fishermen-in-the-chesapeake-bay-area-landed-more-than-203779.html

Good question! Generally speaking, the relevant time period will be the one designated in the clause that the verb appears in. For example:
"This morning Tim promised his wife that he would feed his children three nutritious meals today, but by early evening, it was clear that he had fed them nothing but a handful of Cheetos dipped in ketchup."
"Early evening" designates the time period. Because Tim fed his kids Cheetos before the early evening, and the early evening was in the past, "had fed" is correct here. The fact that there's another time period mentioned in a different clause is irrelevant.
Same deal here:
"By 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts...had reduced landings to less than four million pounds."
"By 1920" is an adverbial modifier specifying the time period for the action. Because the action, "reduced" happened before 1920, which is also in the past, it's appropriate to write "had reduced" here.

Takeaway: Don't overthink past perfect usage. If you see "had", all you're asking is yourself is whether the action in question took place before something else in the past. If it did, "had" is acceptable.

I hope that helps!
GMATNinja 
sajon wrote:
Hello expert, can you explain the reason for using "less than", although "four million pounds" is countable here?
Excellent question! When we're talking about measurements, which can be expressed as non-integer values, it's appropriate to use "less." For example,
"Tim's doctor has ordered him to drink less than 2 gallons of milk a day, advice that Tim's family certainly appreciates, given his severe lactose intolerance."
Because Tim could potentially drink 1.7 gallons or .3 gallons, we treat this a little differently than if we were talking about countable items that could be expressed solely as integer values.

Same deal here. Because pounds represent a measurement that can be expressed as a non-integer value, it's entirely acceptable to write "less."

For more on countable and non-countable modifiers, check out this video.
I hope that helps!


GMATNinja 
Alexisauch01 wrote:
Can someone explain when to use "lower than" or "less than"?
Thank you for your help
Great question!

"Lower than" can be used to compare locations or figures.
1) Location: Tim's roof appears to be lower than his neighbor's roof.
2) Figures: This year's unemployment rate is lower than last year's.
If we're writing about quantities of something, and those quantities are either non-countable or measurements that can be expressed as non-integer values, we'd use "less than."

In this question, we're not talking about a figure, such as an unemployment rate. We're talking about a measurement (pounds) that be expressed as a non-integer, so "less than" is appropriate.

If you want more practice, a very similar issue appears in this GMATPrep question.

I hope that helps!
EducationAisle 
AyeeshaJ wrote:
How can use a plural pronoun 'their' for singular 'Shad'?
Apparently shad or shads can both be used as plural.

But we don't really need to know this for this question, since all the five answer choices consistently use their. So, this is not a split.
EducationAisle 
mansi1999 wrote:
I am still not able to understand why option D is incorrect, can someone explain in detail? Thankyou!

Hi Mansi, the reason why option D is incorrect because it uses simple past (reduced), while it should have used past perfect (had reduced).

The crux of Past Perfect is:

Past perfect expresses the scenario that an event happened at some point before another event in the past, or at some point before another time in the past.
Here, the sentence under consideration is:

by 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts had reduced landings to less than four million pounds.

The event of reduction of landings to less than four million pounds, happened at some point before another time (in this case, 1920) in the past. Hence, past perfect (had been) is the appropriate usage here.

So basically, this particular sentence represents the following scenario:
Past perfect is used to depict an event that has happened within some time-frame before time in the past

Reproducing a similar example given in our book:
Peter started his business in 2012; by 2014, he had established himself well in the business.

Explanation: This sentence is in past perfect (had established). If the sentence was by 2014, Peter had established himself well in the business, the time frame of reference for the event (Peter getting well-established in the business) would basically start in the past (in this case, year 2014) and would continue infinitely into the past. However, the sentence under consideration also states: Peter started his business in 2012. By stating this, the sentence is restricting the time frame that it is referring to in the past (in this case, until year 2012).You can watch our video on Past Perfect. Especially watch out for Usage -2 explained in the video.
TheUltimateWinner 
GMATNinja wrote:
payalkhndlwl wrote:
GMATNinja can you pls explain the diff between B&D?
The first decision point is "that" vs "having." When we're using a modifier to specify a noun, or differentiate that noun from a larger group, we'd use "that." For example:
"The dog that ate Dana's homework is kind of a jerk."
In this case, there could be multiple dogs, and I'm differentiating between the dog that ate Dana's homework and other dogs with better etiquette.
I'm not sure there's ever a time when "having" would be mandatory, but if we were to use it as a modifier, we'd do so to add incidental information:
"The dog, having eaten Dana's homework, is no longer hungry."
Notice that in this case, "having eaten Dana's homework" is set off by commas to communicate that this information isn't crucial. There's only one dog, and this dog happened to have eaten Dana's homework. (Notice also that the phrase beginning with "having + verb" describes an action that happened before the other action in the sentence.)

In this question, we're talking specifically about the "milldams sand culverts that blocked shad" as opposed to milldams and culverts, in general. And while comma usage is rarely important, notice also that "having" isn't set off by commas. Therefore we'd prefer "that" to "having." That's one reason to pick (B).

A second decision point is the verb tense, "had reduced" vs. "reduced." Any time we have the construction "By + YEAR IN PAST," and we wish to communicate that the action in question happened before this year, we'd use "had." In this case, the sentence includes the phrase "by 1920," and the reduction seems to have happened before 1920, so "had reduced" is correct, and (B) is again our champion.

GMATNinja
Could you discuss the meaning of the following 3 versions, please?
"The dog, having eaten Dana's homework, is no longer hungry."
"The dog having eaten Dana's homework is no longer hungry."
"The dog, which has eaten Dana's homework, is no longer hungry."
Also, it is better to explain the usage of 'shad' in choices A and E. Is 'shad' an adjective in A and E?
GMATGuruNY 
varotkorn wrote:
Why can't we use the same reason you posted below to reject choice B. in this question?
https://www.beatthegmat.com/astronomers ... 87188.html
Quote:
Generally, the past perfect (had + VERBed) serves to express a past action completed before another past event.
C: Scientists had discovered that there were 17 nearby stars.
Since the usage of the past perfect (had discovered) seems to imply that the discovery of the 17 nearby stars was completed before the 17 nearby stars existed. This sequence is illogical.
Eliminate C. According to choice B. in this question, "blocked" were after "had reduced", conveying illogical meaning.
The simple past tense can serve to express a PAST GENERAL TRUTH: something that was true not at a specific moment but was true in general.
Mary found a dirt road that connected the town to the city.
Common sense tells us that the modifier in blue does not refer to a specific moment but to the GENERAL NATURE of the dirt road.
As a general truth, the dirt road CONNECTED the town to the city.

OA: By 1920, milldams that blocked shad from migrating up their spawning streams had reduced landings.
Here, the modifier in green does not refer to a specific moment but to the general nature of the milldams.
Question: What KIND of milldams?
Answer: Milldams THAT BLOCKED SHAD FROM MIGRATING.
The past action here -- blocked -- does not refer to a specific moment but expresses a GENERAL TRUTH about the milldams.
The sentence conveys that -- by 1920 -- this type of milldam HAD REDUCED landings.
The purpose of the past perfect (had reduced) is to convey that the act of reducing was completed before the modifier in blue.

In contrast:
there was/were serves to express something that was true NOT in general but only AT A SPECIFIC MOMENT in the past.
There were ten women in the room.
Conveyed meaning:
As a SPECIFIC MOMENT in the past, ten women were in the room.

Illogical: Scientists had discovered that there were 17 nearby stars.
Here, the portion in red refers to a SPECIFIC MOMENT in the past that happened AFTER the past perfect action in blue. This sequence is illogical, implying a discovery EARLIER IN THE PAST (had discovered) about a moment that happened LATER IN THE PAST (there were stars).
GMATGuruNY 
varotkorn wrote:
Thank you for beautiful response sir GMATGuruNY [image: :)]
I'm not quite clear why is present perfect tense in choice A. wrong?.

The present perfect serves to express a PAST ACTiON THAT AFFECTS THE PRESENT.
If there is no time modifier, the implication is that the action was performed in the RECENT PAST.
Biologists at the local university have discovered a bacterium that can withstand extreme heat.
Here, the present perfect verb in blue serves to express a RECENT discovery that affects our PRESENT knowledge of bacteria.

A: Around 1900, fishermen in the Chesapeake Bay area landed more than seventeen million pounds of shad in a single year, but by 1920, over-fishing and the proliferation of milldams and culverts that have blocked shad migrations up their spawning streams had reduced landings to less than four million pounds.
Here, the intention is to express actions that affected times in the PAST (1900 and 1920).
Thus, there is no justification for the use of present perfect verb in red, which implies an action performed in the RECENT PAST.
A good rule of thumb:
STAY IN ONE TENSE unless a change in tense is required.
Here, the main verbs (landed and had reduced) are past tense verbs.
Since the sentence does not require a change in tense, the verb in red should also be in the past tense.
13.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/government-officials-announced-that-restrictions-on-the-use-of-water-203784.html#p1562187
Government officials announced that restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciative increase in the level of the river resulted from the intermittent showers that had fallen throughout the area the day before.

(A) restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciative increase in the level of the river

(B) restricting the use of water would continue because there had not been any appreciative increase in the river's level that

(C) the use of water would continue to be restricted because not any appreciable increase in the river's level had

(D) restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciable increase in the level of the river had

(E) using water would continue being restricted because not any appreciable increase in the level of the river
egmat 
Shiv2016 wrote:
Got confused with the use of 'had+past participle' two times.
In what cases can this structure be used?
I know one thing that when words such as 'before' and 'after' are used in a sentence, past perfect tense for the earlier event becomes optional. In this sentence there are 3 RELATED events:
(1) Intermittent showers that had fallen the day before
(2) No appreciable increase in the level of the river
(3) Restrictions on the use of water would continue

(The event 'government officials announced' is not a related event therefore did not mention it in the list above)
If there are more than two related events, can the past perfect be used two times (like in this one) or it depends on other factors?

Will this construction make sense?
Government officials announced that restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciable increase in the level of the river resulted from the intermittent showers that had fallen throughout the area the day before .

GMATNinja need your help here please.
Hello Shiv2016, 

Yes, generally we see use of past perfect tense verb only once in an official sentence. But if there are more that two related events in a sentence, then we can certainly use two past perfect tense verbs to express the sequencing clearly.

There are three past events mentioned in the sentence:

1. announced
2. resulted
3. had fallen

From the context of the sentence, it is clear that the announcement took place only after the level of the river did not rise as desired. This is the reason why the announcement was made.

Hence, to establish proper sequencing between these two related events, we use past perfect tense for the event that took place earlier - had resulted.

Now, the intermittent showers fell the day before. Because the showers were intermittent, the level of the river did not increase as desired. So these two events are also related.

But because the showers fell before no significant rise in the level of the river, this action has also been written in past perfect tense verb.

So now, we have two events written in past perfect tense. To make the sequencing clear between these two past events, the phrase the day before has been used. This phrase makes the sequencing of all the related events absolutely clear.

--Shraddha
anox 
Government officials announced that restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciative increase in the level of the river resulted from the intermittent showers that had fallen throughout the area the day before .

Issue: Verb Form | Construction

Analysis:
1. "appreciative" - showing gratitude VS "appreciable" - noticeable - Slight difference in word but huge difference in meaning. And "increase" can not be appreciative.
2. "Restriction" should be the main subject to convey the meaning succinctly.

A) restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciative increase in the level of the river
- "appreciative" is incorrect
- Also missing "had" at the end, distorting the temporal relationship between "increase in level" and "intermittent rain"
B) restricting the use of water would continue because there had not been any appreciative increase in the river's level that
- "appreciative" is incorrect
- "that" seems incorrect modifier

C) the use of water would continue to be restricted because not any appreciable increase in the river's level had
- use of "the use of water" leads to unnecessary passive voice
- "not any.." is unidiomatic and can be replaced by simple "no.."

D) restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciable increase in the level of the river had

E) Using water would continue being restricted because not any appreciable increase in the level of the river
- "not any.." is unidiomatic and can be replaced by simple "no.."
- Also missing "had" at the end, distorting the temporal relationship between "increase in level" and "intermittent rain"

Answer: (D)

zxcvbnmas 
JarvisR wrote:
Government officials announced that restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciative increase in the level of the river resulted from the intermittent showers that had fallen throughout the area the day before .

A)restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciative increase in the level of the river
B)restricting the use of water would continue because there had not been any appreciative increase in the river's level that
C)the use of water would continue to be restricted because not any appreciable increase in the river's level had
D)restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciable increase in the level of the river had
E)Using water would continue being restricted because not any appreciable increase in the level of the river

“appreciative” means “showing gratitude”
"appreciable" means "substantial or significant "

so showers took place first then water level increased and then govt officials announced the restrictions
(past perfect) (past perfect) (simple past)


AlexGenkins1234 
JarvisR wrote:
Government officials announced that restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciative increase in the level of the river resulted from the intermittent showers that had fallen throughout the area the day before .

A)restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciative increase in the level of the river
B)restricting the use of water would continue because there had not been any appreciative increase in the river's level that
C)the use of water would continue to be restricted because not any appreciable increase in the river's level had
D)restrictions on the use of water would continue because no appreciable increase in the level of the river had
E)Using water would continue being restricted because not any appreciable increase in the level of the river
So we have 3 main events to sequence here:
1. Officials announced
2. Resulted
3. Fallen
"Announced" is part of an independent clause and "resulted" is its dependant clause. it makes sense to sequence those 2 events. from the context, if makes sense that "announced" happened after "resulted".
Now, since "fallen" is accompanied by "the day before", it is clear that the 2 events in the past did not occur at the same time, and that fallen is the oldest event out of the three.

AjiteshArun
cool16 wrote:
Since i have solved Almost all OG Questions available till now , i was quite confident that every wrong option have some fundamental issues than just being awkward
I wish that were true [image: :)], but unfortunately, there are some options that are incorrect only because they are awkward.

cool16 wrote:
The only issue i found in Option C was the use of "Not any" instead of No (which i dont think has any problem)
You're right about the "no". I can see something like "because no appreciable increase resulted..." being used, but "because not any appreciable increase resulted..." seems to be wrong. Apart from that, the to be restricted in option C is passive.


cool16 wrote:
But the issue i found in Option D was restrictions on the use of water would continue
Here restrictions is subject , and as per my understanding the Govt. official must have said " restrictions on the use of water will continue?"
Think of this as a "backshift".
1. He says that he will deliver the pizza on time. ← We have says and will deliver here.
2. He said that he would deliver the pizza on time. ← The says becomes said and will becomes would.

cool16 wrote:
i think more proper statement would be " restrictions on the use of water will be continued? " , As restriction cant do any action on its own.
Not everything in English is so clear-cut [image: :)]. Here, continue just means "stay in effect". Similarly, it's okay to say something like the TV show will continue.













14.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/although-appearing-less-appetizing-than-most-of-their-round-and-red-su-132487.html#p1084775
Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.


(A) Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year

(B) Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins

(C) Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year

(D) Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins

(E) Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins

ChrisLele  
Received a PM for this one [image: :)]

To the original poster: this question is very confusingly transcribed. Unlike the Official Guide, which uses an em-dash (the big dashy looking thing) to separate the parenthetical phrase beginning '...they are often green', your question uses an em-dash (which you interpreted as a hyphen) to separate two independent clauses, a grammatical nicety that would lead straight to answer is (D). The answer was (B) however, and my head was spinning trying to figure out how that could be the case. Surely, joining a dependent clause to an independent clause is verboten. What I did not see was the hyphen hidden, without any intervening spaces, between bruises and heirlooms.

Only after I hunted down question #132 in the OG did I realize that the sentence was very different from the one transcribed here. There are two distinct em-dashes, as I've faithfully recapitulated below [image: :)] :

Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year--they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises--heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.
(A) Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
(B) Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
(C) Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the pervious year
(D) Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
(E) Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins

Explanation:

A good way to attack this question is to ignore the parenthetical phrase, "they are often green and striped...". Instead we need to focus on the two parts of the sentence, i.e. the part that comes before the first dash and the part that comes after the second dash. Notice the subordinating conjunction, 'although...' This suggests that the first clause needs to be a dependent clause that connects grammatically to the independent clause, "heirlooms are more flavorful..."

(A) Here is an attempt to make the underlined part a combination of a dependent clause ("Although appearing...") and an independent clauses ("heirloom tomatoes). However 'heirloom tomatoes' an independent clause does not make.

(B) "Although...appear less appetizing..." is a dependent clause. This matches up well with the independent clause following the second dash (the non-underlined part). The Answer.

(C) Same problem as (A).

(D) This answer choice forms an independent clause. Two independent clauses cannot be joined by a parenthetical comment (regardless of whether that comment is separated by em-dashes--as seen here--commas, or even parentheses). On the other hand, you can use just one em-dash to separate independent clauses (which is how I originally interpreted the question, and was thus drawn to (D)).

(E) Sounds awkward by placing 'heirloom tomatoes' before the although.
SOURH7WK
Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year--they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises--heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

This Questions becomes very easy if 2 things are known - sentence structure & focus on meaning.
The intended meaning: It presents a contrast. Although heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than their supermarket cousins (fact), they are more flavorful & in increasing demand (is the contrast).
Splitting the sentence:
1. Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year. SV error. No verb for subject Heirloom tomatoes.
2. they are often green and striped, or (they) have plenty of bumps and bruises. SV pair looks ok.
3. heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand. SV pair in agreement.
Pronoun "they" logically refers to noun heirloom tomatoes, because author is presenting a fact/contrast about heirloom tomatoes.

POE:
(A) Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year. No verb for this clause.
(B) Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins. Correct choice with proper SV Pair.
(C) Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the pervious year. No verb for noun heirloom tomatoes
(D) Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins. This sentence seems grammatically correct (other than usage of ; ) but loses the contrast per original sentence..
(E) Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins. This seems again IC and Heirloom tomatoes has no verb
daagh 
This passage is testing sentence structure, construction and style

A. Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year-------In this simple sentence, introduced by a participial modifier, the modified subject heirloom tomatoes is repeated twice and hence redundant.

B Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins—avoids mentioning heirloom tomatoes in the underlined portions and thus escapes redundancy ------ correct choice

C Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year- same redundancy as in A

D Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins. ---------- The two ICs forming the compound sentence are not conjugated with the conjunction and hence is a run-on

E Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins---In this complex sentence with an early subordinate clause and a following major clause , redundancy of heirloom tomatoes is a problem as in A and C
EducationAisle 
MeghaP wrote:
Could you please elaborate as to why option D is incorrect? Also how do we decide on the usage of em dash?

Hi Megha, with D, the sentence would be:

Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins – they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises-heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

The portion between the dash is called parenthetical: It interrupts  the core sentence, to make a point. So, to expose the core of the sentence, we can look at the sentence without the parenthetical. So, the core of the sentence is:

Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

Now it becomes clearer. There are two two Independent clauses here:

i) Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
ii) Heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand

The issue is that this is (what is called) a run-on sentence. Basically, two Independent clauses have to be connected by a conjunction or a semicolon. We cannot just have a blank or a comma connecting two Independent clauses.
sayantanc2k 
RK84 wrote:
daagh wrote:
This passage is testing sentence structure, construction and style

A. Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year-------In this simple sentence, introduced by a participial modifier, the modified subject heirloom tomatoes is repeated twice and hence redundant.
B Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins—avoids mentioning heirloom tomatoes in the underlined portions and thus escapes redundancy ------ correct choice
C Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year- same redundancy as in A
D Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins. ---------- The two ICs forming the compound sentence are not conjugated with the conjunction and hence is a run-on
E Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins---In this complex sentence with an early subordinate clause and a following major clause , redundancy of heirloom tomatoes is a problem as in A and C
Isn't the word "they" creating an ambiguity ( how do we know is it modifying heirloom or its cousins). Help needed please. (Or is it the case that when two IC's are separated by a dash-the word "they" in the following clause, represents the subject of the first clause i.e heirloom tomatoes)

Your reasoning is correct, this kind of usage is not considered ambiguous. However note that this usage is applicable not just for two independent clauses, but also for any combination of clauses (e.g. independent clause + dependent clause).
TheUltimateWinner  
macjas wrote:
Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year--they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises--heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

A Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
B Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
C Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
D Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
E Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins

sayantanc2k 
iMyself wrote:
macjas wrote:
Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year--they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises--heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

A Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
B Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
C Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
D Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
E Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins

Hi sayantanc2k,
You said: 2 modifier can't modify the same thing (heirloom tomatoes) in a row. Now, I'm going to cross out some of the option of the question by this method.
Here,
part 1: " Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins"
Part 2: "heirloom tomatoes"
Part 3: " grown from seeds saved during the previous year"
In A: part 1 modify part 2. also, part 3 modify part 2...>cross out
In C: part 1 modify part 2. also, part 3 modify part 2...>cross out
In E: part 3 modify part 2. also, part 1 modify part 2....>cross out
Is it the wrong?
Thanks...
You have a misunderstanding it seems:

You are right that part 1 and part 3 are modifiers for part 2. But these 2 modifiers DO NOT come in a row one after the other - part 2 comes in between. Hence you cannot eliminate these choices based on modifier issue.
TheUltimateWinner 
sayantanc2k wrote:
iMyself wrote:
macjas wrote:

Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year--they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises--heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

A Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
B Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
C Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
D Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
E Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
Hi sayantanc2k,
You said: 2 modifier can't modify the same thing (heirloom tomatoes) in a row. Now, I'm going to cross out some of the option of the question by this method.
Here,
part 1: " Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins"
Part 2: "heirloom tomatoes"
Part 3: " grown from seeds saved during the previous year"
In A: part 1 modify part 2. also, part 3 modify part 2...>cross out
In C: part 1 modify part 2. also, part 3 modify part 2...>cross out
In E: part 3 modify part 2. also, part 1 modify part 2....>cross out
Is it the wrong?
Thanks...
You have a misunderstanding it seems:
You are right that part 1 and part 3 are modifiers for part 2. But these 2 modifiers DO NOT come in a row one after the other - part 2 comes in between. Hence you cannot eliminate these choices based on modifier issue.
Okay. I get it. But, still query for E. Here, In E: Part 1, and part 3 come in a row one after other. So, may I eliminate choice E based on modifier issue?
Thanks...
TheUltimateWinner 
sayantanc2k wrote:
iMyself wrote:
sayantanc2k wrote:
You have a misunderstanding it seems:
You are right that part 1 and part 3 are modifiers for part 2. But these 2 modifiers DO NOT come in a row one after the other - part 2 comes in between. Hence you cannot eliminate these choices based on modifier issue.
Okay. I get it. But, still query for E. Here, In E: Part 1, and part 3 come in a row one after other. So, may I eliminate choice E based on modifier issue?
Thanks...
Yes, your understanding is correct.

But, If I say:
I've a sister who can solve difficult math and whose friend can easily make clear verbal part.
In this example,
''who can solve difficult math'' modify "sister"
"whose friend can easily make clear verbal part" also modify "sister"
Here, I see, Both the modifier modify the same noun (sister) in a row.
Thanks brother...

sayantanc2k 
iMyself wrote:
sayantanc2k wrote:
iMyself wrote:
But, If I say:
I've a sister who can solve difficult math and whose friend can easily make clear verbal part.
In this example,
''who can solve difficult math'' modify "sister"
"whose friend can easily make clear verbal part" also modify "sister"
Here, I see, Both the modifier modify the same noun (sister) in a row.
Thanks brother...
No brother, there is "and" in between. You may join two modifiers with a conjunction. The following would be incorrect:
I've a sister who can solve difficult math, whose friend can easily make clear verbal part.... wrong.
TheUltimateWinner 
sayantanc2k wrote:
iMyself wrote:
But, If I say:
I've a sister who can solve difficult math and whose friend can easily make clear verbal part.
In this example,
''who can solve difficult math'' modify "sister"
"whose friend can easily make clear verbal part" also modify "sister"
Here, I see, Both the modifier modify the same noun (sister) in a row.
Thanks brother...

No brother, there is "and" in between. You may join two modifiers with a conjunction. The following would be incorrect:
I've a sister who can solve difficult math, whose friend can easily make clear verbal part.... wrong.

I've a sister who can solve difficult math and whose friend can easily make clear verbal part.
I think, my sentence is perfectly fine and also the two modifier modifies the same noun "sister", isn't it? Perhaps, you are talking about ''that modifier'' will be separated by comma and will in a row, then i can cross out the option if THE two modifier modifies the same noun and their position is in a row separated by comma, isn't it?
Thanks...
sayantanc2k  
iMyself wrote:
Hi sayantanc2k,
I got a sentence correction today where the ''consecutive modifiers'' can modify the same noun.
here is given that SC.

Originally developed for detecting air pollutants, a technique called proton-induced x-ray emission, which can quickly analyze the chemical elements in almost any substance without destroying it, is finding uses in medicine, archaeology, and criminology.

(A) Originally developed for detecting air pollutants, a technique called proton-induced x-ray emission, which can quickly analyze the chemical elements in almost any substance without destroying it,
(B) Originally developed for detecting air pollutants, having the ability to analyze the chemical elements in almost any substance without destroying it, a technique called proton induced x-ray emission
(C) A technique originally developed for detecting air pollutants, called proton-induced x-ray emission, which can quickly analyze the chemical elements in almost any substance without destroying it,
(D) A technique originally developed for detecting air pollutants, called proton-induced x-ray emission, which has the ability to analyze the chemical elements in almost any substance quickly and without destroying it,
(E) A technique that was originally developed for detecting air pollutants and has the ability to analyze the chemical elements in almost any substance quickly and without destroying the substance, called proton-induced x-ray emission,
Here, A is the correct answer.
in A, two consecutive modifiers modify the same noun ('A technique')
two consecutive modifiers are:
1/ ''called proton-induced x-ray emission''
2/ ''which can quickly analyze the chemical elements in almost any substance without destroying it''
Am I correct?
Thanks for your help.

The above post by RzS4v explains your query well. The noun phrase “a technique called proton-induced x-ray emission” is the subject - "technique" is the noun and "called proton-induced x-ray emission" is an adjectival phrase. The modifier "which can quickly analyze ..." modifies the complete noun phrase (noun+noun modifier).

Nonetheless your observation is valid. Technically there ARE two consecutive modifiers referring to the same noun. This is actually an exception to the modifier touch rule (ideally "which can quickly..." should refer to "emission") - the following excerpt from Manhattan SC guide explains this exception:

In general, noun modifiers must touch their nouns. However, there are a few exceptions to the Touch Rule.
1. A “mission-critical” modifier falls between. This modifier is often an of phrase that defines the noun. The less important modifier refers to the noun plus the first modifier.
Right: He had a wav OF DODGING OPPONENTS that impressed the scouts.
Here, the “mission-critical” modifier of dodging opponents defines the noun way.



HimanshuW11 
grsm wrote:
EducationAisle wrote:
MeghaP wrote:
Could you please elaborate as to why option D is incorrect? Also how do we decide on the usage of em dash?
Hi Megha, with D, the sentence would be:

Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins – they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises-heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

The portion between the dash is called parenthetical: It interrupts the core sentence, to make a point. So, to expose the core of the sentence, we can look at the sentence without the parenthetical. So, the core of the sentence is:
Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

Now it becomes clearer. There are two two Independent clauses here:
i) Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
ii) Heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand

The issue is that this is (what is called) a run-on sentence. Basically, two Independent clauses have to be connected by a conjunction or a semicolon. We cannot just have a blank or a comma connecting two Independent clauses.
Dear Experts,
Just so that i understand this correctly, —they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises— is a modifier modifying Heirloom tomatoes ...... does it not need to be close to the noun it modifies?
Here it's kinda spaced very far and there are other possible (but less probable) subjects such as supermarket cousins which this modifier could still potentially point to.
Dear grsm,

I'm not an expert here, but more than happy to respond on this issue of use of dash(-).
The dash (—) is a flexible punctuation mark that you would encounter on GMAT occasionally.
It is flexible because of multiple reasons:
Quote:
1. You can use dash in place of an emphatic comma, semi colon or colon.
For e.g. By January 2,2000, the so-called "Y2K problem" was already widely considered a joke— although the reason for the non-event was the huge corporate and governmental investment in prior countermeasures.
Either a comma or a dash is fine in the sentence above.

Quote:
2. You can use dash to explain or restate an earlier part of the sentence. Unlike colon the dash doesn't need to be immediately preceded by the part needing explanation.
For e.g. 1. Post-MBA compensation for investment bankers tends to surge far ahead of that for management consultants— by tens, if not hundreds, of thou sands of dollars a year.

2. Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.
So in the sentence under consideration the information in the dash undoubtably modifies the heirloom tomatoes and not red supermarket cousins that immediately precedes the dash

Reference: Manhattan GMAT Sentence Correction.
I hope this helps.
EMPOWERgmatVerbal 
Hello Everyone!

Let's tackle this question, one issue at a time, and narrow it down to the correct choice quickly! To get started, here is the original question with any major differences between the options highlighted in orange:

Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

(A) Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
(B) Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
(C) Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
(D) Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
(E) Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins

There is a lot to deal with here, right? If you look carefully at WHY each of these options is so vastly different, you should be able to pick out the grammar concept we need to focus on:
MODIFIERS!

Let's take a look at the original sentence for clues:

Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

The portion of the sentence in blue is called a parenthetical. It's a non-essential phrase plugged into the sentence between parentheses or dashes to add more information or to emphasize a point.

The portion of the sentence in pink is a modifier. It is another non-essential phrase meant to add more details about heirloom tomatoes, but it's not necessary.

One thing we can try to rule out wrong options is to eliminate the parenthetical and the modifier. If the sentence still makes sense without it, then leave it for later. However, if it doesn't make sense, then eliminate it! Let's see how each option looks with the non-underlined portion added in:

(A) Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

This doesn't work! Read the sentence with the parenthetical and modifier taken out. It ends up butting the words "heirloom tomatoes" and "heirlooms" next to each other, which sounds awkward. So let's rule this one out because it's clear that the parenthetical and modifier aren't in the right place.

(B) Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

This is OKAY for now! If we read the sentence without the added parenthetical and modifier, it sounds fine. So let's keep it for later.

(C) Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

This also doesn't work! Read the sentence with the parenthetical and modifier taken out. It ends up butting the words "heirloom tomatoes" and "heirlooms" next to each other, which sounds awkward. So let's rule this one out because it's clear that the parenthetical and modifier aren't in the right place.

(D) Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

This doesn't work because it created a run-on sentence! Both portions in red are independent clauses without any conjunctions or punctuation connecting them. So let's rule this one out because it's actually a very, very long run-on. 

(E) Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

This also doesn't work! The way this is organized creates a major problem. The phrase "although they appear....cousins" was turned into another modifier. If we remove that one as well, this doesn't make sense. So let's toss this one out too!


There you have it - option B is the correct choice! It's the only sentence that uses modifiers and parenthetical phrases correctly! All the other options fall apart because the modifiers are in the wrong position or worded awkwardly. Remember - when dealing with long sentences that have several non-essential phrases, start by crossing them out and seeing what's left over. It's a quick, easy way to spot problems without needing to think too hard about it!
AjiteshArun 
cedeepak wrote:
please explain the difference between a and b as in both the case there is a Dependent clause followed by a Independent clause
Option A is:
Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.
or, if we remove some of the additional information:

Although appearing ABC, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more XYZ.

The problem here is that there are two nouns ("heirloom tomatoes" and "heirlooms") in the subject position for the verb are.



MentorTutoring 
Asad wrote:
Quote:
Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year – they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises – heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

A Although appearing less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
B Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
C Although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins, heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year
D Grown from seeds saved during the previous year, heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins
E Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, although they appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins

Hello Experts:
MartyTargetTestPrep, GMATNinja, GMATGuruNY, AjiteshArun, MentorTutoring, EducationAisle, generis

So, the correct sentence (B) is:

Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins – they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises – heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.
The core is:
Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins – they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises – heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.

Although heirloom tomatoes appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand.
In this version, why we did not use the pronoun of 'heirloom tomatoes' in the 2nd highlighted part?
What if I say:
Although Mr. Robert is a member of GMAT Club, Mr. Robert did blah blah blah....
Should I use 'Mr. Robert' for the 2nd time? Shouldn't we use the pronoun of 'Mr. Robert'?
Thanks__

Hello, Asad. There is no problem with referring to a variety of tomato, the heirloom, by its truncated form heirlooms later in the sentence. It is no different from shortening the adjectival form of the item to its nominative form in the following sentence shells:

1) Although the hooded sweatshirt... hoodies have made a comeback in recent years.

2) Although the convertible top on some earlier models of automobiles... convertibles continue to roam the streets year after year.

If the noun clearly refers back to the earlier adjective-noun iteration, even if, as in the second sentence above, that phrase is stretched out quite a bit, then there is no issue to speak of. In that second sentence, no one is going to misinterpret it as saying that convertible tops are roaming the streets, but that, logically, it must be cars or autos with convertible tops, commonly known as convertibles, that are doing the roaming instead.

I hope that helps. If you have further questions, feel free to ask.














15.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/heirloom-tomatoes-grown-from-seeds-saved-from-the-previous-year-only-75868.html#p570995
Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved from the previous year, only look less appetizing than their round and red supermarket cousins, often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but are more flavorful.

(A) cousins, often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but are

(B) cousins, often green and striped, or with plenty of bumps and bruises, although

(C) cousins, often green and striped, or they have plenty of bumps and bruises, although they are

(D) cousins; they are often green and striped, or with plenty of bumps and bruises, although

(E) cousins; they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but they are
GMATNinja
Full disclosure: I missed this one the first time I saw it, mostly because I was too mechanical about “pronoun ambiguity.” But as you might have noticed in our YouTube webinar on pronouns, pronoun ambiguity isn’t an absolute rule.

Plus, there’s a nuance to this particular situation: in (D) and (E), the subject of the second independent clause is a pronoun, and I’m pretty sure that the subject of the second clause can refer unambiguously to the subject of the first clause – even if there are a ton of other potential referents in between those two subjects. More on that in the YouTube webinar, too.

Quote:
(A) cousins, often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but are

This isn’t technically a run-on sentence, but it feels like one. It’s oddly tricky to pin down the exact errors, even though it’s clearly a mess. I guess I’d start with the parallelism: “or” is a parallelism trigger, so the verb phrase “have plenty of bumps and bruises” must be parallel to some other verb phrase. But the only other verb phrase is “look less appetizing”: “Heirloom tomatoes… only look less appetizing than their supermarket cousins… or have plenty of bumps and bruises.”

That doesn’t make sense. Why are we using an “or” there? Those two verb phrases support each other, and both are true.

Plus, the placement of “often green and striped” could be better. It looks like the “supermarket cousins” are “green and striped” – but that’s not right. The heirlooms are green and striped. So we have plenty of reasons to ditch (A).

Quote:
(B) cousins, often green and striped, or with plenty of bumps and bruises, although

This is an even hotter mess than (A). I can’t figure out what to do with the “or with plenty of bumps and bruises” here, either – nothing is reasonably parallel to the prepositional phrase “with plenty of bumps and bruises”, since there really aren’t any prepositional phrases earlier in the sentence that could possibly work.

Plus, that last bit is weird: “Heirloom tomatoes… only look less appetizing than their (supermarket cousins)…, although more flavorful.” I could go for “although they are more flavorful”, but the sentence doesn’t make sense the way it’s written. “Although” requires a clause in this situation, not just a random adjective. 

Oh yeah – and the “often green and striped” is still in a weird location. (B) is out.

Quote:
(C) cousins, often green and striped, or they have plenty of bumps and bruises, although they are

This is getting better, but the “often green and striped” is still arguably misplaces, and we still have a parallelism issue with the “or.” “Heirloom tomatoes… only look less appetizing than their (supermarket cousins)…, or they have plenty of bumps and bruises.” Again, the two phrases on either side of the “or” just don’t make sense: both are true, and the two phrases actually support each other. Eliminate (C).

Quote:
(D) cousins; they are often green and striped, or with plenty of bumps and bruises, although

If you’re being too mechanical, you might conclude that “they” is ambiguous, because it could refer to “cousins”, “seeds”, or “tomatoes.” But we’re OK here: “they” is the subject of the second clause, and I don’t think there’s any ambiguity in GMAT-land if the subject of the second clause (“they”) refers back to the subject of the first clause (“heirloom tomatoes”).


And both the “or” and the “green and striped” finally make sense! Trouble is, we have that little problem with “although more flavorful” at the end of the sentence. In this situation, we’d need a clause following “although”, not just a random adjective. (D) is better than (A), (B), and (C), but it’s still flawed.

Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved from the previous year, only look less appetizing than their round and red supermarket cousins, often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but are more flavorful.

Quote:
(E) cousins; they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but they are
Great. The pronouns are all nice and clear, according to GMAT rules: the subject of the second (“they are often green and striped”) and third clauses (“they are more flavorful”) refer back to the subject of the first clause (“heirloom tomatoes”). The verb phrase “have plenty of bumps and bruises” is appropriately parallel to “are often green and striped” – and the “or” makes sense.

(E) is our winner, and now I really want a gigantic salad.
coelholds
(A) "often green and striped" is a modifier that is right after cousins. Since the cousins are red, this modifier is in the wrong place.
(B) "often green and striped" is a modifier that is right after cousins. Since the cousins are red, this modifier is in the wrong place.
(C) "often green and striped" is a modifier that is right after cousins. Since the cousins are red, this modifier is in the wrong place.
(D) Since there is a ";" "they" in the new clause is referring to the tomatoes. However they are not "with". "They have" is better.
(E) CORRECT - Both "they" refer to tomatoes
grumpyoldman
A, B and C clearly are wrong, because they take the information about heirloom tomatoes and put it into a grammatical structure which makes it a postmodifier of the SUPERMARKET tomatoes. (The grammatical structure used, if anyone cares, is a non-restrictive postmodifying adjective phrase. Actually, it is a sequence of two such phrases.)
The difference between D and E is also fairly obvious. In D, the two postmodifying phrases are not parallel in structure (clause with verb and prepositional phrase), while in E, they are both clauses with verbs. So only E can be correct.

The problem, as icandy says, is that "they" in E is still grammatically ambiguous. Maybe this indicates that the question is not an official GMAC question. But from what I have seen, even the GMAC itself is not perfectly consistent about pronoun ambiguity. I think (not quite sure) that sometimes they accept a pronoun ambiguity such as this one in one question, while treating the same thing as wrong in another question.
shkusira
Sanjay I think you mean subject of the first sentence.

I think Heirloom tomatoes in the first half of the sentence is the subject.

I think the they/it refers to the subject of the first part of the sentence.

And am I correct in thinking that:

D. cousins; they are often green and striped (verb clause), or with plenty of bumps and bruises (prepositional phrase) although ---Hence NOT CORRECT
E. cousins; they are often green and striped (verb clause), or have plenty of bumps and bruises (verb clause), but they are ----Hence CORRECT

So it doesnt have anything to do with the usage of Although? D is not wrong coz of although?
bigoyal
"Although" cannot be used to introduce phrases. It should be followed with a subordinate clause, which has a subject and verb. (Ref OG 11, explanation for SC 9).

So B and D are out.
C out for using "they have plenty", where I feel "they" is ambiguously used and sentence structure is illogocal.

Out of A and E, E sounds logical, though in this option as well I find "they" used ambiguously.
KyleWiddison
vivekdixit07 wrote:
Above question has already been discussed in this forum.
But I need more explanation in reference to the usage of although in D.
Someone wrote in the previous three that Although don't have a subject in D, hence option D is wrong.

The word "although" kicks of a dependent CLAUSE and needs a cleear subject.

Examples:

Although they had no umbrellas, the excited children ran outside to enjoy the summer rainstorm. -- Logical and Correct.
Although had no umbrellas, the excited children ran outside to enjoy the summer rainstorm - Illogical without the subject "they".

In option D [although are more flavorful], "although" does not have an explicit (or even clearly implied) subject, therefore it is incorrect.
mikemcgarry
icandy wrote:
Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved from the previous year, only look less appetizing than their round and red supermarket cousins, often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but are more flavorful.

(A) cousins, often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but are
(B) cousins, often green and striped, or with plenty of bumps and bruises, although
(C) cousins, often green and striped, or they have plenty of bumps and bruises, although they are
(D) cousins; they are often green and striped, or with plenty of bumps and bruises, although
(E) cousins; they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but they are.

kinjiGC wrote:
Hi Mike,
I would like to have your inputs on the question. I prefer option E) to A) but I am not sure. Can you please explain once.
Thanks, Kinjal

Dear Kinjal,
I am happy to respond. [image: :-)] This questions is quite curious, because it's almost identical in topic to OG13, SC #132, and uses many of the same phrases, though in a different order. I would think that GMAC might be a position to sue a company for having a question so blatantly similar to its own. That does give me a bit of concern about the question and its authors.

In (A) - (C), among other problems, there's modifier ambiguity. We know logically that "often green and striped" should apply to heirloom tomatoes, but it touches "their round and red supermarket cousins." That's less than ideal.

Also, in (A), if we remove the modifying detail, the logic is wonky: "Heirloom tomatoes ... only look less appetizing ... or have plenty of bumps and bruises" ??? Why is that a choice, to "look less appetizing" vs. "to have bumps and bruises"? Joining these two verbs with "or" makes no sense. That's why (A) is definitively wrong.

The semicolon divide is a very clean, clear way to delineate the logic of the sentence. The parallelism removes any ambiguity about the pronoun: the pronoun "they" is subject of the second clause, so it is obviously in parallel to the subject of the first clause, and that first subject, "Heirloom tomatoes," is the antecedent. This is why (E) is the best answer.


mikemcgarry
oldest wrote:
Hi Mike,
In the first clause of this sentence, "their" was used to refer to "Heirloom tomatoes". is that the reason why "they" in the latter clause ambiguity-free?

Dear oldest,
I'm happy to respond. [image: :-)]

My friend, many factors contribute to establishing the relationship of a pronoun to its antecedent. Here's the OA, version (E):
Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved from the previous year, only look less appetizing than their round and red supermarket cousins; they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises, but they are more flavorful.
What contributes to our understanding that the highlighted pronoun "they" refers back to "heirloom tomatoes"?
1) As you suggest, just a single pronoun is used, with consistent antecedent, throughout the sentence
2) Parallelism. When we have two independent clauses in parallel, and a pronoun is the subject of the second, the parallelism strongly suggests that the subject of the first should be the antecedent.
3) Rhetoric. Think about it: what is the subject and focus of the entire sentence? Of course, "heirloom tomatoes." The fact that the entire sentence focuses on this single topic strongly suggests that any pronoun would be referring back to this focus.
In this well-crafted sentence, all three of these elements work in concert to reinforce one another. This makes 100% clear the antecedent of the pronoun.

Do not take the pronoun-antecedent relationship for granted. There are always many different elements of the sentence, at many different levels, contributing this relationship.
sayantanc2k
sleepynut wrote:
Hi expert,
In my 2 cents,option D could be a good contender of this question.
Option A,B,and C are gone as "often green and stripe" wrongly modifies cousins.
"they" in option E is not ambiguous;"they", as the subject" all refer to Heirloom tomatoes. However, I find it difficult to eliminate option D.

Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved from the previous year, only look less appetizing than their round and red supermarket cousins; they are often green and striped, or (they are)with plenty of bumps and bruises, although more flavorful.
or it is only acceptable only the 2nd independent clause reads ", although more flavorful,they are often green and striped, or with plenty of bumps and bruises.
"Although" ideally introduces a clause. However there are official questions, in which the phrase "Although+ adjective" is constructed to be used as a modifier - in such case the modifier should touch the noun it modifies. Here "although more flavorful" should touch "they".
sleepynut wrote:
Hi expert,
In my 2 cents,option D could be a good contender of this question.
Option A,B,and C are gone as "often green and stripe" wrongly modifies cousins.
"they" in option E is not ambiguous;"they",as the subject" all refer to Heirloom tomatoes.
However,I find it difficult to eliminate option D.

Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved from the previous year, only look less appetizing than their round and red supermarket cousins; they are often green and striped, or (they are)with plenty of bumps and bruises, although more flavorful.
or it is only acceptable only the 2nd independent clause reads ", although more flavorful,they are often green and striped, or with plenty of bumps and bruises.


"Although" ideally introduces a clause. However there are official questions, in which the phrase "Although+ adjective" is constructed to be used as a modifier - in such case the modifier should touch the noun it modifies. Here "although more flavorful" should touch "they".
mikemcgarry
sleepynut wrote:
Hi expert,
In my 2 cents,option D could be a good contender of this question.
Option A,B,and C are gone as "often green and stripe" wrongly modifies cousins.
"they" in option E is not ambiguous;"they",as the subject" all refer to Heirloom tomatoes.
However,I find it difficult to eliminate option D.

Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved from the previous year, only look less appetizing than their round and red supermarket cousins; they are often green and striped, or (they are)with plenty of bumps and bruises, although more flavorful.
or it is only acceptable only the 2nd independent clause reads ", although more flavorful,they are often green and striped, or with plenty of bumps and bruises.

Please shed some light on this
Thanks [image: :-)]


Dear sleepynut,

Here's (D):
Heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved from the previous year, only look less appetizing than their round and red supermarket cousins; they are often green and striped, or (they are) with plenty of bumps and bruises, although (they are) more flavorful.
A few things to notice about (D).
1) It demands the implied subject-verb "they are" twice, two clauses in a row. Not grammatically wrong, but not exactly the most elegant and compelling structure.
2) Think about the phrasing: "they are with plenty of bumps and bruises." That's 100% grammatically correct, but extremely awkward. The natural thing to say would be "they [color=#00a651]have plenty of bumps and bruises[/color]." That is what a native speaker would say. Consider similar examples:
My friend is with a new car. = awkward
My friend has a new car. = natural
Company X is with 5000 employees. = awkward
Company X has 5000 employees. = natural
Again, the "with" examples here are 100% grammatically correct, but they are terribly "off" in a way that would sound jarring to a native ear. By contrast, the "has" construction sounds direct and clear: despite the simplicity, it has a kind of no-nonsense power that the "with" version dismally lacks.

Notice that (E) gets both of these things correct: (E) looks stellar where (D) falls in the mud. (E) is the best answer.










16.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/as-criminal-activity-on-the-internet-becomes-more-and-more-sophisticat-220239.html#p1696841
As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.


(A) they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell

(B) they can also pilfer valuable information that includes business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and selling

(C) also pilfering valuable information including business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, selling

(D) but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell

(E) but also pilfering valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans and selling

GMATNinja 
So I've seen a lot of test-takers make mistakes on this question, usually because of overreliance on an idiom “rule” that doesn’t really exist. If you see the phrase “not only”, that does NOT automatically mean that you need to have a “but also” somewhere else in the sentence! There’s no reason why you couldn’t use the phrase “not only” by itself, as long as it makes logical sense with the context of the sentence.

Don’t get me wrong: “not… but” phrases are pretty important on the GMAT, but only because they require parallelism. Basically, whatever follows the word “not” (or “not only”) must be structurally parallel to whatever follows the word “but” (or “but also”). (Similar parallelism rules apply to both/and and either/or constructions – more on these in an upcoming Topic of the Week.)

But again, there’s nothing wrong with having “not only” without the “but also.”

Quote:
A. they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell
“They” jumps out at me right away, but I think it’s fine, since it refers to “thieves.” I suppose “they” could also refer to “bank accounts,” but I don’t think the pronoun is automatically wrong. Ambiguity isn’t an absolute rule (see our YouTube webinar on this pronouns for more), and “they” isn’t particularly confusing here.

The parallelism also seems OK, even if it doesn’t sound great. We have two different lists going on in (A). First, we have a pair of parallel verbs: “…they can also pilfer information… and sell data…” That seems fine. We also have a list of the types of information that thieves pilfer: “…such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans…” That’s just three parallel nouns – no problem. Keep (A).
Quote:
B. they can also pilfer valuable information that includes business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and selling
(B) is very similar to (A), except that the final “and” is followed by “selling.” And that’s a problem, because I don’t know what “selling” is parallel to: nothing in the sentence is in the same format. Logically, “selling” should be parallel to “pilfer”, but in that case, it should be “…they pilfer… and sell…”, as in answer choice (A). (B) can be eliminated.
Quote:
C. also pilfering valuable information including business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, selling
The big change here is that “pilfering” and “selling” are now “-ing” words – modifiers, in this case. (Feel free to check out our guide to “-ing” words for more on this topic.)

But that doesn’t really make any sense. “As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, pilfering valuable information…” For this to be correct, “pilfering valuable information” would have to modify “not only are thieves able to divert cash…” – and it simply doesn’t. These are completely different types of criminal activity, and the “pilfering valuable information” does not modify “diverting cash.”

Similarly, “selling” is basically hanging out on its own. I guess it’s trying to modify the previous phrase beginning with “pilfering”, but I can’t make much sense of that, either. (C) is out.
Quote:
D. but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell
OK, now we really do have a “not only… but also” structure, which means that we need to think about parallelism again. There’s not much wiggle-room here: whatever follows “not only” needs to be parallel to whatever follows “but also.”

So we have: “not only are thieves able to divert cash… but also pilfer valuable information…” This isn’t awful, but it doesn’t quite seem parallel to me: “not only are thieves” gives us a subject and a verb, but the “but also” is followed only by a verb.

Plus, “to sell” seems to only modify “contract bidding plans”, and that’s not quite right: the thieves are selling the strategies and specifications, too. (A) makes much more sense than (D).
Quote:
E. but also pilfering valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans and selling
The parallelism is much more thoroughly flawed in (E). We have: “not only are thieves able to divert cash… but also pilfering valuable information…” Definitely not parallel. (E) is out, and (A) is the correct answer.
chetan2u 
shadowfax1 wrote:
As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.

A. they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell
B. they can also pilfer valuable information that includes business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and selling
C. also pilfering valuable information including business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, selling
D. but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell
E. but also pilfering valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans and selling

This question does not follow the idiom not only - but also. Why? And when is it acceptable to not use it? This is an OG2017 quesiton.


It is not that But also would be wrong here, its only that the choices containing "not only ... but also" have other errors..
At times to lay more emphais, NOT ONLY is followed by a CLAUSE here .... so "but also" should have a clause..
But choices D and E are missing the SUBJECT, hence wrong..
even C does not have a subject..

A and B have "subject" but 'such as' is correctly used in A to give examples..
arhumsid 
I think, the only reason this is a 700 level question is because of our tendency to blindly go for 'seemingly correct constructions' of Idioms. Here. It was always only between A and D. So lemme talk only about those.

D is wrong for multiple reasons:

D. but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell

1) The construction Not only... But also is incorrect
Even if you chose D on the basis of this idiom, you faltered! The correct construction of the idiom "Not only X... But also Y" requires X and Y to be parallel or of similar type.

Here's something from OG15 on this:
Correlatives: Word combinations such as “not only … but also” should be followed by an element of
the same grammatical type.
Examples:
Correct: “I have called not only to thank her but also to tell her about the next meeting.”
Incorrect: “I have called not only to thank her but also I told her about the next meeting.”

Coming back to the question, this is what we have in D-
"Not only are thieves able to... but also pilfer"
i.e. Not only subject/noun/doer... but also verb/action

Thieves not only divert... but also pilfer - Correct
Not only thieves divert... but also they pilfer - Correct

But the mixture of the 2- Incorrect [image: :)]

2) It changes the meaning:

Original meaning: Thieves do X, Y and Z
D says: Thieves do X, Y to achieve Z

"They pilfer the information AND sell" vs "They pilfer the information TO sell"

Quite a big shift, isnt it?

A, on the other hand, has no issue!

That was my reasoning, plz correct me if im wrong
EducationAisle 
RatneshS wrote:
If we had a construction as;;;As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, thieves not only are able to divert cash from company bank accounts, but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell the data to competitors.
Would this be a right construction? I asked this question because I want to understand the reasoning for the end part of 2 options,
A. they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell
VS
D. but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell
Hi Ratnesh, generally with a not only...but also structure, the verb is outside of the idiomatic construct. So, a better sentence would be:

....thieves can not only divert cash from company bank accounts but also pilfer valuable information...

Even in the sentence that you have suggested, at the very least, I would add a can to the second part, so as to not change the meaning of the original sentence.

...thieves not only are able to divert cash from company bank accounts, but also can pilfer valuable information....
EducationAisle
RatneshS wrote:
I want to ask about the last part of sentence
thieves pilfer to sell VS thieves pilfer and sell;; which is more correct form?

I thought that pilfer to sell calls out an objective for a thief to do something while pilfer and sell are two different actions unrelated to each other. I found former one more standard.
Hi Ratnesh, you are right that infinitives (to sell in this case) show intent.

However, in this case, the use of infinitive seems to be slightly changing the meaning of the original sentence. The original sentence says that thieves can do two things: They can -
i) pilfer data and
ii) sell the data
So, the original sentence suggests that the pilfered data can be sold.
On the other hand, D suggests that the data is pilfered with the sole intent of being sold. That's a slight change in meaning.
sayantanc2k 
This is supposedly an official question - hence it is clear that GMAT allows the construction without "but".
All the following forms are correct depending on usage:

not only..., but also....
not only.., but (also)... ( also optional).
not only..., (but) also... (but optional).
not only... (but) (also).. (both but and also optional)

Please refer to the following post for discussion on this particular question (omission of but):
https://gmatclub.com/forum/as-criminal- ... l#p1714185
You may also find a detailed discussion on this concept here:
https://stancarey.wordpress.com/2009/04 ... -but-also/
GMATNinjaTwo
I agree with eddy8700... parallelism is an issue in choice D because "not only" is followed by a subject and a verb (subject: "thieves", verb: "are"); therefore, "but also" would also need to be followed by a subject and a verb. In choice D, "but also" is followed only by the verb "pilfer", but no subject. Consider the following example: "Not only do you play tennis, but also coach rugby." This is incorrect for the same reason. Instead, you could use "Not only do you play tennis, but you also coach rugby." or "You not only play tennis but also coach rugby."

Similarly, the following sentence, which mimics choice D, is acceptable: "Thieves not only divert cash from company bank accounts but also pilfer valuable information." ("not only" + verb... "but also" + verb)
daagh 
As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.

This is supposed to be choice A, the OA.

Let me now rephrase it for easy understanding by flipping the subject and verb.

1. As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, thieves are not only able to divert cash from company bank accounts,
2. they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.

The question is about the structure of this sentence. Isn't part 1 a complex sentence with a dependent clause and an independent clause?
2. For all that, part 2 seems to be an IC. Therefore, the whole scheme is that this is a complex- compound sentence with two ICs. Eventually when there are two ICs, then there should a valid conjunction or punctuation such as semi colon or period to conjugate both the ICs. If a comma alone conjugates both, then it will turn out to be a comma splice.

Is my reasoning missing something n error or does this sentence belong to some other type of sentence structure that I haven't known.

P.S:It has been pointed out that GMAC spends anywhere from $1500 to $3000 on each of these questions. Therefore, I feel strongly that I must be wrong.
GMATNinja 
Daagh, you're bringing this to a whole new level of grammar intensity! Always fun. (And yes, apparently I'm a grammar nerd or something. I guess it says that in my job title...?)

Disclaimer: unless you really love grammar, just stop reading right now. This isn't an important rant for most test-takers -- there are dozens (hundreds?) of far more important things to worry about on the GMAT.

OK, so answer choice (A) has three components:

Quote:
As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated

So component #1 is clearly a dependent clause. On to #2:

Quote:
not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts

Ah, here it is: this can't stand alone as a sentence, either. Sure, it doesn't have a standard "marker" that "turns" an independent clause into a dependent clause (although, but, and, because, etc.), but it's still a dependent clause: it has a subject and a verb, but can't stand alone -- at least not the way it's written in (A).

So we have two dependent clauses so far. On to part #3:

Quote:
they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.

And there's our independent clause. So we don't have a comma splice here, and GMAC didn't actually make a mistake in this case -- it's just that the middle clause is super-sneaky.

I hope this helps! And seriously: if you're not daagh and you didn't follow this explanation, please don't worry about it. Again, parallelism and other issues are way more important here.

daagh 
GMATNinja,
Hi
Welcome and best wishes. Thanks for the response
Yes true! In GMAT, I agree we should not too bother about such flexible things as sentence structure, correlatives etc as much as we would do with the broader things such as list parallelism, verb parallelism or modifications etc to name a few. It also seems to be a trick that the entire attention has been diverted to the use of a popular idiom, while the real errors have been obscured though not deliberately in the incorrect choices. Test takers must be wary of this not so uncommon ploy.



daagh 
As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.


A. they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell ---- There are two acts the thieves do such as 1. pilfer X, Y, and Z and 2. sell the date. The best choice as I see.

B. they can also pilfer valuable information that includes business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and selling ---and selling is unparallel

C. also pilfering valuable information including business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, selling -- also preferring is an outright fragment

D. but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell -- not only are thieves' is not parallel to 'but also pilfer'

E. but also pilfering valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans and selling -- 'but also pilfering' is a fragment.
jwang516 
Ashokshiva wrote:
can someone further explain why the answer choice is not D?

Not only are (verb) but also Pilfer (verb)

Isnt this the correct idiom?

While the idiom "Not Only...But Also" is correct, note the placement of "thieves" in the first portion

"Thieves" is placed after Not Only. As such, we need another subject for the second part of the sentence as well. D is missing this.

For example we can say "Not only are thieves....but they can also" OR we can say "Thieves not only are.....but also pilter"

There's also a second error with D that relates to the meaning/parallelism of the sentence.
There are 3 actions of parallelism that thieves in from the original sentence: divert cash.....pilter new information....and sell the data
In D, the meaning changes to divert cash....pilter new information including....contract bidding plans to sell the data
Note that now there's only 2 actions that is parallel. The original meaning of the sentence is that thieves sell the data to companies. In D the meaning changes to that the thieves pilter new information including contract bidding to sell the data to new companies. This is illogical since contract bidding are not used to sell data to new companies.

Hope this helps explain why D is incorrect! Please leave kudos if you like the explanation!
egmat 
rishabhdxt wrote:
As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, Thieves are able to not only divert cash from company bank accounts, but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell the data to competitors.
Is this modified sentence correct ?
Experts pls help.

Hello rishabhdxt,

I will be glad to help you out with this one. [image: :-)]

The modified version of the sentence is grammatically correct. However, it does not present the same meaning as the original sentence does.

The original sentence says that the thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts. But the sentence presents just possibility of other actions mentioned as they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and (can) sell the data to competitors.

Use of can in the original sentence presents possibility of an action while the modified sentence presented by you presents actions that take place for sure. This change does lead to change in the meaning of the original sentence.

I understand that our first instinct is to look for but also Y whenever we see not only X, especially when it appears in the non-underlined portion of the sentence.

But the structure of the not only X portion in this official sentence is such that writing the remaining information in but also Y manner will be difficult.

So here we get to learn a new usage from this official sentence. In certain cases, not only X can be used just by itself if the structure of the sentence demands so.

---Shraddha
GMATNinja 
ManuelJesus wrote:
Dear Gmat Ninja

Does choices A have the folloing structure: Not only + Clause 1, Clause 2? If the word "also" were removed from the second clause, would choice A still correct?

I suppose it does have that structure, with "clause 2" as the independent (main) clause in the sentence. And the best way to think about "also" is that it can only really affect the meaning of the sentence on the GMAT, since there really aren't any interesting, absolute grammar rules governing its use -- or at least none that you need to worry about on this particular exam. In this case, I think (A) would be tolerable without the "also", but the sentence is probably a little bit clearer with the "also" included.

More importantly, though: all five answer choices include the word "also", so it's not really worth worrying about in this case.

I hope this helps!
GMATNinja 
Before we jump in, let’s talk about “not/but” constructions on the GMAT. It seems like a lot of people view that construction as an idiom that needs to be memorized: “not only… but also…” But I don’t really think that’s the best way to think about it (and I’m opposed to memorizing idioms in general, unless you have TONS of spare time on your hands).

A better way to think about “not… but…” constructions is that they indicate parallelism. In general, whatever follows “not” (or “not only” or “not just”) needs to be parallel to whatever follows “but” (or “but also”). That’s the most important thing: think of “not/but” as a parallelism trigger, not an idiom.

But then what about the “only” and the “also”? Honestly, I don’t pay much attention to them. There is absolutely no rule indicating that “not only” must be followed by “but also.” In theory, “only” and “also” might tweak the meaning of the sentence – but absolutely ANY word can tweak the meaning of the sentence. There’s nothing special about these particular words.

So just because you have the phrase “but also” doesn’t mean that you need a “not only.” And just because you have a “not only” doesn’t mean that you need a “but also.” Either can exist in isolation, as long as the sentence makes sense.

Don’t get me wrong: “not/but” constructions are pretty common on the GMAT, and you should definitely pay attention to them. But you’ll want to focus on them as parallelism triggers, and not as some sort of standard phrase that MUST appear in the same form every time.

With that in mind, this question gets a whole lot easier...

Quote:
A. they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell

The first things I notice are the two uses of “and”, both of which indicate some sort of parallelism. (And again: “not only” is just hanging out by itself. We do NOT have a “not/but” construction here, since there’s no “but.” That’s complete fine, and not worth worrying about, as long as it makes sense meaning-wise.)

So let’s figure out what’s actually parallel here. We actually have two different “lists”, since we have two different “and’s”:

· ”they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell…” → Totally fine! The thieves do two things: “pilfer (a bunch of data)” and “sell the data to competitors.” Makes sense.
· ”they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell…” → Also fine! The thieves pilfer three examples of valuable information: business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans.

I don’t see any issues at all here, so let’s keep (A).

Quote:
B. they can also pilfer valuable information that includes business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and selling
There are only two things that change from (A) to (B). First, “valuable information such as” has been changed to “valuable information that includes”, and I don’t think that’s a huge problem, but I think it’s a little bit clearer to just say “such as.” After all, these are just examples of “valuable information.”

The bigger problem: “and sell” has been changed to “and selling.” “Selling” follows the parallelism trigger “and”, and that’s a problem: nothing is parallel with “selling” (a participle, if you like jargon).
And that’s a perfectly good reason to eliminate (B).

Quote:
C. also pilfering valuable information including business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, selling
And now we have an epic mess of unnecessary “-ing” modifiers!

For starters, I don’t understand why we would say “…not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, also pilfering valuable information…” There’s no reason for “pilfering” to be a modifier here. It needs to be a verb, as it is in answer choice (A).

I’d make a similar argument for the word “selling”, which seems to modify the preceding phrase (“…also pilfering valuable information including (three things)…”). That doesn’t really make sense, though: “selling” is a separate action from “pilfering”, and there’s no good reason for one of them to modify the other.
So we can eliminate (C), too.

Quote:
D. but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell

Now we finally have that “not/but” construction that everybody loves so much. Again: you want to think of it as a parallelism trigger, not as an idiom.
And there’s a problem with the parallelism! We have “not only are thieves able to divert cash… but also pilfer valuable information such as….” The “not only” is followed by a clause, with a subject and a verb; “but also” is followed by just a verb and an object – so NOT a clause. Structurally, this isn’t parallel at all.

The phrase “to sell” isn’t ideal, either. Even if we rearrange a little bit to fix the parallelism, we have “(thieves) pilfer valuable information… to sell the data to competitors.” That’s not necessarily WRONG, exactly, but it seems like a lousy way to say “(thieves) pilfer valuable information… AND sell the data to competitors.” It’s much clearer if “pilfer” and “sell” are structurally parallel, since we have two parallel actions completed by the thieves. So (D) is gone.

Quote:
E. but also pilfering valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans and selling

(E) is a funky mashup of some of the mistakes in the other answer choices. The parallelism doesn’t work, for starters: just like (D), (E) gives us “not only (clause)… but also (verb)…” See the explanation for (D) for more on that issue. There’s also no good reason to structure “pilfering” and “selling” as modifiers, when they could be nice, clear verbs.

So (E) is out, and we’re left with (A).
AjiteshArun 
Skywalker18 wrote:
1.“not only.. but also” -- we can notice that there is no “but (also)”. Is it an error? Yes, in general. However, when we have independent clauses as elements in this idiom structure, we have an exception at hand. We need not have “but also” following “not only”. In these cases, we may have “also” as a modifier of the main verb in the second clause, as in the given sentence. Is this correct?
2. Not only X but also Y ---> X and Y need to be parallel. In general(not only in this structure), can a backward construction be parallel to a normal one(in which subject precedes the verb) ?
3. Why are backward constructions generally used? Is it used to emphasize something or just a stylistic choice?
4. they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell -
a.The comma(Oxford comma) used after new product specifications -- is it necessary on the GMAT ?
b. The comma after contract bidding plans (before and sell) - since there are only 2 items in the list do we need a comma ?
1. I haven't come across anything like this, so I have serious doubts about it. From what I've seen, the decision to drop the but also depends on how formal you want your writing to be and the "sound" of the sentence you want to create. I don't see why we should limit ourselves to situations in which two clauses are being used, especially when the sample size of GMAT questions that do this is clearly insufficient to take anything more detailed away from the situation.

2. Yes. The first is a clause. Whether the subject precedes the verb or not does not change that.

3. If you are using a clause in the beginning with not only, you must invert the order of the subject and verb in the first clause. You can read more about inversion in general [url=https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Subject–verb_inversion_in_English]here[/url].

4. We'll need to be careful about using any "rules" when it comes to commas on the GMAT. The GMAT does not test commas except in an extremely limited number of ways, and there are questions in which almost every comma "rule" is broken (not all in the same question [image: :-)]) in the correct option (or the portion that is non-underlined).
GMATNinja 
prabsahi wrote:
Hi GMATNinja,
I see GMAT playing lot with Not only ..But also idiom..
I have noticed the following variations in official questions so far..Can you please tell if I am missing something..

1. Not Only ..But Also
2. Not X ..But Y
3. Not X ..But Rather Y
4. Not just X..But Y
5. Not only X....also Y current one
6. .....But Also (Not only skipped here)
7.Not X yet Y

Incorrect ..Not X But only Y
Incorrect..Not X rather Y

Ohh yes..I am not learning idioms but I am definitely noting down the ones which I have seen in OGs [image: :)]
I hate to be a wet blanket, but I see no value in learning all of the different variations of “not only… but also…” phrases. Most test-prep guides seem to imply that these are idioms you should memorize, and I think that completely misses the point.

The important thing: when you see a “not (only) _____... but (also) _______” phrase, the GMAT is usually testing you on parallelism. The content of the first blank needs to be parallel to the contents of the second blank. And the “only” and the “also” have NOTHING to do with the parallelism at all. They might affect the meaning, but that’s it.

The not/but structure generally demands strict parallelism, but if one of those is missing, then it’s a totally different structure. You could have the word “not” without the “but”, and vice-versa. That’s part of why I think it’s a lousy idea to memorize these idioms: tons of test-takers see a “but” and automatically hallucinate the word “not”, or they see the word “not”, and assume that we need a “but” somewhere. That simply isn’t true.

So whenever you see a phrase with BOTH “not” and “but”, your priority is to think about parallelism first, and meaning second. And that’s it. Beyond that, please don’t overthink these. There are a million ways to use the words "not" and "but" -- with or without each other -- and there's no value in trying to learn every variation.

I hope this helps!
EMPOWERgmatVerbal 
Hello Everyone!

This is a great example of a GMAT question that focuses on parallelism! Let's start by taking a quick look at the original question, and then highlight any major differences between the options in orange:

As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.

(A) they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell
(B) they can also pilfer valuable information that includes business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and selling
(C) also pilfering valuable information including business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, selling
(D) but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell
(E) but also pilfering valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans and selling

After a quick glance over our options, a few key differences jump out that we can focus on:
1. they can also pilfer / also pilfering / but also pilfer / but also pilfer (Parallelism)
2. such as / that includes / including (Idioms & Meaning)
3. and sell / and selling / selling / to sell (Parallelism)

Let's start off with #1 and #3 on our list because they both deal with the same issue: parallelism! Whenever you see a list on the GMAT, it's a good idea to do a quick check for parallelism because that's a pretty common issue with list questions! When we look at the original sentence, we can see that this is a somewhat complex list:

As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.

We need to ask ourselves "What are thieves able to do?":

1. divert cash from company bank accounts
2. pilfer information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans
3. sell data to competitors

Let's check each of our options to make sure each item on the list is worded using parallel structure. We already know that the word "divert" stays the same because it's not underlined...which is a hint for how the other items should be worded! Let's see how they break down:

(A) they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell --> divert / pilfer / sell = PARALLEL

(B) they can also pilfer valuable information that includes business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and selling --> divert / pilfer / selling = NOT PARALLEL

(C) also pilfering valuable information including business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, selling --> divert / pilfering / selling = NOT PARALLEL

(D) but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell --> divert / pilfer / to sell = NOT PARALLEL
(This is also incorrect because by eliminating the comma after "plans," it changes the meaning. It now pushes together "contract bidding plans," which should be part of item #2 on our list, and "to sell the data to competitors," which needs to be a separate item.)

(E) but also pilfering valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans and selling --> divert / pilfering / selling = NOT PARALLEL
There you go - option A is the only one that uses parallelism with this list question! By focusing on common problems with list questions, we were able to narrow down wrong answers rather quickly!
EducationAisle 
Actually not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts is also not an IC. The presence of not only clearly indicates that there is something else to follow.

In fact, the real lesson to learn from this sentence is that not only need not necessarily be followed by but also.
generis 
Quote:
(A) As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.
akash7gupta11 wrote:
Hello , generis
In option A , I am concerned about the connector and.

if you connect 2 sentences/ clauses with "and" you are implying that the two sentences are independent of each other.
But I think they pilfer to sell. These are not independent.

akash7gupta11 , I am not exactly sure what you are asking.
Is the official question correct? Yes.
As far as the highlighted sentence: I think that the idea is slightly overstated.

She went to an Ivy League school and [thereby] bought herself options.
She went to an Ivy League school in order to buy herself options.

See my citation in the footnote. Both sentences are acceptable. AND can be used for sentences that are not logically independent of each other.

This is a correct answer to an official question.
We need to figure out how to tweak your theory about "and." The theory is not quite correct. Answer A is correct.

We are allowed to use "and" in order to separate the second part of a compound subject from a list in the first part of the compound subject.

Essentially, we have two lists. After not only are the thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, we find out that the thieves can also engage in two other broad kinds of activity.
THEY can
--- pilfer data X, data Y, and data Z
AND
-- sell the data

This setup is called a compound predicate (one subject followed by two verbs).

The first verb phrase that begins with pilfer lists three examples.
They can
------pilfer valuable information SUCH AS
--------------business development strategies
--------------new product specifications, AND
--------------contract bidding plans,
AND
------sell the data to competitors.

We have two lists. We need an AND for the last item of the first list as well as an AND to precede the second part of the two-part verb.

I can't figure out why you object to the and.
You seem to be bothered by the meaning.

If you believe that intent should be reflected by replacing the second AND with in order to, in this question
and according to these options, that preference is not a necessity.
The one answer option that satisfies your theory is fatally flawed.

AND can join two clauses in which one makes the other possible.*

The sentence says:
"Thieves can get money THIS way [bank accounts]; they can also steal X, Y, and Z, and sell the stolen goods to competitors [and get money THAT way].
Thieves pilfer things and sell them. Thieves pilfer things in order to sell them.
You might like the second sentence better, but it's not a reason to reject an answer unless the answer choices are clearly testing whether AND is out of place.

That option is not among these choices.

You might be bothered by the successive use of comma + and.
As I mentioned, such successive use is fine when required.
We need another AND to set the second part of the predicate off from the last item in the list.

I agree with you. The thieves do pilfer those things in order to sell them. But intent does not automatically lead to result.
This sentence discusses types of sophisticated criminal activity, not the mindset of thieves.
In other words, the thieves can steal the data and can sell what they stole, and these activities, above and beyond "merely" hacking a bank account, demonstrate the increasing sophistication of criminal activity on the internet.

This sentence describes those facts. The situation might be otherwise—no market is guaranteed.
It's okay that the sentence uses a conjunction to state that the thieves steal data and sell data.

Hope that helps.

**The uses of AND
13.23 (a) The second clause is a CONSEQUENCE or RESULT of the first; i.e., the first conjoin presents the circumstances (frequently the circumstantial background) enabling the event described in the second conjoin to take place. This [kind of AND conjunction] entails that the order of the clauses also reflects chronological sequence:

He heard an explosion and he (therefore) phoned the police.
Quirk et al. A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language. §§13.22-23
GMATNinja 
Snigdha241 wrote:
Hi,
I have a doubt regarding this question.
they can also pilfer info such as----, and sell data...
",and" construction is used for to connect 2 ICs. But in this case, "'and sell data.." does not have a subject.

How is this construction OK?
please help.
Thanks in advance.
Snigdha

Quote:
As criminal activity on the Internet becomes more and more sophisticated, not only are thieves able to divert cash from company bank accounts, they can also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans, and sell the data to competitors.

I think some of the confusion here stems from the fact that there's one parallel list nested within another parallel list.
parallel list #1: "...they can also pilfer valuable information... and sell the data..."
parallel list #2 (nested inside list #1): "... valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans..."

The comma between "plans" and the "and" (highlighted above) is NOT there to connect two independent clauses. Instead, it just helps separate list #2 ("such as... strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans") from list #1 ("pilfer... and sell"). This comma is simply used for clarity, and the GMAT is pretty flexible with that sort of comma usage. So there's no problem there at all.

prakhar992 wrote:
NOT ONLY..... BUT ALSO IS USED FOR ONLY TWO THINGS. FOR MORE THAN TWO ELEMENTS WE HAVE TO USE A PARALLEL LIST, RIGHT? CAN
GMATNinja PLEASE HELP.
Yes! The construction is, "... not only X but also Y," so it is generally used for two "things".

However, those "things" could certainly be comprised of multiple items, i.e.:
"Coconut oil is great not only 1) for culinary uses such as frying, sautéing, and baking but also 2) for health and beauty applications such as relieving skin irritation and protecting hair from UV damage."
I hope that helps!
GMATNinja 
Pritishd wrote:
Dear GMATNinja,
First of all, wishing you a very happy Christmas and a very happy upcoming new year!
While parallelism is undoubtedly faulty in all of the incorrect answer choices, there is the below split which I used to eliminate options B and C straightaway. It would be great if you can through some light on the split and review my approach.

My understanding of the correct version:
Correct version - valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans
Out of all the varieties of valuable information available these thieves pilfered 3 pieces i.e. business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans

My understanding of the versions in B and C:
Usage in B - valuable information that includes business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans
Usage in C - valuable information including business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans

What I understand is that the thieves pilfered all the available varieties of valuable information (against only the 3 specified in the correct version) and part of what they pilfered included business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans


First of all, I certainly don't think the distinction between 1) "valuable information such as", 2) "valuable information that includes", and 3) "valuable information including" is enough to eliminate anything, so I honestly don't think it's worth splitting hairs here.

That said, I'm not sure I entirely agree with your interpretation. In choice (A), we are told that the thieves can pilfer valuable information. We are then given a few examples of types of information that can be pilfered: 1) business development strategies, 2) new product specifications, and 3) contract bidding plans. Does that mean that the thieves can ONLY steal those three types of valuable information? No -- those are just three examples.

You could argue that (B) and (C) have a slightly different shade of meaning. In these two, it seems like the ONLY types of valuable information that can be pilfered are the types that include 1) business development strategies, 2) new product specifications, and 3) contract bidding plans. Does that mean that valuable information that does NOT include those three things cannot be pilfered? It's not totally clear.

Again, that is certainly not a reason to eliminate (B) and (C). Luckily, we have much bigger fish to fry (i.e. parallelism), and (A) makes the most sense: the thieves can pilfer valuable information, and "such as" is properly used to introduce three examples of valuable information that can be pilfered.

navderm wrote:
Great post, as always.
I have a question though. You mentioned that in (D), 'to sell' seems to modify only 'contract bidding plans'. But I understood 'to sell' to modify 'pilfer valuable information' hence written correctly here. Could you shed more light on why you think 'to sell' modifies only 'contract bidding plans'.

Let's compare the following:

· "I packed a sleeping bag, a tent, and coffee to drink in the morning." - In this case, "to drink..." clearly modifies coffee, not "packed".
· "... pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell..." - Does "to sell" modify "contract bidding plans" or "pilfer"? Well, "to sell" is right next to "contract bidding plans" and that's a good place to put something that modifies "contract bidding plans" (just as "to drink" modifies "coffee" in the previous example). Could "to sell" modify "pilfer"? Sure... that's certainly the more logical interpretation. The problem is that the meaning isn't clear, and (D) lends itself to an inaccurate interpretation. The correct meaning is much more clear in choice (A).

Regardless, the parallelism issue allows us to eliminate (D) without question, so we don't need to rely on this detail.

I hope this helps!

GMATNinja 
Asad wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
Quote:
D. but also pilfer valuable information such as business development strategies, new product specifications, and contract bidding plans to sell

OK, now we really do have a “not only… but also” structure, which means that we need to think about parallelism again. There’s not much wiggle-room here: whatever follows “not only” needs to be parallel to whatever follows “but also.”

So we have: “not only are thieves able to divert cash… but also pilfer valuable information…” This isn’t awful, but it doesn’t quite seem parallel to me: “not only are thieves” gives us a subject and a verb, but the “but also” is followed only by a verb.

GMATNinja
Hello sir,
Thanks for the nice explanation.
I've a query on your explanation on the basis of choice D.
What if I say the following sentence?
GMATNinja not only scored the perfect score in GRE but also scored the perfect score in GMAT.
In this example, We've used 'GMATNinja' as subject and 'scored' as verb, but we did not use any 'subject' for the 'but also' part. It seems that the above sentence is still right. So, why NOT D (at least with the point of 'subject and verb' issue)?

In your example, "GMATNinja" comes before the "not only... but also" structure. That means that the subject, "GMATNinja", is actually shared by both parts.

In case that isn't clear, consider these two examples:

· "Asad (1) studied for the GMAT and (2) was admitted to Stanford." - Here we have two parallel verbs ("studied" and "was") that clearly share the subject "Asad". No problem at all.
· "Asad not only (1) studied for the GMAT but also (2) was admitted to Stanford." - Here we basically have the same thing, but with a "not only... but also" structure. As with the simple "and" structure in the previous example, the two parallel verbs share the subject "Asad". Again, no problem at all!

I hope that helps!




GMATNinja 
Asad wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
Asad wrote:
GMATNinja
Hello sir,
Thanks for the nice explanation.
I've a query on your explanation on the basis of choice D.
What if I say the following sentence?
GMATNinja not only scored the perfect score in GRE but also scored the perfect score in GMAT.
In this example, We've used 'GMATNinja' as subject and 'scored' as verb, but we did not use any 'subject' for the 'but also' part. It seems that the above sentence is still right. So, why NOT D (at least with the point of 'subject and verb' issue)?
In your example, "GMATNinja" comes before the "not only... but also" structure. That means that the subject, "GMATNinja", is actually shared by both parts.
In case that isn't clear, consider these two examples:

· "Asad (1) studied for the GMAT and (2) was admitted to Stanford." - Here we have two parallel verbs ("studied" and "was") that clearly share the subject "Asad". No problem at all.
· "Asad not only (1) studied for the GMAT but also (2) was admitted to Stanford." - Here we basically have the same thing, but with a "not only... but also" structure. As with the simple "and" structure in the previous example, the two parallel verbs share the subject "Asad". Again, no problem at all!
I hope that helps!
GMATNinja
Thank you sir for the response.
So, it seems that there is no problem in the parallelism issue. But, i asked this question because you said that This isn’t awful, but it doesn’t quite seem parallel to me.
So, we can't cross out choice D on the basis of parallelism issue, right?
Curiosity to know: Sir, how do you know that i am a fan of ''Stanford''? [image: :)] [image: :?] [image: :)] [image: :?] [image: :)] [image: :?]
Lucky guess -- who on this forum isn't a fan of Stanford?? [image: ;)]
The structure in choice (D) is entirely different than the structure in the examples from the last couple posts.
The parallelism in choice (D) is more like this: "Not only is Asad a fan of Stanford but also studies for the GMAT." I said that this isn't awful because we do have a verb after both the "not only" and the "but also". However, the first item contains a subject and a verb while the second item only contains a verb. That's why the parallelism isn't great in (D) and why (A) is a better option.

Choice (A) doesn't have a not only/but also structure, so it avoids the parallelism concern associated with that structure. Instead, (A) gives us something akin to, "Not only is Asad a fan of Stanford, but he also studies for the GMAT."

And as I attempted to explain in this post, just because you have the phrase "not only" does NOT automatically mean that you need a corresponding "but also" part.

I hope that helps a bit! And go Cardinals?
GMATNinja 
Kunni wrote:
GMATNinja I rejected A because ", and send the data to competitors." .

, and is used to connect two Independent clauses. but in this there is no Subject. Its in the previous clause. Please advise.

Thanks
Kunal

A ", and" CAN be used to connect two independent clauses. For example:
· "Tim went to the grocery store, and he ran into his ex-girlfriend."

But a ", and" can also be used at the end of a parallel list. For example:
· "Tim bought toilet paper, lysol, and beer." - In this case we obviously do not need an independent clause after the "and".

Choice (A) is a bit different. We really only have two parallel verbs: "... they can also (1) pilfer AND (2) sell." Usually we would not use a comma when connecting just two items.

But in this case we have a list within a list: "... (1) pilfer valuable information such as (1) business development strategies, (2) new product specifications, and (3) contract bidding plans..." So the comma before "and sell" separates this "nested" list from the list of verbs ("pilfer" and "sell"), for clarity.

If you have two independent clauses on either side of an "and", then you definitely need a comma before the "and". However, just because you have a ", and" doesn't necessarily mean that you need an independent clause on either side. More broadly, the GMAT is fairly flexible when it comes to comma usage, and comma usage will rarely be the deciding factor on a question.

I hope that helps!





17.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/australian-embryologists-have-found-evidence-that-suggests-that-the-el-84981.html#p159993
Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolving as a kind of snorkel.


(A) that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolving

(B) that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving

(C) suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolved

(D) to suggest that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolved

(E) to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved

TommyWallach 
I got asked to take this one on by private message, so here I am! The answer is certainly E.

Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.

(A) that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved
PROBLEM: There's no reason to use a comma with a list of two things.

(B) that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
PROBLEM: You have to say "that" after the verb "to suggest".

(C) suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolving
PROBLEM: The use of the past perfect tense here is incorrect, because the action isn't complete. I know it may seem like the descent has ended, but in the present, the elephant is STILL descended from an aquatic animal. That's an eternal truth. Also, using the prepositional phrase "with its trunk originally evolving" ends up modifying "an aquatic animal", when we really want to be referring to the elephant.

(D) to suggest that the elephant has descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolved
PROBLEM: We don't want to change tense in parallel unless there's a significant reason ("yesterday I went to the store but today I will stay at home"). No good reason from present perfect "has descended" to past "evolved".

(E) to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved
ANSWER: "descended" and "evolved" are parallel, and everything else is clear.
spriya 
x97agarwal wrote:
Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
A. that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved
B. that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
C. suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolving
D. to suggest that the elephant has descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolved
E. to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved
Please explain your reasoing?
Why is " elephant is descended" grammatically correct.

evidence should be followed by that here since whatever clause is succeding this gives explanation about what evidence consists of.
hence C,D,E incorrectly point to embryologists instead of evidence.
eliminate C D E
now b/w among A and B, its trunk evolving is incorrect, it evolved is correct usage.evolved just once and thts not a continuos process.
A is the answer

Lets see this :
Why is " elephant is descended" grammatically correct.
this is correct always .

usage of suggest:
–verb (used with object)
1. to mention or introduce (an idea, proposition, plan, etc.) for consideration or possible action: The architect suggested that the building be restored.
2. to propose (a person or thing) as suitable or possible for some purpose: We suggested him for president.
3. (of things) to prompt the consideration, making, doing, etc., of: The glove suggests that she was at the scene of the crime.
4. to bring before a person's mind indirectly or without plain expression: I didn't tell him to leave, I only suggested it.
5. to call (something) up in the mind through association or natural connection of ideas: The music suggests a still night.

Other examples :
Jerry suggested that tom is back

jerry suggested that the movie is over

I hope i cleared the doubt to some extent.
nusmavrik 
This one was tricky.

Sorry its E.

Observations -
1. I see "evidence that" is broken here. But that's not what the question is checking. I should be able to connect the underlined part with the rest of the sentence.

2. The SC is checking for that || ism

Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal. and its trunk originally evolving as a kind of snorkel.

(A) that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolving >>> descended and evolving are awkward. OUT
(B) that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
same as A. OUT
(C) suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolved
this means that elephant descended before its trunk evolved. OUT
(D) to suggest that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolved
same as D. OUT
(E) to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved
This means that elephant descended from aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel. this looks alright. Especially its not doing any sequencing between the two past events
evidence...... that and that ..... -----> that || ism




TommyWallach 
Hey Mainhoon,

Well, "evidence to suggest" is a better choice than "evidence that suggests," but I'd say the comma is the major issue.

As for Munda's question, no it wouldn't be quite as correct to say "the elephant has descended," this implies the action of descending, as in "The elephant has descended the stairs." But this meaning of "descended" is different. To "be descended" from something is a constant (like being "green" or "American"), and thus ought to be in the present tense, as in "Men are descended from apes." You wouldn't say "men have descended from apes," because it isn't a tense action, but a state of being.

Hope that makes sense!
daagh 
Go by this maxim, and the answer will pop up. A sentence, which has two arms, if uses - that - to introduce one arm, then it must use - that -to introduce the other arm also to balance the sentence. As per this norm, only E will fit in
souvik101990 
Concept tested: Parallelism, meaning, usage, style.
Difficulty: High
Illustration: “is descended” and “has/had descended” mean two entirely different things. Has/had descended implies going below (literally or metaphorically).
e.g: I had descended a few steps in the cave.
e.g: I would never want to descend to his level of callousness.
Is descended from implies ancestry. So obviously has/had descended is incorrect.
So, B,C,D are eliminated.
However between A and E, E is marginally better because of two things:
1. That suggests that in A sounds horrible.
2. E maintains “that” parallelism. (however the "second that" in A which apparently seems to be missing is not absolutely essential.)
E is the correct answer
egmat 
targetgmatchotu wrote:
Anyone with the idiom of "Evidence" that/to
Hi there,
e-gmat team wishes you a very Happy New Year.

The idioms "evidence that", "evidence to" and "evidence of" are correct. The correctness of their usage depends on the way a particular senetnce has been written.


Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.

(a) that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved
(b) that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
(c)suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolving
(d) to suggest that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolving
(e) to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved

The answer choices with "evidence that" has some grammatical issue. Only choice E is the grammatically correct. This is the reason why here use of "evidence to" is correct.

Now take a look at this GMAT Prep question:
Astronomers have uncovered evidence that a star that was as bright as the full moon exploding into view 340,000 years ago, emitting dazzling radiation that could have disrupted Earth's protective ozone layer and sunburned our Stone Age ancestors.

A) that a star that was as bright as the full moon exploding into view 340,000 years ago, emitting
B) that a star as bright as the full moon exploded into view 340,000 years ago, emitting
C) of a star that was as bright as the full moon exploding into view 340,000 years ago and that it emitted
D) of a star as bright as the full moon, exploding into view 340,000 years ago and emitting
E) of a star as bright as the full moon that exploded into view 340,000 years ago and that emitted

The correct answer of this sentence is choice B where the uasge of the idiom "evidence that" is correct. This is so because all the other choices have some grammatical error.
egmat 
SidKaria wrote:
Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
A. that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved
B. that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
C. suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolving
D. to suggest that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolved
E. to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved
Hi Sid,
So let's take your doubts in the order you have posted them.

Choice A: Yes, your analysis is correct that we need another "that" to maintain parallelism in the sentence.

Now, use of "is descended" is correct because it denotes that the elephants have evolved from a water animal. We need "is" because this event is a universal fact. This fact holds true for all time in the past, present, and future. When want to convey that someone has come from certain ancestor or ancestry, we use "is/was descended" depending on the context of the usage.

In this choice, "is descended" together is a verb. But in Choice B, "descended" appears to be a modifier because "that" is missing after "has suggested". The way Choice B is worded, it seems to convey that the evidence has suggested the elephant itself and not something about elephant. In such a structure, "descended" seems to be a modifier rather than a verb. Even if used as a verb, "descended" would not be correct as it would give a complete different meaning.

Choice B: You have said that "only a comma between the two clauses distorts the meaning". What lies after comma is not clause as it does not have a verb. This choice is incorrect for the usage of "has suggested the elephant". Also now the choice does not say that the evidence suggests two things.

Choice C: As I have already mentioned, when we want to denote that something has come from an ancestor or ancestry, we use "is/was descended". Any other verb form changes the meaning of the word. The verb "has descended" means it has literally come down from an elevated point.
Choice D: Your analysis of this choice is correct.
Choice E: This choice rectifies all the errors and is the correct one.

---SJ
GMATNinjaTwo 
Quote:
Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.

(A) that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved
The sentence is trying to tell us that the evidence suggests two things: 1) that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and 2) that the elephant's trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel; in order to avoid a parallelism issue, we would have to change, "..., and its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel" to "and that its trunk evolved as a kind of snorkel." Furthermore, this sentence has a string of relative clauses ("evidence that suggests that the elephant...", and the GMAT considers it "awkward and confusing to string together relative clauses." For these two reasons, choice A can be eliminated.
(B) that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
The simple present tense ("suggests") should be used instead of the present perfect tense ("has suggested") because we are describing a present action (what is the evidence currently doing?) and not referring to what the evidence was doing in the past. Present perfect is typically used to describe how long an action has been going on, for example, "For the past 100 years, most evidence has suggested (present perfect) that the elephant is descended from a land animal; however, new evidence suggests (simple present) that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal." Furthermore, a past tense should be used instead of "evolving" because we are talking about a past action (how the trunk evolved in the past, not how it is evolving now), so choice B can be eliminated.

(C) suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolving
This choice can easily be eliminated because the past perfect ("had descended") is not the appropriate tense (we do not have two past actions occurring at different times). Also, a past tense should be used instead of "evolving" (see choice B notes).
(D) to suggest that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolving
Again, the past perfect ("had descended") is not the appropriate tense. Also, this choice contains a parallelism issue ("its trunk originally evolving..." is not parallel to "that the elephant had descended.."), and a past tense should be used instead of "evolving" (see choice B notes).

(E) to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved
Here the infinitive "to suggest" is properly used as an adjective to modify "evidence". This choice also avoids parallelism issues ("suggest that the elephant is descended... and that its trunk originally evolved..."). The predicate adjective "descended" follows the linking verb "is" and properly modifies "the elephant". This might not sound right because we are used to hearing "descend" used as a verb (i.e., "I descended a flight a stairs."), but you shouldn't trust your ear when analyzing SC problems! Choice E is correct.
GMATNinja
Quote:
Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
We use simple present tense to show a habit, a fact, or a general information. So use of 'is' is correct here because that fact is still true in the current context.
Correct. Present tense is kind of weird in English: it indicates a general characteristic. And sure, it works here: the elephant is, as a general characteristic, descended from an aquatic mammal. (Apparently. Frankly, I'd love to see an elephant swim. I splashed around in a river with one once, but she wasn't actually swimming.)



Quote:
If we use present perfect (has/have+ present participle), it would show that elephants descended from ........but this information is not true anymore.
I'm not quite sure what you're referring to in this part. Present perfect (has/have + participle) is used for actions that started in the past, but continue into the present. We could say something like "elephants have evolved from fish", and I think that's OK, since you could argue that elephants started evolving in the past, and are still evolving. But I'm not sure if that answers your question...?

Quote:
I am unable to figure out the difference between 'to suggest' and 'that suggest'.
Heh heh. Yeah, this part is tricky. I can tell you what the GMAT is thinking in this particular case: they really don't like the use of two consecutive clauses starting with "that" ("evidence that suggests that the elephant...") here. Fair enough.

But the tricky part is that I don't want to overgeneralize based on this example -- there's no single rule that will help you figure out when to use "to" and when to use "that." I guess we could say that the GMAT prefers the idiom "evidence to suggest that X occurs" over "evidence that suggests that X occurs"... but you won't see this exact issue very often.
egmat
gmat4varun wrote:
BM wrote:
Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
(a) that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolved
(b) that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
(c) suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolving
(d) to suggest that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolving
(e) to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved

Is it fine to write "Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest" . My understanding says that it should be "That" and not "To" "Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests" . Please someone put some light on this .
Hello gmat4varun,

The correct official sentence uses the expression Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest. We know that the correct answers of official sentences are always correct. Hence, we should not doubt them. Rather, we should learn from them those correct usages we are not aware of.

See, there is no issue in the expression Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests. Undoubtedly, this expression conveys the intended meaning clearly. However, there is no issue with Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest either.

---Shraddha
TheUltimateWinner
ronybtl wrote:
Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolving as a kind of snorkel.
(A) that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolving
(B) that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
(C) suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolved
(D) to suggest that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolved
(E) to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved
Reformatted the question based on the Official Guide 2015. (SC 128)

Hi my honorable expert MartyMurray, GMATNinja, mikemcgarry, egmat, AjiteshArun, VeritasKarishma, EMPOWERgmatRichC, EducationAisle, DmitryFarber, ccooley, VeritasPrepBrian, ScottTargetTestPrep.
I'm just talking about E. Here, the correct sentence is:
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
This sentence works like------
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest
a) that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal (x)
and
b) that its trunk originally evolved (y)
So, the whole sentence looks like----
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest x and y. This sentence will also be fine if I say: Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest Mr. Robert and Mr. John.
This x and y should be equivalent to some activities (like tense or clause) to make the original sentence legitimate. We can't say that ''I have found evidence to suggest pen (x) and paper (y)''. We should write the activities of 'pen and paper'. So, the complete sentence will be something like below.
I have found evidence to suggest pen is used to write something on the answer script and paper is used for making answer script.

In the above sentence, there should have a conjunction like THAT to animate the part ''I have found evidence to suggest''. So, the correct sentence will be:
I have found evidence to suggest THAT pen is used to write something on the answer script and paper is used for making answer script.
In the above sentence, I suggested two things simultaneously. So, if I break down the whole sentence into several parts, then the sentence will be like following.
I have found evidence to suggest THAT
1) pen is used to write something on the answer script
and
2) paper is used for making answer script.
So, if I write the above sentence into separate parts, then it'll work perfectly. Here are the separate parts of the above sentence:
1/ I have found evidence to suggest THAT pen is used to write something on the answer script.
2/ I have found evidence to suggest THAT paper is used for making answer script.

Now, if I write the sentence like below, then it'll be...
I have found evidence to suggest THAT pen is used to write something on the answer script and THAT paper is used for making answer script.
If I breakdown this sentence, then it'll be...
I have found evidence to suggest THAT
a) pen is used to write something on the answer script
and
b) THAT paper is used for making answer script.
So, if I write the above sentence into separate parts, then it'll NOT work perfectly. 
Here are the separate parts of the above sentence:
1/ I have found evidence to suggest THAT pen is used to write something on the answer script.
--->OK
2/ I have found evidence to suggest THAT THAT paper is used for making answer script.
---->NOT OK
SAME thing is happened in the original sentence of Official Guide!
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
Now, if I break down this sentence into several parts it'll be....
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that
a) the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal
and
b) that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel
So, if I write the above sentence into separate parts, then it'll NOT work perfectly. Here are the separate parts of the above sentence:
1/ Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal.
----->OK
2/ Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
-----> NOT OK (doesn't make sense to me!)

Again,
if we break down the original sentence into several parts like below, then it'll be....
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest
a) that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal (X)
b) that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel (Y)
The whole sentence is something like below....
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest X and Y.
So, the above sentence is ''SENTENCE FRAGMENT''

It seems that I'm questioning the Official Answer option. I've some confusion in this problem. But, unfortunately, all the confusion is in the correct option, which is E. So, it'll be better for me if you eradicate my confusion.
Thank you expert_
VeritasPrepBrian
I love the breakdown, AsadAbu!

Hey, taking a couple steps back there's a good deal to learn here. A couple points for you:

1) Remember that clarity of meaning is a big emphasis with the error types that the GMAT tests. And here that extra "that" is there to make the meaning crystal clear, that the "and" connects two things that the evidence suggests:

We've found evidence that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal *and* that (the elephant's) trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.

Without that extra "that" it's easy for the reader to see two nouns separated by "and" and see them both as objects, both as things that the elephant descended from. For example, if I were to say "DNA tests suggests that I descended from Irish immigrants and my wife's family is from Sweden" - here you can read it as I descended from two family tree branches (Irish immigrants and my wife's family, which would be a little unnerving) or that two groups (me and my wife's family) have taken DNA tests. (Then the portion "is from Sweden" stands as a fragment, but it makes you go back and re-read to unpack which two things are connected by "and" and that slows the reader down and causes confusion). A "that" after "and" makes it clear that DNA tests suggest two things - one about me and one about my wife's family.

ALSO note that in the SC problem we're talking about there's an "its" right after "and" in some choices. This is another place where clarity can be very helpful. Does "its" mean "the elephant's" or "an aquatic animal's"? With the "that" in place in choice (E), it makes it parallel with "the elephant's":

Evidence suggests 1) that the elephant... and 2)that its

That parallelism signals that both portions of "the evidence suggests" are about the elephant, thereby removing potential confusion about what "its" refers to.

2) So keep in mind that parallel structures in these kinds of constructions exists to ensure clear meanings particularly when you have lots of nouns in a sentence and a tiny connector like "and" or "or" (and potentially some pronouns, too). Parallel structure isn't just a random piece of grammar that the GMAT arbitrarily decided to test - the GMAT tests it because it adds a "reading comprehension" logical component to SC. Which brings me to:

3) One place we love teaching students to look for decision points on SC is anywhere you see a coordinating conjunction (and, or, but, etc.) followed by a structural word like "that," "which," "to," etc. Those are great signals that you're likely dealing with a parallel structure issue, and help point you back to the other parallel structural word - if I see "and that" I'm immediately going back to find a previous "that" so that I can investigate for parallelism and clarity of meaning. If I see "or which" it's the same thing...where's that other "which" so that i can assess? Sometimes (like here) those construction show up in an answer choice, but other times they appear far from the underlined portion. And *that's* where they can be all the more crucial (I'm struggling to find a link to my favorite example of this but I'll grab it and drop it in here via edit function).
TheUltimateWinner
VeritasPrepBrian wrote:
I love the breakdown, AsadAbu!

Hey, taking a couple steps back there's a good deal to learn here. A couple points for you:

1) Remember that clarity of meaning is a big emphasis with the error types that the GMAT tests. And here that extra "that" is there to make the meaning crystal clear, that the "and" connects two things that the evidence suggests:

We've found evidence that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal *and* that (the elephant's) trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.

Without that extra "that" it's easy for the reader to see two nouns separated by "and" and see them both as objects, both as things that the elephant descended from. For example, if I were to say "DNA tests suggests that I descended from Irish immigrants and my wife's family is from Sweden" - here you can read it as I descended from two family tree branches (Irish immigrants and my wife's family, which would be a little unnerving) or that two groups (me and my wife's family) have taken DNA tests. (Then the portion "is from Sweden" stands as a fragment, but it makes you go back and re-read to unpack which two things are connected by "and" and that slows the reader down and causes confusion). A "that" after "and" makes it clear that DNA tests suggest two things - one about me and one about my wife's family.

ALSO note that in the SC problem we're talking about there's an "its" right after "and" in some choices. This is another place where clarity can be very helpful. Does "its" mean "the elephant's" or "an aquatic animal's"? With the "that" in place in choice (E), it makes it parallel with "the elephant's":

Evidence suggests 1) that the elephant... and 2)that its

That parallelism signals that both portions of "the evidence suggests" are about the elephant, thereby removing potential confusion about what "its" refers to.

2) So keep in mind that parallel structures in these kinds of constructions exists to ensure clear meanings particularly when you have lots of nouns in a sentence and a tiny connector like "and" or "or" (and potentially some pronouns, too). Parallel structure isn't just a random piece of grammar that the GMAT arbitrarily decided to test - the GMAT tests it because it adds a "reading comprehension" logical component to SC. Which brings me to:

3) One place we love teaching students to look for decision points on SC is anywhere you see a coordinating conjunction (and, or, but, etc.) followed by a structural word like "that," "which," "to," etc. Those are great signals that you're likely dealing with a parallel structure issue, and help point you back to the other parallel structural word - if I see "and that" I'm immediately going back to find a previous "that" so that I can investigate for parallelism and clarity of meaning. If I see "or which" it's the same thing...where's that other "which" so that i can assess? Sometimes (like here) those construction show up in an answer choice, but other times they appear far from the underlined portion. And *that's* where they can be all the more crucial (I'm struggling to find a link to my favorite example of this but I'll grab it and drop it in here via edit function).

Hi VeritasPrepBrian,
First of all, Take my heartfelt thanks for giving me you precious time.
Now I need to take care the 2nd part-what's going on there.
If I remove first *that*, then the Embryologists are just suggesting "the elephant!), right? we used the first "that' not to make parallelism; we used the first "that' so that the Embryologists CAN"T suggest "the elephant" directly.

so, it is urgent to put a "that'' before ''the elephant''.

Now, it is time to find out the tag/parallelism marker--it is actually "and".
I am going to forget the 2nd "that" for some while, can I?

So, E says:
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and *that* its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
Intuition says that The "its" after the tag/parallel marker (and) directly indicates "the elephant" not "aquatic animal" at all. So, if want to use 2nd *that*, then we need to put another EXTRA *that* after first *that*, because the first *that* has been used so that the Embryologists CAN'T suggest "the elephant", isn't it?

Here is the Ron's insight about the ambiguous "it". I put this example just to confirm that the use of "its" in the official sentence directly indicates "elephant", not "aquatic animal".

"Take the pizza out of the box and put it.........."
My intuition automatically associated "it" with "pizza" not with "box" even though it's technically ambiguous.---0---
I love your following example, but have confusion a bit!
"DNA tests suggests that I descended from Irish immigrants and my wife's family is from Sweden"
In this example, "I" and "my wife's family" are two separate things. So, for better understanding we need a 2nd *that* after *and*, may be.
AjiteshArun
AsadAbu wrote:
Now, if I break down this sentence into several parts it'll be....
Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that
a) the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal
and
b) that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel
So, if I write the above sentence into separate parts, then it'll NOT work perfectly. Here are the separate parts of the above sentence:
1/ Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal.
----->OK
2/ Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest that that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
-----> NOT OK (doesn't make sense to me!)
Don't take the first that out of the list.

Australian embryologists have found evidence to suggest (a) that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and (b) that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.
AjiteshArun
Akash777 wrote:
But doesn't "evidence to suggest" change the meaning of the original sentence.

The intended meaning was- scientist found evidence that suggested something.
Now as per E- It means that scientist wanted to suggest something for that they found evidence..

I am sure I am missing a lot here. Please help me understand.
1. You must not depend on option A for the intended meaning. That said, I think both evidence to suggest and evidence that suggests  are fine, although the second that after evidence (evidence that suggests that) is awkward.

2. We should not see that portion as introducing the intention of the embryologists.

The police found no evidence to suggest that he was guilty.

does not mean

To suggest that he was guilty, the police found no evidence...

AjiteshArun
Sristishaw wrote:
Easy question but I still went wrong with the suggesting word in C and to suggest in E
Both suggesting and to suggest are possible here. The had descended and the with its trunk originally evolved definitely go against option C though.
AjiteshArun
rraman wrote:
HI EGMAT
I just have one confusion about option E, can you please help me with it:
E. to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved

Here "is descended" is a verb while "Evolved" is a modifier, I asked myself is the trunk did the evolving, I could find myself saying NO, therefore I thought it is a past participle modifier and thus not parallel to the first statement.
Evolved is a verb in this case:

... and that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.

Take a look at the definition of evolve here (1.1).
AjiteshArun
shabuzen102 wrote:
Dear AjiteshArun,

I have problem with "evolved". I was wondering how "descended" and "evolved" could be parallel. One is "to be descended from" (present tense) and the other is "evolved" (past tense) - how can they be parallel?

Moreover, I don't understand the idiom "to evolve as", especially "to originally evolve as." Doesn't it mean "evolve from" a kind of snorkel? So the snorkel is its state BEFORE or AFTER the act of evolving? I also have a problem with the addition of the word "originally." Doesn't "originally" mean "from the very beginning", which implies that later on it "evolved as (?)" something else (that's not a snorkel)?

I'm very confused about this question. Please help explain. Thanks!

Hi shabuzen102,
There are two elements connected by an and here, but we cannot insist that the verbs in those elements have the same tense.

that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal
and
that its trunk originally evolved as a kind of snorkel.

Whether we go for the past tense or the present tense is entirely a matter of meaning. For example, we cannot switch to evolves here, as that would imply that the trunk of the elephant regularly "evolves" as a kind of snorkel. Similarly, we cannot switch to was descended, as that part of the sentence introduces information about the elephant that is still true.

Evolved as a snorkel does not mean "from a snorkel". From a snorkel would mean that there was a snorkel there already and that snorkel "led to" the trunk. Evolved as a snorkel actually means the trunk (originally) evolved to fulfill the function of a snorkel. A somewhat similar example:
He originally worked as a translator. ← His first role. Note how this does not mean that he worked as a translator from the very first moment of his life.
The trunk originally evolved as a snorkel. ← The first function of the trunk was to help the animal breathe when it was under water.
AjiteshArun
shabuzen102 wrote:
Dear AjiteshArun,
Thank you for your response. If that's the case, then does that mean in general, it's ok to construct a parallel structure that has two clauses in two different tenses? Thanks!
Yes, it is. [image: :)]
We should check how appropriate the tenses are (instead of making them the same no matter what else gets compromised in the process).
GMATNinja
ArtVandaley wrote:
GMATNinja daagh.
I have a very basic query here. My thought process went this way.
I found evidence to suggest that earth is big.
Meaning:- I already know that the earth is big and was looking for evidence to suggest the same.
I found evidence that suggested that earth is big,
Meaning :- Evidence did the act of suggesting and I may or may not have any opinion about the size of the earth.
Is "evidence to suggest" correct with this line of thinking?
100% agreement with the incomparable daagh here. Neither construction ("to suggest" or "that suggests") gives us a clear indication of what the person/people who found the evidence knew or believed prior to finding the evidence, so I wouldn't use that as a decision point at all (for more on that point, check out this post).

Choice (A) has a parallelism issue, so we can rule it out without worrying about "to suggest" vs "that suggests." And that's pretty typical of the GMAT: you might see a choice between two different constructions, but that's doesn't mean that one is right and the other is wrong. Sometimes, both are acceptable, and you'll want to look for other things.
MentorTutoring
NandishSS wrote:
Quote:
Australian embryologists have found evidence that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolving as a kind of snorkel.

(A) that suggests that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal, and its trunk originally evolving
(B) that has suggested the elephant descended from an aquatic animal, its trunk originally evolving
(C) suggesting that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal with its trunk originally evolved
(D) to suggest that the elephant had descended from an aquatic animal and its trunk originally evolved
(E) to suggest that the elephant is descended from an aquatic animal and that its trunk originally evolved
HI GMATNinja, EMPOWERgmatVerbal, generis, jennpt, egmat VeritasPrepErika, GMATRockstar, TestPrepUnlimited , MentorTutoring
Can you throw some light on evolved and evolving? Are evolved and evolving both correct this context as the trunk is already evolved.
Hello, NandishSS. Although (A) and (B) are easy to eliminate on other grounds, it is not the inclusion of evolving alone that seals the deal for either option. Simply put, the former answer joins two items together using and but places a comma before the conjunction, the construct used when joining two independent clauses. There is no second independent clause, however, since evolving is not acting as a verb. Choice (B) is the more interesting of the two, in my eyes, since an its phrase can be used to modify the noun of the main clause. The problem in this particular sentence is that its appears to refer to the aquatic animal just before the comma, rather than to the earlier elephant. Consider the following sentence, though, in which the preposition with could or could not appear at the head of the sentence:

[With] its mainsail flying away in a sudden gust of wind, the ship drifted asea for hours before striking the rocks of the shoreline.

I just wanted to point out that an its + verb-ing construct is not incorrect by default. But here, in the sentence about the elephant, neither answer with such an element works.

I hope that helps shed a little more light on the situation. Thank you for thinking to tag me.




GMATNinja
costcosized wrote:
GMATNinja

Can you please provide some clarification on the use of the second "that" and whether it is need to maintain parallelism? I have seen contradictory responses in this thread as well as multiple other threads on this site.

For example: [I] suggest that [he does X] and that [he does Y].
Is the second "that" only necessary when the object is repeated? Thanks!

Check out this post - not very satisfying but hopefully helpful! If that doesn't help, let us know. [image: :)]

Great username, btw!
















18.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/industry-analysts-said-that-the-recent-rise-in-fuel-prices-may-be-an-e-242636.html#p1869739
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

(A) of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through
(B) of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout
(C) of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through
(D) that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout
(E) that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through
daagh
Through the end of the year means from now until the end of the year, period by period or event by event. As we are in June now, through the end means the rest of June, the entire of July, August, September, and so on until the last day of December. On the contrary, throughout the end of the year doesn't convey any sensible meaning except to refer to the last of the year. The end of the year marks a particular short point of time. There is no meaning in saying throughout that the short period.
Through means from one point to another. Throughout means entirely.
harikrish
AbdurRakib wrote:
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

A. of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through
B. of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout
C. of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through
D. that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout
E. that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through
Option A & B : Incorrect because of the usage of possibility as may be is already used in the non-underlined part. Redundant.
Option C: Usage of usually is incorrect. the prices are higher than usual is the correct usage.
Option D: Same as C. usage of they is ambiguous.
Option E: Correct
daagh
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

A. of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through            ---- 1. redundancy of may and possibility as already pointed out. 2. usually has no verb to modify, a dangling adverb
B. of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout  --- 1. redundancy 2. throughout and through are meaning - wise different.
C. of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through                   ----- 1. redundancy 2. dangling adverb
D. that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout       ----- throughout and through are meaning - wise different.
E. that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through                              -- correct choice

General: All reported speeches are presented in a relative clause introduced by 'that'. Hence D and E are stylistically better than A. B and C.
abhimahna
DebasishDhar wrote:
Hi, Can you explain the difference between option D and E
Hi DebasishDhar ,
There are various differences between D and E.
1. Through the end of the year vs throughout the end of the year. Look here for more details:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/industry-ana ... l#p1870370

2. When I am using may, I should not use possibility/could kind of words. Could again signifies possibility and using could with may can lead to redundancy error. Hence, D is incorrect.

I hope that makes sense. [image: :)]
anje29
AbdurRakib wrote:
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

A. of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through
B. of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout
C. of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through
D. that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout
E. that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through
Hi,
I have a doubt in option E . I think 'Will' should be 'would' as per the temporal relationship with respect to the statement delivered by Industry analysts. Experts please suggest.
DmitryFarber
anje29, you'd be right if we were dealing with a simple past tense sentence: "Industry analysts said that prices would stay high for another two years."
However, this sentence is a bit more complicated. Two words in the fixed portion of the sentence--"recent" and "may"--make it clear that the analysts' statement is not restricted to the past. They made a statement about what is still going to happen. This makes "would" less appropriate. Compare "My friend said that she had pneumonia" (pure past) with "My friend said that she has pneumonia" (she still has pneumonia). We can see the same thing with will/would, even though predictions naturally extend into the future either way. "I said that I would help you, and I will." (In the past, I made a statement about what would happen, and now it is still going to happen.) "Scientists predicted last year that the world population will peak at around 9 billion." (The prediction occurred in the past, but the predicted result is still something we're waiting for.)

If it seems that there isn't a precise rule here, that's because there isn't! It's more a matter of what we are trying to emphasize. Is the point to show that a past prediction or projection is old or invalid? Have we perhaps replaced it with a new one? Are we focused more on what was said than on whether it will really happen in the future? Then "would" makes sense. Are we still anticipating the predicted outcome? Are we more focused on the prediction itself than on when it was made? Then we should use "will."
abhimahna
thingocanhnguyen wrote:
Hi all,
I haven't understood why using possibility in A and B is redundant. Please explain. Thanks a lot.
Hey thingocanhnguyen ,

Both A and B are using "may be" AND "possibility" together.
Remember the meaning of "may be"? It itself means there is some possibility, so we don't need to explicitly mention the word "possibility". This creates redundancy.
Does that make sense?


egmat
deependra1234 wrote:
daagh isnt could preferred for future in past context??
Hello deependra1234,

Although your query is not addressed to me, I would like to clarify your doubt. [image: :-)]
This official sentence intends to say that the analysts said that possibly the oil prices will remain higher than usual through the end of the year.

The event of the prices staying higher pertains to future period. The possibility is there that this action will take place. Hence, use of will is absolutely correct in the context of this sentence.

Use of the verb could stay again presents possibility. This is not the intended meaning of the sentence.

Hope this helps. [image: :-)]
Thanks.
Shraddha
adkikani
I have query regarding (D):
Is there no comparison error here after I replace they with prices?
I understand that COULD is redundant with MAY BE in non-underlined portion, but how do I infer WILL in intended meaning of this sentence. I certainly do see a possibility more than a certainty as suggested by WILL.
DmitryFarber
The "may" that you mentioned already softens "will." So this may be a sign that prices will stay higher. Then again, it may not be such a sign, in which case prices may not stay higher.

As for "they" in D, I don't see a problem there. Prices are going to stay higher than prices usually do. We don't need the word "prices"--or even the word "they"--but the meaning is clear enough.
VeritasKarishma
adkikani wrote:
GMATNinja VeritasPrepKarishma egmat
I have query regarding (D):
Is there no comparison error here after I replace they with prices?
I understand that COULD is redundant with MAY BE in non-underlined portion, but how do I infer WILL in intended meaning of this sentence. I certainly do see a possibility more than a certainty as suggested by WILL.
A few things about (D) that make me unhappy:

- "may" already shows possibility. "could" is redundant here.
- "they usually are" followed by "throughout ..." gives the feel that "are" is getting modified. It seems that we are talking about how the prices usually are throughout the end of the year instead of how they are expected to be higher throughout the end of the year.
- the use of throughout instead of through is not right (as explained in detail by daagh above).

Also, this is perfectly valid:
A may be a sign that B will happen.
It shows uncertainty - Will B happen or not, we don't know.
egmat
adkikani wrote:
GMATNinja VeritasPrepKarishma egmat

I have query regarding (D):
Is there no comparison error here after I replace they with prices?
I understand that COULD is redundant with MAY BE in non-underlined portion,
but how do I infer WILL in intended meaning of this sentence. I certainly do
see a possibility more than a certainty as suggested by WILL.
Hello Arpit/ adkikani,
Thank you for your query. [image: :-)]
Well, I do not see any comparison issue in Choice D. They can only refer to prices, presenting the intended comparison.
---Shraddha
daagh
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

(A) of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through
(B) of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout
(C) of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through
(D) that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout
(E) that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through

We could also note one more tool for an early POE. We can compare adjectives with adjectives but not with adverbs. 'Higher' is an adjective while 'usually' is an adverb. We can safely eliminate A, C, and D on this count. Between B and E, the difference in meaning between 'through' and 'throughout' decides the winner that is E.
AlN
egmat wrote:
deependra1234 wrote:
daagh isnt could preferred for future in past context??
Although your query is not addressed to me, I would like to clarify your doubt. [image: :-)]
This official sentence intends to say that the analysts said that possibly the oil prices will remain higher than usual through the end of the year.

The event of the prices staying higher pertains to future period. The possibility is there that this action will take place. Hence, use of will is absolutely correct in the context of this sentence.
Use of the verb could stay again presents possibility. This is not the intended meaning of the sentence.
---Shraddha
Hi Sharddha,
Please help me in understanding through and throughout
DmitryFarber 
AlN
"Through [X period of time]" means "from the beginning (now or a specified time) until the end of X period of time." So in the sentence above, this means that heating prices may remain high from now until the end of the year.

"Throughout [X period of time]" means "for all of X period of time." In the sentence above, this would mean that heating prices may remain high for all of the end of the year. This is very odd, since the end of the year isn't really a specific period. Are we talking about just Dec. 31, or all of December, etc.? Also, what about the intervening time between now (whenever that is) and the end of the year? It's fairly clear that this is not the intended meaning. In fact, I don't think a proper English sentence would ever say "throughout the end of the year." A better usage would be something like "Throughout the summer months, one can spot moths fluttering around lampposts."
ExpertsGlobal5
AbdurRakib wrote:
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

(A) of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through
(B) of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout
(C) of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through
(D) that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout
(E) that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through


Choice A: This answer choice displays a clear case of redundancy; as the non-underlined portion of the sentence already includes the verb "may", conveying the sense of ambiguity inherent to the sentence's meaning, there is no reason to use the word "possibility". Additionally, this answer choice incorrectly uses the adverb "usually" to modify another adverb "higher"; the correct form of the verb that should be used here is the adjective form "usual". Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice B: This answer choice repeats the redundancy error found in Option A. This answer choice also creates a meaning error by substituting the word "through" with the word "throughout"; the former implies that the prices will stay higher than usual from the present to the end of the year, while the latter implies that prices will stay high during a particular, short period before the year ends. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.
Choice C: This answer choice also suffers from a redundancy error, due to the use of the word "possibly". This answer choice also repeats the error related to the use of the word "usually", found in Option A. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.
Choice D: This answer choice shares the error related to the use of "throughout", seen in Option B. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice E: This answer choice conveys the intended meaning of the sentence and avoids incorrect adverb use and redundancy. Thus, this answer choice is correct.

MentorTutoring
lakshya14 wrote:
isn't this sentence a subjunctive mood and use of could is needed?
Hello, lakshya14. It is funny, I answered a question similar to this recently, but the question type was not even SC. You have to be careful in how you interpret these long-winded sentences. Examine the sentence shell:

Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal... the end of the year.

Before you latch onto may be and decide anything about the verb tense, consider the placement and meaning of signal. A signal can still indicate something definitively, even if the outcome of a recent trend is indefinite. Choice (E) conveys this meaning succinctly and clearly:

Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through the end of the year.

Notice, too, that (E) avoids the confusion of throughout at the end of the underlined portion. To what time period are the analysts referring here? Throughout would indicate just the end of the year, whereas the forecast seems to be that the prices will stay higher through the end of the year, or from the recent rise to the last turn of the calendar to close out the year.
CrackVerbalGMAT
jayarora wrote:
Hi Expert @e-gmat GMATNinja
Snippet from Manhattan:
The conditional tense is formed by combining would with the base form of
the verb: would provide. This construction expresses the future from the point
of view of the past.
The typical sequences for these types of sentences are either Present + Future
or Past + Conditional:
Right: The scientist BELIEVES that the machine WILL BE wonderful.
Present+ Future
Wrong: The scientist BELIEVES that the machine WOULD BE wonderful.
Present+ Conditional
Right: The scientist BELIEVED that the machine WOULD BE wonderful.
Past +Conditional
Wrong: The scientist BELIEVED that the machine WILL BE
wonderful.
Past +Future
Why is option E correct?
Analysts SAID that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal that prices of gasoline and heating oil WILL stay higher than usual through the end of the year
Hi Jay

The conditional associated with the past tense verb "said" is "may be" and not "will stay". This indicates uncertainty as to the future course of events, as opposed to "would be", which indicates certainty.

The "will stay" is a part of the future events which are uncertain. The answer to the question "what did the analysts say?" is not that "prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher" but that "the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal..".

Hope this clarifies.
GMATNinja
jayarora wrote:
Hi Expert @e-gmat GMATNinja

Snippet from Manhattan:
The conditional tense is formed by combining would with the base form of the verb: would provide. This construction expresses the future from the point of view of the past.
The typical sequences for these types of sentences are either Present + Future
or Past + Conditional:
Right: The scientist BELIEVES that the machine WILL BE wonderful.
Present Future
Wrong: The scientist BELIEVES that the machine WOULD BE wonderful.
Present Conditional
Right: The scientist BELIEVED that the machine WOULD BE wonderful.
Past Conditional
Wrong: The scientist BELIEVED that the machine WILL BE wonderful.
Past Future

Why is option E correct?
Analysts SAID that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal that prices of gasoline and heating oil WILL stay higher than usual through the end of the year

For one thing, none of the options have "would", so we already know for sure that "would" is not necessary! Remember, GMAT SC isn't about rigidly applying a black and white set of rules. Instead, it's about picking the BEST option out of the five available options.
True, the verb "said" is in the past tense. But let's look at the rest of the sentence:
"The recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through the end of the year."
Notice that the verb "may be" is actually in the present tense. If that's confusing, consider this slightly altered version:
"The recent rise in fuel prices IS an early signal that prices will stay higher..."
In both of these examples, we have a present tense verb followed by a future tense verb. The only difference in choice (E) is that we have an additional "reported speech" layer ("Industry analysts said that...").

But again, rather than splitting hairs over the conditional tense, let the answer choices do the work for you. None of the options use "would", so we know that "would" is not necessary. So whatever "rule" you thought might apply here can be thrown out the window while doing your POE. [image: :)]

lakshya14 wrote:
isn't this sentence a subjunctive mood and use of could is needed?

Subjunctive mood is not needed here. The sentence is a factual report of something that the analysts said... and that something is an uncertain prediction, as indicated by the verb "may be".

I hope this help..




19.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/marconi-s-conception-of-the-radio-was-as-a-substitute-for-the-telephon-86554.html#p57904

Marconi’s conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation; instead, it is precisely the opposite, a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.

(A) Marconi’s conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation; instead, it is

(B) Marconi conceived of the radio as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, but which is

(C) Marconi conceived of the radio as a tool for private conversation that could substitute for the telephone; instead, it has become

(D) Marconi conceived of the radio to be a tool for private conversation, a substitute for the telephone, which has become

(E) Marconi conceived of the radio to be a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, other than what it is,
GMATNinja
This is another question that’s at the top of my list of the most unsatisfying official GMAT SC questions ever produced.

I’ll be honest: my first instinct is to eliminate the correct answer because of pronoun ambiguity, but that’s a bad idea: pronoun ambiguity is not an absolute rule on the GMAT (more on that in this video), and there are far worse errors in the other answer choices.

And that’s classic GMAT right there: there aren’t a ton of absolute RULES that ALWAYS apply on the GMAT, but it’s always true that you’ll want to eliminate the four worst answer choices. Whatever you’re left with might not be great, but it’ll be correct enough.
Quote:
A. Marconi’s conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation; instead, it is

That “it” jumps out at me right away. It just doesn’t seem awesome: “it” could refer to “conversation” or “tool” or “telephone” or “substitute” or “radio” or “conception of the radio.” Actually, since “it” is the subject of the second full clause in the sentence, that pronoun most likely refers to the subject of the first full clause, “Marconi’s conception of the radio.” (Again, more on these pronoun issues in this video.)

Of course, “it” logically needs to refer to “radio.” So we definitely have a pronoun ambiguity situation on our hands, but pronoun ambiguity isn’t an absolute crime. So I wouldn’t eliminate (A) based only on the pronoun issue.

But there’s also a meaning issue with (A): “Marconi’s conception… was as a substitute for the telephone…” Wait, no. Logically, the radio is the substitute for the telephone – the “conception of the radio” definitely is not the substitute.

So I’m not 100% comfortable eliminating (A) based on the pronoun ambiguity alone, but the logical problem at the beginning of the sentence gives us a reason to ditch (A) with confidence.
Quote:
B. Marconi conceived of the radio as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, but which is

This is such a confusing mess that it’s hard for me to explain why it’s a confusing mess. The whole problem is “but which is”, a phrase that seems to be (awkwardly) referring to the telephone. But that doesn’t make sense: “the telephone… but which is precisely the opposite, a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.”

Nope. It’s the radio that's the tool for communicating with a large, public audience – not the telephone. If we switched “which” to “it” (or “instead it”), then we might be OK, but (B) in its current form just doesn’t make sense.
Quote:
C. Marconi conceived of the radio as a tool for private conversation that could substitute for the telephone; instead, it has become

Like (A), (C) has some potential pronoun ambiguity: “it” would refer to “the radio” or “private conversation” or “substitute” or “telephone.” But again: pronoun ambiguity is NOT automatically wrong on the GMAT. And in this case, I think you could argue that the “it” isn’t even all that confusing.

And the thing is, I don’t see any other problems. The modifier “that could substitute for the telephone” seems to correctly modify “tool for private conversation.” I’m OK with the verb tense at the end of the underlined portion of the sentence: “[the radio] has become a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.” Sure, I guess we could say that the radio started to become a tool for mass communication long ago, and continues to become a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.

Honestly, I’d be happier picking an answer choice that doesn’t have the pronoun ambiguity problem, but ONLY IF that answer choice doesn’t have more severe problems. (C) at least makes sense, and the pronoun ambiguity isn’t enough to eliminate it. So let’s keep the little booger for now.
Quote:
D. Marconi conceived of the radio to be a tool for private conversation, a substitute for the telephone, which has become
(D) has nice, clear problems. The modifier beginning with “which” is just plain wrong: “which has become a tool for communicating with a large, public audience” seems to modify “the telephone”, and that makes no sense at all.
And for whatever it’s worth, “conceived… to be” is not the correct idiom. It should be “conceived… as.” But don’t lose too much sleep over idioms, since there are around 25,000 of them in English.

Quote:
E. Marconi conceived of the radio to be a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, other than what it is,
For starters, we have the same idiom problem as in (D). But then there’s just a messy construction later in the sentence: “Marconi conceived of the radio to be a substitute for the telephone…., other than what it is, a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.”

Huh? “Other than what it is”? That’s a mess, and the contrast isn’t clear between Marconi’s conception of the radio and what it actually is: (C) much more clearly states that the radio is instead a tool for mass communication.

So (E) is gone, and we’re left with (C). So pronoun ambiguity isn’t ideal, but it’s not automatically your enemy, either.
mikemcgarry
gmat2013s wrote:
105. Marconi’s conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation; instead, it is precisely the opposite, a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.
(B) Marconi conceived of the radio as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, but which is
(C) Marconi conceived of the radio as a tool for private conversation that could substitute for the telephone; instead, it has become

CONFUSION BETWEEN ANS CHOICE B & C [Error analysis]
Pronoun - Why in ans choice B - Which [ DC ] cant refer to radio?
How ans choice C- It in IC 2 refers back to radio?
Modifier- Also there is modifier placement [ a tool for private conversation ] issue with original choice and answer choice C ? Where the modifier should be placed ?
Tense - Use of present perfect tense in correct answer choice C. Can I not use is as mentioned in the original choice and answer choice B ?
Meaning analysis
1. Marconi had a conception of the radio that it could be used as a substitute for telephone
2. But the use of radio is precisely the opposite
Dear gmat2013s,

Question #1
In (B), "which is ..." begins a modifying clause. There are a few problems here. First of all, a modifying clause generally touches the noun is modifies --- the Modifier Touch Rule, and this clause doesn't touch "radio." See this link for more on the Modifier Touch Rule:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2013/modifiers- ... orrection/
Second, the GMAT uses "which" exclusively for non-restrictive, non-vital modifiers, so this doesn't fit here. For more on these, see:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/that-vs-which-on-the-gmat/
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/gmat-gramm ... modifiers/
Finally, the use of the "which" clause does something funky to the parallelism. It would be perfectly fine to have two "as" prepositions in parallel, a second one in parallel with "as a tool ..." It would also be perfectly fine to have two independent clauses, as (C) has. The structure in (B) though,
conceived of A as B, but which ...
It is certainly not parallel, and because of this, it feels awkward. We know that the "which" should modify "radio", but that's way over in another part of the sentence, so the antecedent of "which" is grammatically unclear. This is a very poor design for the sentence.

Question #2
Unlike a modifier, a pronoun can appear in a distant part of a sentence, not touching the noun to which it refers. That is a HUGE difference between pronouns and modifiers. After the "but", the "which" is very strange, because it's not touching the thing it modifies, but this is no problem for the pronoun "it."
What is the antecedent of the pronoun "it" in (C)? Well, in the first half of the sentence, there are a few singular nouns, but I would really say that "radio" is the star and focus of the first half. If you had to sum up in one word what the topic of the first half of the sentence was, it's absolutely unambiguous that this one word would be "radio." Therefore, when the "it" appears in the second half, it's absolutely unambiguous that it refers to "radio." What justifies this exclusive focus is not anything in the grammar, but the logic and meaning. Folks mistakenly think that GMAT SC is only about grammar. Not true. Logic and meaning are much much more important than grammar.

Question #3
(B) Marconi conceived of the radio as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, ...
Think about this. Here, the phrase "a tool for private conversation" modifies "telephone", explaining to us what a telephone is. That's ridiculous! What person over the age of six need any explanation about what a telephone is? This is entirely absurd!!
Also, think: did Marconi say "I want to invent a new substitute"? Or did he say, "I want to invent a new tool"? There's something subtly illogical about Marconi conceiving of his invention primarily as a substitute. That's really a level of subtlety a little beyond what the GMAT would test, but notice that incorrect answers on the GMAT SC, in addition to having something 100% clear and bonafide wrong, also are sprinkled with these subtle logical mistakes.

Now, think about (C)'s phrasing:
(C) Marconi conceived of the radio as a tool for private conversation that could substitute for the telephone...
This is far superior. Now, the phrase "a tool for private conversation" is how Marconi thought of the radio ---- that's surprising and interesting, because it's different from the way we think about the radio! It's placement here is interesting and thought-provoking. By contrast, it's placement in (B) is mind-numbingly uninteresting. Marconi invents a "tool", and this "tool" can also be a "substitute" --- far more logical.

Question #4
The choice of tense is not black & white. A few different options would be completely acceptable. It would be 100% correct in this context to say:
(a) ... instead, it is precisely the opposite, ...
(b) ... instead, it became precisely the opposite, ..
(c) ... instead, it has become precisely the opposite, ..
The GMAT would not consider any of those "wrong" in the sense of something that would make an answer choice incorrect. Of these three, the present perfect, the third option, is the best. The present perfect tense shows an action that began in the past and, in some way, still continues to the present moment. It is perfect for a situation in which an action happened in the past but the influence of the action continues to the present moment --- in that sense, the action is still "with us." It was a while ago, probably in Marconi's own time, that folks figured out that the radio would not work as a private communication device, and it became a tool for large-scale broadcasting. That happened a while ago, but the effect of that revisioning is still with us, insofar as we still listen to radio and use in precisely the same way in the present day. This situation makes the present perfect tense ideal, although, once again, neither of the other two would be "wrong" on the GMAT. Here's a blog on the perfect tenses:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/gmat-verb- ... ct-tenses/

For all these reasons, (B) is highly flawed, and (C) is a wonderfully clear & logical choice.

egmat
Nitinaka19 wrote:
Could you please explain the sentence structure of the above question listed below and the below listed queries.

Marconi's conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation; instead, it is precisely the opposite, a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.
A. Marconi’s conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation; instead, it is
B. Marconi conceived of the radio as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, but which is
C. Marconi conceived of the radio as a tool for private conversation that could substitute for the telephone; instead, it has become
D. Marconi conceived of the radio to be a tool for private conversation, a substitute for the telephone, which has become
E. Marconi conceived of the radio to be a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, other than what it is,
My first query is that isn't "instead" makes the second clause a dependent clause.
Second is noun modifier "a tool for private conversation" isnt it correctly modifying a telephone as mention in option B rather than in C .
Third is in choice C . The what does that modifies ?
Thanks
Hi Nitinaka19,
Answer 1: The word “instead” does not make clause because it is an “adverb”. For example,
Slowly, he finished the hot chocolate.

This sentence is an independent clause. Yes, it starts with the adverb “slowly”. However, adjectives and adverbs do not make a clause a Dependent clause.

Answer 2: Well yes, in Choice B, “a tool for private conversation modifies “telephone”. However, Choice B is not incorrect for this modifier. It is incorrect for the use of “which”. Notice that “which” is preceded by a parallel marker “but”. Now this “which” clause is not parallel to anything in the sentence. That’s the error in Choice B.

Answer C: In Choice C, the “that” clause modifies “a tool for private conversation” because grammatically, that’s the entity that precedes the Relative Pronoun “that”. However, logically it modifies “radio” because the sentence says that Marconi conceived of radio as a tool…. This means radio = a tool for private conversation. So logically “that” refers to “radio” as well.

You can take a look at OG13#6 where another Noun Modifier (Verb-ed Modifier) grammatically refers to the preceding Noun Entity that in essence refers back to the Subject of the sentence.

---Shraddha
egmat
Mission2012 wrote:
marine wrote:
Marconi’s conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation; instead, it is precisely the opposite, a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.
A. Marconi’s conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation; instead, it is
B. Marconi conceived of the radio as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, but which is
C. Marconi conceived of the radio as a tool for private conversation that could substitute for the telephone; instead, it has become
D. Marconi conceived of the radio to be a tool for private conversation, a substitute for the telephone, which has become
E. Marconi conceived of the radio to be a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, other than what it is,
Hi e-gmat,
My analysis on this question. Could you please review and let me know if my thought process is correct -
Marconi's conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation:instead, it is precisely the opposite, a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.

(A) Marconi's conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation; instead, it is
Analysis : IC, Noun + Noun Modifier; Adverb, IC
Error :
1. a tool for private conversation is N+NM, hence can modify radio or telephone (either)
2. Instead, it is – parallel IC, hence it refers back to parallel noun of “Marconi’s conception” instead of radio

(B) Marconi conceived of the radio as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, but which is
Analysis: IC, Noun + Noun Mod, But + IC
Which in this case would refer to radio (noun in parallel IC) or conversation (closest noun)?

(C) Marconi conceived of the radio as a tool for private conversation that could substitute for the telephone; instead, it has become
Analysis: IC + that + modifier; instead, IC
That can lead over to modify radio. It refers to radio –
Correct option

(D) Marconi conceived of the radio to be a tool for private conversation, a substitute for the telephone, which has become
Analysis IC, Noun + Noun Modifier, modifier
Error :
1. Conceived ..to be – incorrect idiom
2. Which refer to telephone

(E) Marconi conceived of the radio to be a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation, other than what it is,
Analysis IC, Noun + Noun Modifier, <<can’t get rest of the structure
Error :
1. Conceived ..to be – incorrect idiom


Hi Nishant,
Thank you for posting your query here and a very good analysis I must say! [image: :)]


SENTENCE STRUCTURE

• Marconi's conception of the radio was as a substitute for the telephone, a tool for private conversation:
• instead, it is precisely the opposite, a tool for communicating with a large, public audience.

OPTION A: Incorrect

1) The way this sentence is worded, it suggests that Marconi’s conception was a substitute for the telephone. This meaning is absolutely illogical because an idea cannot be a substitute for a tool. From the context, we can understand that the radio was conceived as a substitute for the telephone. Hence, this sentence has meaning error.
2) The pronoun “it” seems to illogically refer to “Marconi’s conception”.
The Noun + Noun modifier “a tool for private conversation” modifies “telephone” correctly, since logically we know that radio is not a tool for private conversation.


OPTION B: Incorrect

1) “but” acts as a parallel market in this choice and is followed by a “which” clause. However, this “which” clause is not parallel to anything that lies on the left side of the marker.
2) Also, it is not clear what the modifier “which” refers to in this sentence. It can either refer to “radio” or to “telephone”.
As you have mentioned, “but” should be followed by an independent clause. However, the clause starting with “which” is not an independent clause.

OPTION C: Correct

This option changes the subject from “Marconi’s conception” to “Marconi”. This removes the meaning error of the original sentence.
Also, “it” in the second clause clearly refers to radio.
Here, “that” doesn’t refer to radio. It refers to “a tool for private conversation”.

OPTION D: Incorrect

1) “Conceived of X to be Y” is incorrect idiomatic usage. The correct usage is “conceived of X as Y”.
2) The relative pronoun modifier “which” seems to modify “telephone”. This gives an illogical meaning.
Note that, “which” can’t jump over “to be a tool for private conversation, a substitute for the telephone” and modify “radio” since this modifier is not one unified phrase.


OPTION E: Incorrect

1) This choice repeats the idiom error of option D.
2) The phrase “other than what” is wordy and redundant. It gives the meaning similar to “precisely the opposite”.


Hope this helps! [image: :)]
Deepak
20.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/the-north-american-moose-s-long-legs-enable-it-to-move-quickly-through-240358.html#p1853268

The North American moose's long legs enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees, but predators pursuing it must leap or go around them.

(A) moose's long legs enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees, but predators pursuing it must leap or go around them

(B) moose's long legs enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees while predators pursuing them must leap or go around

(C) moose's long legs enable it to move quickly through the woods and to step easily over downed trees, but predators pursuing them must leap over or go around them

(D) moose has long legs, enabling it to move quickly through the woods and to step easily over downed trees while predators pursuing them must leap or go around

(E) moose has long legs that enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees while predators pursuing it must leap over or go around them
CrackVerbalGMAT
this question tests you on pronouns --

Option A - Incorrect
the pronoun "it" cannot refer to the possessive noun "moose's". 
Note that: "stepping easily over downed trees" is a comma + -ing modifier and refers to the subject "the North American Moose's long legs". this does not make sense either.

Option B - Incorrect
The pronoun "it" does not have a logical antecedent. "them" refers to "moose's long legs" -- does not make sense.
"must leap or go around" -- go around what? Not clear.
Note that "stepping easily over downed trees" is a comma + -ing modifier and refers to the subject "the North American Moose's long legs". this does not make sense either.

Option C - Incorrect
The pronoun "it" does not have a logical antecedent. "them" (first instance) refers to "moose's long legs" -- does not make sense.
"them" (second instance) refers to "downed trees". But we have pronouns in the same clause that refer to two different things -- "but predators pursuing them must leap over or go around them"

Option D - Incorrect
"them" refers to "moose's long legs" -- does not make sense. "must leap or go around" -- go around what? Not clear.

Option E - Correct answer
the pronouns and the modifiers make sense.
rahulagrawal51:
1. Moose has long legs results in enabling it to move quickly. Makes sense but not associated with the subject 'moose'. Moose itself does not enable it instead it's legs.
2. Ing modifier does not explain How moose has long legs.
DmitryFarber
snjainpune When we have a present participle (-ing word) preceded by a comma, this is typically an adverbial modifier, not a noun modifier. In other words, "enabling" doesn't modify any noun in the sentence! Rather, it modifies the preceding clause ("The moose has long legs"). It's showing a result of the preceding idea.

Similarly I might say, "She earned a million dollars on the stock market, enabling her to quit her job and start her own company." What enabled her to do this? Not the stock market itself, but the fact that she earned a million dollars on the stock market. Again, this is an adverbial modifier showing a result. (Compare this to the word "showing" that I used just now. There's no comma, so "showing" modifies the noun "modifier.")

generis
egmat wrote:
SidJainGMAT wrote:
Hi Verbal Experts (CrackVerbalGMAT/eGmat/GmatNinja/mikemcgarry),
Have a query in option D?
Option D also has a ,+V-ing Modifier "enabling it ..". That would refer to the subject moose as per the current structure of the sentence. But, I guess as per the meaning of the sentence, it should refer to legs. Hence, I feel the comma before the V-ing modifier must be removed to fix this so that then it will refer to legs.
Is this understanding correct? Please let me know later.
Thanks in advance!
Hello SidJainGMAT,
Yes, your analysis is absolutely correct. The moose does not enable itself to move quickly through the woods. It his longs legs that do so. Hence, use of comma + enabling is incorrect in Choice D.
Hope this helps. [image: :-)] 
Shraddha

MAnkur wrote:
Hi Shraddha/Other Experts
Let me first thank you for your numerous explanations across posts. They are really helpful.

I have a doubt in regards to this explanation, comma + present participle modifies the preceding clause and applies to the subject of the preceding clause modifying the how/why. In D does "enabling" not modifey the entire preceding clause "Moose has long legs" and thereby correctly applies to the subject Moose and tells how having long legs enable it to move quickly.
Thanks in advance for your reply!

OPTION D IN THE SENTENCE:

(D) The North American moose has long legs, enabling it to move quickly through the woods and to stop easily over downed trees while predators pursuing them must leap or go around [the fallen trees].

Hi MAnkur , Part #1 of your question:
In D does "enabling" not modifey the entire preceding clause "Moose has long legs"

Slightly rewritten in the affirmative: In D, does "enabling" modify the entire preceding clause ‘moose has long legs’?

Yes. enabling modifies the entire preceding clause [the] moose has long legs.
comma + present participle (comma + verbING) typically IS a modifier of the entire previous clause.

Part 2 of your question, slightly rephrased:
[Because enabling modifies the entire previous clause, does enabling] thereby correctly apply to the subject Moose and tell how having long legs enables it to move quickly?

• Let's get rid of "thereby correctly apply to the subject Moose"
A participial phrase that modifies an entire clause is adverbial.

That kind of modifier is not a noun modifier.
A modifier that modifies an entire clause does not modify a specific noun.
enabling . . . does not modify moose.

Rather, enabling indicates a result of the whole previous clause.
This notion is hard to convey in English, but I will try,
The fact that the moose has long legs enables it to move quickly and step over trees.
enabling X and Y is a result of the moose has long legs
Animals with short legs cannot move quickly through the woods or step easily over fallen trees.

• the second part of this part 2 is circular: does enabling tell how having long legs enables it to move quickly?
No. enabling it to move quickly is a result of its having long legs.
The previous clause does not mention moving quickly.
This enabling phrase is a result phrase, not a how phrase.

HOW does a moose have long legs? In what way does a moose have long legs?
That question does not really make sense.
(HOW does a moose have long legs? Well, the genes of a moose tell it to have four legs. [image: :?] )

Are you under the impression that a participial modifier must modify both the subject and the verb of the previous clause?
If so, that impression is not accurate.

I am fairly sure that Dmitry Farber already addressed your question in THE POST ABOVE, HERE.

Is there something about that answer that does not make sense?

The first part of your question is accurate.
This __ING phrase modifies the entire previous clause.
But that phrase does not modify the subject or the verb.
It modifies the whole clause. Participial phrases are often used to indicate results, as is the case in this question.
Hope that helps. [image: :)]
generis
Skywalker18 wrote:
The North American moose's long legs enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees, but predators pursuing it must leap or go around them.

(A) moose's long legs enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees, but predators pursuing it must leap or go around them
(B) moose's long legs enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees while predators pursuing them must leap or go around- Pronoun issue- no referent for pronoun 'them'
(C) moose's long legs enable it to move quickly through the woods and to step easily over downed trees, but predators pursuing them must leap over or go around themPronoun issue- no referent for pronoun 'them'- pursuing them; parallelism issue- to step should not be parallel to move quickly through the woods
(D) moose has long legs, enabling it to move quickly through the woods and to stop easily over downed trees while predators pursuing them must leap or go around- same as C;
(E) moose has long legs that enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees while predators pursuing it must leap over or go around them- Correct

1. In option E, the verb-ing modifier 'stepping easily over downed trees' modifies the previous that clause?
that enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees --->
If the verb-ing modifier modifies the preceding 'that' clause, is there any difference between options A and E?
2. I understand that (possessive poison guideline) is not a rule and thus cannot be used to decisively eliminate options A-C.
3. In option D, does the usage of verb-ing modifier 'enabling' make sense with preceding clause 'moose has long legs'?

Skywalker18 , I will change the order of your questions in order to make answering the A v. E question easier.

Quote:
2. I understand that (possessive poison guideline) is not a rule and thus cannot be used to decisively eliminate options A-C.
Possessive poison is indeed a guideline [i.e. it is not an ironclad rule] and as you say, should not be used decisively.

At the same time, we can be on the lookout for a rather uncommon pronoun antecedent.
If two options seem equally correct and one does not use a possessive noun as an antecedent for a regular pronoun but the other does, then choose the option without the possessive noun antecedent.
Most importantly, I qualify my conclusion about GMAC's position on the possessive poison guideline with this condition: as long as meaning is clear.
The phrasing in option A is not as clear as that in option E.

From GMAC's point of view, arguably in (A) it's not clear whether stepping easily over downed trees modifies the subject the moose's long legs or the pronoun it
-- logically, we understand.
-- but E is much clearer

Option E is explicit about the causal linkage between a characteristic of the moose (its long legs) and the moose's ability to move quickly.
E names the subject, moose, and then gives an essential characteristic of the moose:
The moose has long legs that enable it to move quickly

This that-clause clarity, in turn, makes it easy to see that stepping easily over downed trees  refers to the pronoun it, the moose.

(E) is absolutely clear and (A) theoretically contains ambiguity. (E) is better.

You asked only about the enabling modification. Option A uses leap (trees). Option E uses leap over trees.

Finally, if we can avoid the use of weird pronoun antecedents, we should do so.
Stated differently, if another option is crystal clear about the pronoun reference and is correct in every other aspect, that option is the better or best one.

Quote:
3. In option D, does the usage of verb-ing modifier 'enabling' make sense with preceding clause 'moose has long legs'?
Yes.
See my post above, HERE, in which I explain that enabling is a result of the entire previous clause.

One result of having long legs is that the moose is enabled to (can) move quickly and step over trees.
Participial phrases (comma + verbING) frequently modify the entire clause and present a result of that clause.

Correct: The woman had a spirited personality, enabling her to make friends easily.

Hope that helps.
EducationAisle
Tamalmallick13 wrote:
Pursuing is used after 'while' so it seems that predators require a bonafide verb. I am not being able to understand why the use of pursuing (present participle) is correct here?
Hi Tamal, that bonafide verb is must leap/must go.
pursuing it is just a modifier, modifying predators.
MentorTutoring
babloorudra wrote:
In E, "THAT" refers to Legs. Can "THAT" refer to plural nouns?
In a word, yes. To test what the pronoun refers to, just replace the word with the referent and see if the clause makes sense. Here,

that long legs enable it to move quickly through the woods

makes perfect sense. It is no different from saying something such as The books that were on the table... Again, testing our referent, we get a perfectly logical sentence in the books were on the table. No problem at all.




MentorTutoring
Deeksha93 wrote:
I have a query in option E. I considered it to be incorrect because:
The North American moose has long legs that enable it - should we not say 'enables'?
Eg. He has long legs that enables him to walk fast.
Be careful, Deeksha93. A that clause is restrictive and typically modifies the noun that immediately precedes it. You can see in my post above that you can replace the pronoun with its referent to test for a sensible statement:

that he enables him to walk fast

that long legs enables him to walk fast

that long legs enable him to walk fast

I think you will agree that the last sentence makes sense while the first two do not. For enables to work, you would need a singular noun ahead of it, along the lines of

He has long legs, a quality/feature that enables him to walk fast.

I hope that helps clarify the issue. Feel free to ask any further questions on the matter, and be careful not to eliminate answer choices too quickly based on what you want them to say.














21.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/according-to-recent-studies-comparing-the-nutritional-value-of-meat-fr-84645.html
According to recent studies comparing the nutritional value of meat from wild animals and meat from domesticated animals, wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is good for cardiac health.


(A) wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is
(B) wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be
(C) wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more fat of a kind thought to be
(D) total fat of wild animals is less than livestock fed on grain and they have more fat of a kind thought to be
(E) total fat is less in wild animals than that of livestock fed on grain and more of their fat is of a kind they think is

GMATNinja
A few of my best students have gotten their asses thoroughly kicked by this one, so please don’t feel badly if you struggled with it. (And most of the early responses look great!) Success on this question is mostly about your ability to be incredibly literal with the meaning, particularly as it relates to the pronouns in the sentence. (For more on pronouns, check out our good old YouTube webinar on the topic.)

Quote:
A. wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is
“They” has to refer back to a plural noun, but our only options are “studies” (which makes no sense, because studies can’t think) or “wild animals” (which also makes no sense, unless you think wild animals moonlight as nutritionists. (A) is out.

Quote:
B. wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be
There’s no pronoun here, so that’s cool. And I think the meaning works: “wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain” is fine. The second part seems fine, too: “wild animals have… more of a kind of fat thought to be good for cardiac health.”
I don’t see any huge issues, so let’s keep (B).

Quote:
C. wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more fat of a kind thought to be
As described in our rambling guide to the word “that”, “that” is a singular pronoun in this type of situation. In (C), I guess it has to refer to “total fat,” but that doesn’t really make sense: “wild animals have less total fat than the total fat of livestock fed on grain…”

That’s kind of a mess. Wild animals have less fat than livestock, but it wouldn’t make sense to say that “wild animals have less total fat.. than the total fat…” That comparison is thoroughly wrong. (C) is out.

Quote:
D. total fat of wild animals is less than livestock fed on grain and they have more fat of a kind thought to be
This comparison is very clearly wrong: “total fat… is less than livestock.” You could, I suppose, also argue that the “they” isn’t 100% clear – but the illogical comparison is the most straightforward issue. (D) is out, too.

Quote:
E. total fat is less in wild animals than that of livestock fed on grain and more of their fat is of a kind they think is
There’s a lot of clunkiness here, but the biggest issue is the word “they”: the only possible referents are “wild animals”, “livestock”, or “studies.” And none of those are likely to “think [that fat] is good for cardiac health.” (E) is gone, and (B) is the best answer.
daagh
I am afraid that this is a weird question. No choice seems satisfying.

A and E are out because, we don’t have a proper reference for the pronoun they.

B looks apparently better than others, because, in gist, it maintains the comparison between wild animals and domestic animals, although it is also meaning to say that wild animals have less total fat than they have livestock, which is indeed absurd

C compares the total fat of these two kinds of animals rather than comparing the animals themselves.

D is comparing total fat with livestock.

B is the best of the bad boys.

Werewolf 
WashingtonGMAT wrote:
daagh wrote:
I am afraid that this is a weird question. No choice seems satisfying.

B looks apparently better than others, because, in gist, it maintains the comparison between wild animals and domestic animals, although it is also meaning to say that wild animals have less total fat than they have livestock, which is indeed absurd.
The right answer is B which is surprising. This is kind of interesting question.

Going by the same logic that you have used, I picked B.
But does the sentence imply that "wild animals have less total fat than they have livestock"?
Let's consider some examples:

Japan has more money than China (has).
Japan's economy is better than that of China.
Japan's economy is better than China.

In the first example, you are comparing two countries. In the second, you are comparing economies. So both the sentences are correct. The third example is wrong because the comparison is wrong.

Please correct me if I'm mistaken but I think that you are attributing the mistake in the third example to the question when in fact it has a structure similar to the first example.
daagh
The problem with the choice B is its ambiguity. IMO, though weird as it may look, it does imply a possibility that the wild animals have less total fat than they have livestock.

Taking your choices
Japan has more money than China (has).
Japan's economy is better than that of China.
Japan's economy is better than China.

In the first one, which seems to have no problem, the saving grace is the elliptical verb “has.” If you had not indicated it, the meaning may distort that Japan has more money than Japan has China.( absurd though)
Let me give you a couple of examples, where it may not be so absurd

I. Jack loves Jill more than Tom.
Basically two interpretations are possible,
1. Jack loves Jill more than he loves Tom,
2. Jack loves Jill more than Tom loves Jill-it should be: Jack loves Jill more than that of Tom loves Jill


II.  Nobody knows the baby better than the mother

1 nobody knows the baby better than the mother knows the baby
2. Nobody knows the baby better than he or she knows the mother

In order to remove this ambiguity only, we have to provide a necessary verb in the second arm of the comparison. In the given text, B would have been better, if it had stated “wild animals have less total fat than have livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be

Is it of any help?
ChrisLele
The answer to this question is definitely (B) and not (C). The question itself is fine; somebody just made a minor typo and put (C) instead of (B).

In (C) we have the pronoun 'that': 'wild animals have less total fat than that of....' What exactly does the 'that' refer to? If the 'that' referred to ‘the fat of livestock’, then we would be comparing 'wild animals' to 'the fat of livestock' which is indeed a bizarre comparison. (B) maintains a logical comparison between 'wild animals' and 'livestock.'
Transcendentalist
adityapagadala wrote:
C. wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more fat of a kind thought to be
- C is correct as that of implies fat of live stock..
Lets break this down...
Wild animals have less total fat than "that" of livestock fed on grain
What does that refer to? If it is fat as is claimed...
The sentence would read

Wild animals have less total fat than fat of livestock fed on grain - Thats an incorrect comparison because it compares Wild Animals with Fat of Livestock fed on grain
mikemcgarry
PiyushK wrote:
Refer official question: Confusion ??
Official Guide 10th SC #19:
In addition to having more protein than wheat does, the protein in rice is higher quality than that in wheat, with more of the amino acids essential to the human diet.

A. the protein in rice is higher quality than that in
B. rice has protein of higher quality than that in (correct)
C. the protein in rice is higher in quality than it is in
D. rice protein is higher in quality than it is in
E. rice has a protein higher in quality than (wrong)
Ron's explanation to above question :
"#19 is interesting. there's still LOGICAL parallelism - you have the protein contained in rice, and you have the protein contained in wheat - but the GRAMMATICAL parallelism isn't lock-step: you have "rice has protein" vs. "that in wheat". in other words, while both halves refer to the protein contained in a particular type of food, they do so in slightly different ways. The lesson here is that we shouldn't complain, but, rather, we should learn: if the logical parallelism is absolutely clear, then the gmat will tolerate slight anomalies from the ideal of exact grammatical parallelism."

According to recent studies comparing the nutritional value of meat from wild animals and meat from domesticated animals, wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is good for cardiac health.

A.wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is
B.wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be
C.wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more fat of a kind thought to be
D.total fat of wild animals is less than livestock fed on grain and they have more fat of a kind thought to be
E.total fat is less in wild animals than that of livestock fed on grain and more of their fat is of a kind they think is

PiyushK wrote:
Lots of confusion is going on following question in comparison to one old official question.
I am in favor of option C, but few experts are in favor of B, whereas one official answer is supporting my point. Could you please help me to understand why C is wrong

if I say : I have less money than that in box << would it be fine ??
I believe both B and C are correct styles of setting comparison because we are comparing total fats of both kinds of animals.
Dear PiyushK,
I am happy to respond to your p.m., my friend. [image: :-)] First of all, on the tricky topic of omitting words in parallel, see:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2013/dropping-c ... -the-gmat/

In the OG question (OG10, SC #19), choice (B) is clearly the right answer ---- "rice has protein of a higher quality than the protein in wheat". The demonstrative pronoun (that, those) refer to a word or phrase explicitly mentioned earlier in the sentence. Since "protein" was mentioned, literally and explicitly, at an earlier point in the sentence, we can use "that" to substitute for it.

Now, the animal fat question. Hmmm. I don't know the source of this question, but I don't think it's a good question. When the word "than" follows a direct object, the comparison can be with either the subject or the object. In (C), if "that" stands for "total fat", then we are comparing object to object, which is correct. I know the MGMAT folks say that (B) is right and (C) is wrong, and they're very smart, but I say that a strong case can be mounted for either (B) or (C), and because of this, this is not a very well written question. This question is not up to the high standards of the GMAT.

In your sentence:
I have less money than that in box
the big problem is the missing article before "box"
I have less money than that in the box.
We could also phrase that as:
I have less money than is in that box.
This last version might be best, but the second version is logical & grammatical correct, if not completely idiomatically natural.
Does all this make sense?

VeritasKarishma
TGC wrote:
Since I do poorly on comparisons, here is my query.
As per B:
wild animals have less total fat than livestock

Now is the livestock behaving as an object or the subject?

Meaning 1: Animals have less total fat than livestock do. (Livestock behaving as subject)
Meaning 2: Animals have less total fat than they have livestock. (Livestock behaving as object for the subject 'animals).
Responding to a pm:
The structure needs to be parallel when you compare.

A has better P than does B.
The verb 'has' demands the verb 'does'.

Error 1:
A has better P than B - incorrect
Makes you think that you are comparing P with B - both of which A has!
Error 2:
A has better P than that of B - incorrect
As said above, verb 'has' demands a verb.

When is 'than that of' correct?
We use “than that of” when we compare an attribute or a possession of two objects.
For example, the correct use of 'than that of' will be:
"A's P is better than that of B"
or 
"His job is even more complicated than that of a pilot."

B. wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be
Not good - Error 1

C. wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more fat of a kind thought to be
Not good - Error 2

But as we see from the official questions (this one and the rice protein one) both structures are acceptable. Honestly, I hope GMAT does not give you such constructions in correct options.

sayantanc2k
robu wrote:
dave785 wrote:
Compare wild animals to livestock,
C. compares wild animals (themselves) to the fat (of livestock) and is therefore wrong.
I got B. is that correct?
but I think in B , the comparison seems between the total fat and live stock.
please clarify.

It is allowed to omit the repeated part from the second element of comparison,even verbs, if the meaning is clear.

Wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain (have).-->it should be ‘has’

However on certain occasions this dropping of repeated element is not correct:
I love sweets more than Jina.

The above sentence can have two meanings:

I love sweets. I love Jina. But I love sweets more than I love Jina.
I love sweets. Jina loves sweets. But I love sweets more than Jina does.

However such ambiguity is not there in option B, and hence the verb can be dropped since the alternative " Wild animals have less total fat than (they have) livestock fed on grain" would be senseless.






egmat
Ridhimajain96 wrote:
how could B be the answer , fat of wild animals is compared with livestock
it should be "WILD ANIMALS HAVE LESS TOTAL FAT THAN LIVE STOCK FED ON GRAIN HAVE "
Hello Ridhimajain96,

Following is the excerpt from the passage that presents the comparison in Choice B:

...wild animals have less total fat than livestock...

In the above structure, wild animals have been correctly compared to livestock.

The thing is the verb have or the helping verb do in place of have is understood after than because such omission does not lead to any ambiguity in comparison.

In total, there are three nouns in the above-mentioned structure - wild animals, livestock, and total fat. Needless to say that only the first two noun entities can be logically compared in the context of this sentence. Wild animals cannot be logically compared to total fat.
Such omissions are NOT allowed when doing so leads to ambiguous comparison.

You may go through our elaborate article named HOW FAR ELLIPSIS IS PERMISSIBLE IN COMPARISON to understand in which sentences we must use the helping verb in the second part of the comparison and in which sentence we not in the following link:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/how-far-ellipsis-is-permissible-in-comparison-148973.html
Shraddha
GMATNinja
zoezhuyan wrote:
egmat wrote:
Hello JAIN09,
I apologize for getting back to this post so late.
A. wild animals have less total fat than do livestock
B. wild animals have less total fat than livestock
Both these structures correctly present the intended comparison. The only two logical entities that can be compared in these structures are wild animals and livestock.

Hi Shraddha
would you please elaborate further about the sentence B.
I think i must miss something, because i thought sentence B is ambiguous.
there are two ways to understand it
#1 wild animals have less total fat than livestock have
#2 wild animals have less total fat than livestock
Good question! It might be helpful to look at an instance of genuine ambiguity to see why the above example is different.
I like math more than my wife.
There's two legitimate ways to interpret this sentence, one of which would be very unfortunate for the health of my marriage. [image: :?]
1) I like math more than my wife [likes math].
2) I like math more than [I like] my wife.
Both make sense, and because there's no way for the reader to determine what the writer meant, the GMAT wouldn't have this construction in a correct answer.

Now consider the construction in the correct answer:
"...wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain"
This isn't ambiguous. It clearly means that wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain [do.]
The alternative would be that wild animals have less total fat than [they have] livestock fed on grain. No sensible reader would think that animals have livestock, or that it would be logical to compare the amount of fat an animal has to the number of livestock it possesses. So unlike the previous example, there's no real ambiguity here.

More importantly, the other four answer choices all have DEFINITE errors. We're never making our selection in a vacuum. We just want the best of the bunch.
I hope this helps!
GMATNinja 
lazybee wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
Quote:
B. wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be
There’s no pronoun here, so that’s cool. And I think the meaning works: “wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain” is fine. The second part seems fine, too: “wild animals have… more of a kind of fat thought to be good for cardiac health.”
I don’t see any huge issues, so let’s keep (B).
Quote:
C. wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more fat of a kind thought to be
As described in our rambling guide to the word “that”, “that” is a singular pronoun in this type of situation. In (C), I guess it has to refer to “total fat,” but that doesn’t really make sense: “wild animals have less total fat than the total fat of livestock fed on grain…”

That’s kind of a mess. Wild animals have less fat than livestock, but it wouldn’t make sense to say that “wild animals have less total fat.. than the total fat…” That comparison is thoroughly wrong. (C) is out.
GMATNinja egmat
My logic for this question is as follows,

In this first part of options B & C we are comparing total fat in wild animals to that in livestock. Considering this can we not think of
B - as comparing the "total fat in wild animals" to "livestock" (as in the animals)
C - the that here can refer to fat in "total fat" & this clears up the above confusion
Can you help me understand where I am wrong in the above analysis?

Here's a silly example: "I have a smaller house than my neighbor has." Notice that I'm comparing what I have to what my neighbor has. This seems logical.

But if I write, "I have a smaller house than that of my neighbor," and replace the pronoun "that" with its referent ("house"), I get the following: "I have a smaller house than the house of my neighbor." You probably understand what I mean, but now I'm comparing what I have to what my neighbor's house has! My neighbor's house doesn't have its own house, right? 

Same idea here. If we write "wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock" and we replace "that" with "fat" we get, "Wild animals have less total fat than the fat of livestock." We want to compare what wild animals have to what livestock have, but instead we're comparing what wild animals have to what the fat of livestock has! Put another way, it sounds as though wild animals have a certain amount of fat -- and the fat of livestock has a certain amount of fat. That's just nutty.

I hope that helps!
GMATNinja
lazybee wrote:
GMATNinja
Thanks for your reply.
Both in option B & In the example you gave "I have a smaller house than my neighbor has." Can i say that the "than" creates a parallelism effect & hence the fat/house is implied on the other side?
Also is this an elliptical clause.
Sure. Because "than" indicates a comparison, and we want to compare like elements, it's fair to think of "than" as a type of parallel marker.

"Ellipsis" is just a fancy term to refer to words in a sentence that are implied rather than stated outright. If I write, "My cat is more depressed than my neighbor's," the word "cat" is implied after "neighbor's." I wouldn't waste any brain space obsessing about ellipsis, though. I have never thought "hm, is this an instance of an ellipsis?" while taking an actual GMAT exam. Instead, my energy is focused on making sure that the sentence is clear and logical.

In the silly example I gave in the previous post, it's clear that we're comparing what I have to what my neighbor has, and that I'm comparing the size of our respective homes. Whether we label it as an "ellipsis" doesn't matter much, as long as you understand the logic of the comparison exactly as it's written.

I hope that helps!
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Hello Everyone!

This is a great example of a GMAT question that includes a comparison! Let's start off by looking at the original question and highlighting any major differences between the options in orange:

According to recent studies comparing the nutritional value of meat from wild animals and meat from domesticated animals, wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is good for cardiac health.

(A) wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is
(B) wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be
(C) wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more fat of a kind thought to be
(D) total fat of wild animals is less than livestock fed on grain and they have more fat of a kind thought to be
(E) total fat is less in wild animals than that of livestock fed on grain and more of their fat is of a kind they think is

After looking over the options quickly, a few key differences pop out:

1. starting off the comparison with "wild animals" vs. "total fat" (meaning/clarity)
2. than do livestock / than livestock / than that of livestock (parallelism)
3. more of a kind of fat / more fat of a kind (meaning/clarity)
4. pronouns toward the end = make sure they're clear

Since we know we're dealing with a comparison question, let's start by checking that the comparisons are parallel. This is the basic format they should follow:

X less than Y

Let's save the ones that are parallel for later, and rule out the ones that aren't:

(A) wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is --> PARALLEL

(B) wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be --> PARALLEL
(C) wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more fat of a kind thought to be --> NOT PARALLEL (Comparing wild animals to "that of" livestock; what is "that of" referring to? We don't know, but we do know it's not parallel.)

(D) total fat of wild animals is less than livestock fed on grain and they have more fat of a kind thought to be --> NOT PARALLEL (Compares "total fat" to "livestock," which are not parallel things.)

(E) total fat is less in wild animals than that of livestock fed on grain and more of their fat is of a kind they think is --> NOT PARALLEL (Compares wild animals to "that of" livestock, which isn't parallel.)

We can eliminate options C, D, & E because the comparisons made were not parallel.

Now that we have this narrowed down to 2 options, let's take a closer look at each to find any potential problems:

(A) wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is
This is INCORRECT because it has a vague pronoun! Who/what is "they" referring to? It's not clear at all! This is a great example of the "Mysterious they." The sentence never refers to WHO conducted the studies mentioned in the beginning - in fact, there are no people in this sentence at all! So let's toss this option out.

(B) wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be
This is CORRECT! The comparison is parallel, and there are no problems with vague or misleading pronouns!

EducationAisle 
nlx23 wrote:
A. wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat they think is

what i want to know is "wild animals have less total fat than do livestock fed on grain" - is this part correct grammatically ?
What is the rule for "do" ? where should it be used ?
Hi nlx23, do in option A correctly substitutes for have.

Note that do, does and did are all forms of the verb to do. These forms of to do verbs are very flexible; they can stand for the main verb in the sentence.



VeritasKarishma
saukrit wrote:
GMATNinja VeritasKarishma
Quote:
B. wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be
I struck off B as it had a passive voice construction. Where am i going wrong in thinking that "passive construction is almost always wrong on GMAT". I reasoned that since we do not know here who does the thinking in "kind of thought to be", hence (B) can't be the right answer choice.

Passive voice is not wrong. In writing, active voice is preferred over passive voice but passive voice has its uses (when the impact of the action is more important than the doer of the action) e.g.
"The tattoo was removed."
instead of "The doctor removed the tattoo."

You don't care who removed the tattoo. The important thing is that it was removed.

You cannot ignore an option just because it uses passive voice.

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
krishnabalu wrote:
Hi,
I am having trouble in identifying what are being compared especially in D.
D states that "total fat of wild animals is less than livestock fed of grain"---> Doesnt this mean that total fat of wild animals is less than total fat of livestock.

Hello krishnabalu!

In option D, it is comparing fat to animals, which isn't parallel. An easy way to check for this is to eliminate any prepositional phrases you can find. Prepositional phrases are there to add extra information - but they can also confuse readers! Here is what it looks like if we cross them out:

total fat of wild animals is less than livestock fed of grain

If we eliminate the extra information, we can clearly see that this option is trying to compare total fat to livestock, which is NOT parallel! It should compare fat to fat, or animal to animal.

If we look at the correct option, we see a parallel comparison:

(B) wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain

This option is comparing animals to animals, which is parallel. The basis for comparison is their total fat, which is clearly indicated here.

I hope this helps!
GMATNinja
bae wrote:
can anyone explain this?

(B) wild animals have less total fat than livestock (have) fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be

(C) wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more fat of a kind thought to be

more of a kind of fat VS more fat of a kind
Do both carry different meaning?
I read this as,
more of a kind of fat = more of a type of fat thought to be good for cardiac health.
[ more fat of a kind = more fat of a type thought to be good for cardiac health.

I think your interpretation is spot on here. Nice job!

priyanshu14 wrote:
Dear GMATNinja,
Thanks for detailed explanation.

"Dear Team,
I have a doubt in option B. Comparison is done between ""wild animals have less total fat"" and ""livestock"" which is illogical. It should be ""livestock's "". Kindly suggest

According to recent studies comparing the nutritional value of meat from wild animals and meat from domesticated animals, wild animals have less total fat than livestock fed on grain and more of a kind of fat thought to be good for cardiac health.

kanthaliya wrote:
Please help me explain this question...
why the comparison in C is wrong? wild animals have less total fat than the total fat of livestock. this compares the total fat of both animals. on Contrary, B compares total fat with the number of livestock.
comparison in B looks illogical whereas in C looks correct.
The issue stems from the use of the verb "have". If we wanted to compare the total fat of one animal to the total fat of another animal, we would say something like, "the total fat of wild animals IS less than the total fat of livestock fed on grain."

Consider the following examples:
· "I have less wine than you (have)." - The second "have" is implied. This sentence clearly communicates that the amount of wine that I have is less than the amount of wine that you have. This is analogous to choice (B): "wild animals have less total fat than livestock (have)."
· "I have less wine than your wine (has?)." - This one doesn't make sense. Your wine doesn't HAVE some amount of wine. YOU have some amount of wine. This is analogous to choice (C): "wild animals have less total fat than the total fat of livestock fed on grain".

The total fat of livestock fed on grain does not have some amount of total fat. The livestock has some amount of total fat. So we want to say that "wild animals HAVE less total fat than livestock (have)." And that's why (B) makes more sense than (C).

egmat
shabuzen102 wrote:
Dear GMATNinja,
What about "wild animals' total fat is less than THAT OF domestic animals", would it then be correct? Would you please point out the differences in the structure of these two sentences that command different use of "that of"? Thanks!
Hello shabuzen102,

Although your question is not directed to me, here is my answer to your question. [image: :-)]

Firstly, yes, wild animals' total fat is less than THAT OF domestic animals, this structure presents correct comparison between the total fat of the two animals. Now, let's understand why the usage of that of livestock in Choice C is incorrect.

Choice C says wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock. According to this statement. Wild animals have less total fat. That of livestock has more total fat. Does the second statement make sense? No, right? What is this that of livestock that has more total fat? We do not know. The sentence does not say anything about that. From the context of the sentence, we understand that the sentence intends to say that wild animals have less total fat. Livestock has more total fat. The comparison is between wild animals and livestock on the basis of the total fat that they contain. Hence, in the phrase that of livestock, that cannot refer to anything logical in the sentence.

But in the statement wild animals' total fat is less than that of livestock, we are saying wild animal's total fat is less. That (total fat) of livestock is more. Hence, the phrasing works.

--Shraddha
GMATNinja 
yearac wrote:
Hi,
OG732 OA E is using that of XXX. The same structure as this question in C. So why that of XX in C is incorrect.

OG732 OA E
Laos has a land area about the same as Great Britain but only 4 million in population, where many are members of hill tribes ensconced in the virtually inaccessible mountain valleys of the north.
E. comparable to that of Great Britain but a population of only 4 million people, many of whom
C. wild animals have less total fat than that of livestock fed on grain and have more
fat of a kind thought to be

First of all, comparing sentences from different problems is rarely productive (for more on that, check out the rant in this post). Just because a construction works in one correct answer choice doesn't mean that construction is always correct. And just because a construction doesn't work in an incorrect answer choice doesn't mean that it's always wrong. This problem and OG732 are entirely different (wild?) animals.

In choice (C), "that of" seems to refer to "total fat". That leaves us with “wild animals have less total fat than the total fat of livestock fed on grain…” As explained here, that doesn't make much sense.

Meanwhile, in choice (E) of OG732, "that of" refers to "land area. That gives us, "Laos has a land area comparable to the land area Great Britain..." This comparison makes perfect sense.

For more on the use of "that" in GMAT SC, check out this article or this video.

I hope this helps!








22.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/in-no-other-historical-sighting-did-halley-s-comet-cause-such-a-worldw-24215.html
In no other historical sighting did Halley's comet cause such a worldwide sensation as did its return in 1910-1911.

(A) did its return in 1910-1911
(B) had its 1910-1911 return
(C) in its return of 1910-1911
(D) its return of 1910-1911 did
(E) its return in 1910-1911
GMATNinja
I’ve always thought that this is one of the toughest comparison questions in any of the last eight editions of the official guide. (Related: my bookshelf is a hot, hot mess.) More than one answer choice sounds perfectly fine to me, and several of them would probably be acceptable in real life. But on the GMAT? We need to be unreasonably anal and literal and precise. Fun times.

We also covered this one in part 2 of our YouTube webinar on comparisons, so feel free to head over there if you prefer your explanations in video form.

Quote:
(A) did its return in 1910-1911

There are two ways to think about why (A) is wrong. First, we could think about what, exactly, is being compared: “in no other historical sighting did Halley’s comet cause such a worldwide sensation as ________.” The heart of the question is that we’re trying to compare what happened in other historical sightings to what happened in 1910-11. So to keep the comparison even, it makes more sense to fill in the blank above with “in its return of 1910-11.” And that’s answer choice (C). We’ll get to that one shortly.

The second tool that’s helpful here: the helping verb “did” can play a variety of roles in English, but in this case, it’s basically trying to replace another verb. Think of it as analogous to a pronoun, except that it refers to a verb instead of a noun. And that means that we can replace1 “did” with the verb phrase that it refers back to: “cause” (or "caused", if we take some minor liberties with the verb tense). So we have: “In no other historical sighting did Halley’s comet cause such a worldwide sensation as caused its return in 1910-11.”

That’s pretty ridiculously ugly. (A) is out, whichever way you prefer to think about it.


Quote:
(B) had its 1910-1911 return

I can’t make any sense of why we would use “had” here. I don’t really even understand what it means when it’s used by itself: I guess the sentence is trying to say “… as its 1910-11 return had caused”? Except that there’s no good reason to use past perfect here, and there’s no good reason to just hallucinate the word “caused” in that situation.

Plus… well, the heart of the comparison needs to revolve around the phrase “in no other historical sighting”, as discussed under answer choice (A). So (B) is gone.

Quote:
(C) in its return of 1910-1911

Bingo! I know that I’m repeating what I wrote for answer choice (A), but here’s the beginning of the sentence again: “in no other historical sighting did Halley’s comet cause such a worldwide sensation as ________.” The heart of the question is that we’re trying to compare what happened in other historical sightings to what happened in 1910-11. So to keep the comparison even, it makes more sense to fill in the blank above with “in its return of 1910-11.”

And that’s exactly what (C) does. Let’s keep it.
Quote:
(D) its return of 1910-1911 did
You can use the same argument for (D) as we did for (A): if “did” replaces “caused”, this makes no real sense. “In no other historical sighting did Halley’s comet cause such a worldwide sensation as its return of 1910-11 caused.” That’s not the very worst thing, but it certainly isn’t great – and it’s definitely not capturing the essence of the comparison as sharply as (C). So we can ditch (D).
Quote:
(E) its return in 1910-1911
(E) isn’t completely horrible, and I’d be fine with this in real life. But again, (C) does a much, much better job of capturing the essence of the comparison. So (C) is our answer.




dimitri92 
this is an elliptical construction .. constructions in which certain words are omitted .. the omitted words are implied within the clause itself

In no other historical sighting did Halley's Comet cause such a worldwide sensation AS [it did] in its return of 1910-1911

AS introduces comparison .... 'in no other historical sighting' can be logically compared to 'in its return'
C is correct

Hallye's Comet is the subject

Halley's Comet did not cause such a worldwide sensation in any other historical sighting as [it did] in its return in 1910-1911
SaraiGMAT
Let me know if the following helps:
The issues in this particular problem is not so much ellipsis (a common issue in comparisons), as the logic of the comparisons.
The following comparisons both mean the same thing, but compare different parts of the sentence:

1. Sue studies more at night than she does during the day. (The sentence compares Sue to herself.)

2. Sue studies more at night than during the day. (The sentence compares the times, 'at night' and 'during the day.')

Ellipses, i.e., leaving out a word or phrase because that exact word or phrase appears elsewhere in the sentence, can be identified any time a phrase is left incomplete:

Ex. Joe's is an especially well constructed house. ('house'-omitted)
Ex. Joe's shoes are nicer than Bob's. ('shoes'- omitted)
Ex. Joe is taller than Bob. ('is'- omitted)
Ex. Joe's house is better constructed than Bob's. ('is constructed'-omitted)

A problem arises when the word that would complete the phrase never shows up or does not make sense!
Ex. I have and always will love steak. ('loved'-missing!)
Ex. Joe hated steak as I child more than I do now ('hate'-missing!)
Ex. Joe eats burgers faster than the the rate of the burger-eating-champion. ('eats' is the verb that would complete the 2nd clause, but it wouldn't make sense. This is how you know the comparison is illogical.)

(For more on the logic of comparisons, check out the comparisons lesson at gmaxonline.)

souvik101990
Concept tested: Parallelism, Verb tenses, ellipses
Difficulty:750
Illustration: Lets take a look at elliptical construction before going for the solution.
Consider the following sentence:
In no other play did William Shakespeare cause such a spectacle as Hamlet.
This is ambiguous. there are two possible interpretations:
(1) ...as IN Hamlet (this is analogous to the intended meaning of the posted problem)
(2) ...as DID Hamlet (i.e., you're comparing the spectacle caused by Shakespeare to the spectacle caused by Hamlet himself).
So we need the “in” to clarify the intended meaning.
Now lets look at the options.
Only C coincides with the concept that is tested above.
C is the correct answer.
Vercules
skamal7 wrote:
In no other historical sighting did Halleyâ€™s comet cause such a worldwide sensation as did its return in 1910-1911.
A. did its return in 1910-1911
B. had its 1910-1911 return
C. in its return of 1910-1911
D. its return of 1910-1911 did
E. its return in 1910-1911

I am aware of the fact that this question has been discussed in various places but i have few doubts on this.
1.Here since as is being used some comparison is being made right?So can someone explain what comparison is made in this questions?
2.In various forums its mentioned as becoz of parallelism also the option C is chosen as right answer.Can someone help me in undertstanding these two doubts i have on this question..
Hi Skamal,

Yes you are right "as" is indicating a comparison. The comparison is between the events "In no other historical sighting" and "In its return in 1910 - 1911"

In the question the parallel structures will be the two prepositional phrases. I would say that the question is more a comparison question than a parallelism one.

Apart from (C) other options are comparing "its return" with " In no other historical sighting"

As the question has been discussed several times I'll try a different approach. Let us form a simple question on similar grounds.


In no other public occasion I felt estranged as did my own wedding with Julia.

(A) did my own wedding with Julia
(B) had my wedding with Julia
(C) in my own wedding with Julia
(D) my own wedding with Julia did
(E) my own wedding with Julia

The above question contains a similar comparison and the answers have the same errors. What it does not contain is the middle part that the original sentence has which makes the two comparison elements far from each other. (C) clearly stands out as a winner.

In the above question the parallelism (if any) is between the two prepositional phrases - "In no other public occasion" and "in my own wedding with Julia". To sum up it is just a simple comparison question.

Hope that helps
egmat
Nitinaka19 wrote:
Hi E-GMAT,
Whenever we used "AS" for comparision. Then "AS" should be followed by a clause. But in this sentence "In no other historical sighting did Halley 's comet cause such a worldwide sensation as in its return of 1910-1911"

The two items which are compared are 1.In no other historical sighting & 2.in its return of 1910-1911. which are prepositional phares . So is there any rule ,which i'm missing?
Dear Nitin,
Thank you for posting your query here. As the previous poster has correctly pointed out, "it did" has been omitted in this sentence. This is a case of ellipsis, which can be applied in comparisons as long as the intended meaning is clear. This rule is covered in our concept file on comparisons as well as in our live session on Parallelism. Be sure to review those, if you haven't already done so. [image: :)]

To be sure that ellipsis is used correctly, first identify the two entities being compared. In this case, the two entities are:

1. The worldwide sensation Halley's Comet caused in other historical sightings
2. The worldwide sensation Halley's Comet caused in its return in 1910-11.

Since this intended meaning is clear in option C, it is the best choice.
I hope this helps to clarify your doubt!

Regards,
Meghna
sayantanc2k
baaniNitin wrote:
difficult question , need to find parallelism
in........in
Yes, correctly identified.. a bit further detailing may be useful, since this case is an extreme example of eliminating repeated parts from the second element of the parallel structure:

Whenever parallelism or comparison is identified, we must examine which 2 elements are being made parallel or compared. In this case :
comparison marker: such ....... as .........

element 1: Haley's comet did cause a worldwide sensation in no other historical sighting (words rearranged for easy understanding)
element 2: Haley's comet did cause a worldwide sensation in its return of 1910-1911.

In order to avoid repetition and by virtue of parallelism, the element 2 should generally shortened as below:
element 2: it (instead of Haley's comet) did (did cause a worldwide sensation shortened) in its return of 1910-1911.

The sentence would then become (C):
In no other historical sighting did Halley’s Comet cause such a worldwide sensation as it did in its return of 1910–1911.

However option C goes even a step further in eliminating the repeated portion - it eliminates the subject (it) and the verb (did) from the second clause altogether! The sentence then becomes:
In no other historical sighting did Halley’s Comet cause such a worldwide sensation as it did in its return of 1910–1911.
GMATNinja
rheabiswal wrote:
I understand the parallelism rule for option C. However is "...its return of 1910-1911." CORRECT?
Should it be ‘return in’?
It's fine to use "of" to refer to a year in which an event occurred. For example, here are articles about the Boston blizzard of 1978 (very fun times, according to my family), the War of 1812 (less fun), and the Great Mississippi Flood of 1927 (which I'd never heard of -- I just googled "the great flood of...", to see what Google would offer up).

I also wouldn't have a problem with "its return in 1910-11", but there's nothing wrong with using "of" in this context.
I hope this helps!
(Edit: another example of this use of "of" can be found in this thread.)
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
This is a difficult question, so let's dive in! First, take a quick look at the question and highlight any of the major differences between the options in orange, so we can focus on those later:

In no other historical sighting did Halley's comet cause such a worldwide sensation as did its return in 1910-1911.

(A) did its return in 1910-1911
(B) had its 1910-1911 return
(C) in its return of 1910-1911
(D) its return of 1910-1911 did
(E) its return in 1910-1911

Since this is such a short sentence with such short options, let's just focus on the type of question this is: COMPARISON!

Whenever we see comparisons like this, an easy trick to try is to reword it with the two items compared sitting next to each other:

Original Sentence: In no other historical sighting did Halley's comet cause such a worldwide sensation as did its return in 1910-1911.
Reworded Sentence: Halley's comet caused such a worldwide sensation in no other historical sighting as did its return in 1910-1911.

No matter how you word this sentence, it's clear that the two items being compared are the original sighting of Halley's comet and its return in 1910-1911. When looking at each sentence, let's make sure that the two items are parallel:

(A) In no other historical sighting did Halley's comet cause such a worldwide sensation as did its return in 1910-1911.
(B) In no other historical sighting did Halley's comet cause such a worldwide sensation as had its 1910-1911 return.
(C) In no other historical sighting did Halley's comet cause such a worldwide sensation as in its return of 1910-1911.
(D) In no other historical sighting did Halley's comet cause such a worldwide sensation as its return of 1910-1911 did.
(E) In no other historical sighting did Halley's comet cause such a worldwide sensation as its return in 1910-1911.


Well that was quick - the only sentence that compared two parallel items is option C! Whenever you see a comparison question on the GMAT, parallelism is a great place to start. Parallelism is the most common problem with comparison questions, even if the sentence is long-winded or complicated!


AjiteshArun
rashwiniyer wrote:
Is "return of 1910-1911" a correct idiom? Shouldn't it be "return in 1910-1911" ?
Return of is fine. Here it is used to specify which "return" (of the comet) the sentence is referring to.
VeritasKarishma
Sourav700 wrote:
A quick question here, guys.
Hypothetically, if the original sentence were something like:
No other historical sighting of Halley's comet caused such a worldwide sensation as did its return in 1910-1911.
would option A be correct then?
Yes, 'sighting' is parallel to 'its return' here.
GMATNinja
aniket16c wrote:
Dear experts,
mikemcgarry IanStewart VeritasKarishma daagh DmitryFarber GMATNinja
I have a doubt in the use of "as in its return of 1910-1911"
When "as" is used without a verb/comma --> then it acts as a adverbial/prepositional modifier.
In this case it acts as a prepositional modifier.
In such a case, "as" does not act as a comparison marker, instead "as" signifies role/function.
Can you please explain then how is use of "as" without verb/comma correct in this case then?
Ref: https://gmatclub.com/forum/linking-arra ... 94390.html
SC Cardinal Rule #1: Do not invent grammar rules! You can't determine how "as" is used by looking for the placement of nearby commas. You have to use context and logic.
1) For Halloween last year, Tim dressed as John Wayne Gacy, a decision that led to a lifetime ban from neighborhood children's parties.
Here "as" seems to mean "in the role of." In other words, Tim was impersonating John Wayne Gacy. Not good, Tim.
2) Tim attended as many parties in 2015 as he had in 2014.
Here, "as" compares clauses. How many parties Tim attended in 2015 vs how many parties he attended in 2014. The tipoff is the prepositional phrase: because "in 2015" is modifying when Tim attended parties, it stands to reason that "in 2014" is doing the same thing, and that these actions are being compared. (Note that the prepositional phrases aren't being compared directly. They're just used to describe the actions that are being compared.)

This is the same function "as" performs in the OA you linked to:
 "Linking arrangements between secondary schools and the workplace never evolved in the United States as they did in most other developed countries." 
Here, "as" doesn't compare the linking agreements themselves; it compares what linking arrangements between secondary schools and the workplace did in the United States to what they did in other developed countries.

And again, the prepositional phrases "in the United States" and "in other developed countries" are key to understanding both the usage of "as" and the comparison itself.
I hope this helps!
svasan05
ThanhBinh wrote:
Please explain why "of" is correct in (C) "in its return of 1910-1911."
I was left with C and E, but finally I went for E because I thought "of" was incorrect.
Please enlighten
Thanks
Hi Thanh

Couple of points can be made about this:

i) The sentence starts as: "In no other historical sighting did..." followed by "such a...". Therefore, the "as" portion must be followed by "in...", since it is required to state the date of the sighting which caused a worldwide sensation. For this reason, option (E) is incorrect.

ii) In option (C) is the only option which beings with "in", as required. Additionally, by using "return of 1910-11", we are drawing attention to one specific return, among several others. This is a valid usage - for more details, you could refer to the official spoiler posted.

Hope this helps.








23.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/in-the-major-cities-of-industrialized-countries-at-the-end-of-the-nine-136124.html
In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth century, important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks had installed electric lighting, but electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where lighting was still provided mainly by candles or gas.

(A) electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where lighting was still
(B) electricity was in less than one percent of homes and lighting still
(C) there had been less than 1 percent of homes with electricity, where lighting was still being
(D) there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity, having lighting that was still
(E) less than one percent of homes had electricity, where lighting had still been
JarvisR
In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth century,
importantpublic places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks
had installed electric lighting , but
electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where
lighting was still provided mainly by candles or gas.

IC comma+but IC.

(A) electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where lighting was still
(B) electricity was in less than one percent of homes and lighting still
>>verb missing in lighting and intended meaning is changed by separating electricity and lighting.
(C) there were less than one percent of homes with electricity, where lighting was still being
>> Note: "where" here points to homes not electricity so that's fine.
(D) there was less than one percent of homes that had electricity, having lighting that was still
>> incorrect use of -ing participle.
(E) less than one percent of homes had electricity, where lighting had still been

Between A and C:
Is the only issue with C is "being"? Request others to share the pointers...




MagooshExpert
Skywalker18 wrote:
In option D
but ‘there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity , having lighting that was still provided mainly by candles or gas’.
In the independent clause that follows but , i read that there is subject-verb agreement issue - "Since we are talking about plural noun “homes”, we need to have “there were” rather than “there was”. It is correct to say “there was water” (water is uncountable), but it is not correct to say “there was cars” (cars is plural)."
Is the subject homes or 1 percent of homes ( homes is in prepositional phrase and can it be the subject ? )
AjiteshArun , GMATNinja , mikemcgarry , egmat , sayantanc2k, DmitryFarber , MagooshExpert , chetan2u , daagh , other experts- please help
Hi Skywalker18!
Happy to help [image: :-)]

This is a little hard to think about because option D is wrong in several ways. So let's focus on your real question -- if we say "1 percent of homes", should that take a singular or a plural noun?

Your analysis is absolutely correct here -- "homes" is countable, so "1 percent of homes" should be plural. That means that the correct verb would be "were", not "was". The subject here is "1 percent", and "of homes" is a prepositional phrase, as you said. A percentage  can be either plural or singular, depending on whether the noun it's referring to is countable or not. So here, since "homes", the noun that it's referring to, is countable, "1 percent" is plural [image: :-)]

Hope that helps!
-Carolyn
egmat
aviejay wrote:
Hi egmat
I chose E even though I understand that ",where" is wrong as it should modify a place. However, I have some doubts:
Hello aviejay,
Here are my explanations for your well-articulated queries.


aviejay wrote:
1. Why is the usage of past perfect in "had installed electric lighting" correct? Which event is it taking in reference as a later event in order use the past perfect tense? Is it "at the end of the nineteenth century"? If so, how is this correct when the installation happened at the end of the nineteenth century? Meaning, the installation and "end of nineteenth century" happened at the same time.
See, it is not that important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks all installed electricity at the end of 19th century. These places individually must have installed electricity when they could.

The sentence basically wants to say that at the end of 19th century important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks had already started using electricity. So the later event is basically the 19th century coming to its end. Hence, usage of had installed in Choice A is correct.
aviejay wrote:
2. If "banks had installed electric lighting" is correct and uses the past perfect tense, then why shoud'nt "where lighting had still been" (in option E) use the same as both these events occured at the same time and presumably before "at the end of the nineteenth century"

If the sentence says that lighting had been provided mainly by candle or gas, the usage will suggest that candle or gas was the main source of lighting only till the end of 19th century. After that, they it not used as the source of lighting.

But the sentence just wants to say the opposite. Even after the end of 19th century, majority of homes continued to use candle or gas as the main source of lighting.

Many homes used candle or gas even during the end of 19th century and most likely after that time also. Hence, we need simple past tense verb to denote this general information in the past.

aviejay wrote:
3. Doesnt "electricity was in less than one percent of homes" (option A)sound awkward? Doesn’t it sound like ‘electircity is being personified?’
I am not sure why you say so. Don't we say, say after a power outage, that power is back. We all know what kind of entity electricity is.

And again, GMAT SC is not at all about "sounds awkward". It is all about logic that determines the grammar of the sentence.

--Shraddha
EducationAisle
dipakavailable wrote:
Even after reading all replies, i don't understand why ‘being’ is wrong in choice C. I assume it is an event in continuity and written in passive voice. Can some expert kindly clarify.
Hi Deepak, the crux of sentence, in option C is:

at the end of the nineteenth century, there had been less than 1 percent of homes with electricity
So, option C uses past perfect tense (had been). This is an incorrect usage. Past perfect tense is used to establish a time-sequence between two events that happened one after the other. In this sentence, end of the nineteenth century and electricity did not occur one after the other.

When the sentence is talking about an event that happened at a specific time (in this case end of the nineteenth century), we should be using simple past tense.

For example, one would say:
In 2010, I was in the final year of Engineering.

Following would be incorrect:
In 2010, I had been in the final year of Engineering.
daagh
Quote:
In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth century, important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks had installed electric lighting, but electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where lighting was still provided mainly by candles or gas.
(B) Look at B from parallelism point of view. On the left of 'and' you have a passive voice IC with electricity as the subject and was as the verb. However on the right of 'and’ you have only a phrase with a subject' lighting and a participle 'provided'. The verb auxiliary verb 'was' is missing. Hence, this combination is not parallel and is a fragment.

If B were "electricity was in less than one percent of homes, lighting still provided mainly by candles or gas", then that might have been ok.( I mean without the 'and')

Therefore, if a modifier appears after 'and', Pl. check for symmetrical parallelism immediately. In 90% of the cases, you find only a fragment in GMAT.
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and narrow it down to the right choice quickly! To begin, let's take a quick look at the question and highlight any major differences in orange:

In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth century, important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks had installed electric lighting, but electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where lighting was still provided mainly by candles or gas.

(A) electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where lighting was still
(B) electricity was in less than one percent of homes and lighting still
(C) there had been less than 1 percent of homes with electricity, where lighting was still being
(D) there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity, having lighting that was still
(E) less than one percent of homes had electricity, where lighting had still been

While there are a lot of things we could focus on, there are 2 major ones that jump out:
1. was/had been/had
2. was still/still/was still being/was still/had still been

Since both of these deal with verbs, let's start our focus there. If we look at the entire sentence, we can gather clues as to which verb tense we'll need to use:

In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth century, important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks had installed electric lighting, but electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where lighting was still provided mainly by candles or gas.

The events go in a certain order, which requires certain verb tenses:
Public spaces install electric lighting --> electricity is in less than 1 percent of homes + lighting is still done by candles and gas

The earliest event (public spaces install electric lighting) needs to use past perfect "had installed," which it does. The other two events happen later, AND AT THE SAME TIME, so they both need to use past tense. They should also be written using parallel structure. Let's see which options handle this correctly, and eliminate the ones that don't:

(A) electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where lighting was still provided --> OK
(B) electricity was in less than one percent of homes and lighting still provided --> WRONG (needs to have the verb "was" in front of "provided" to work.)
(C) there had been less than 1 percent of homes with electricity, where lighting was still being provided --> WRONG
(D) there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity, having lighting that was still provided --> OK
(E) less than one percent of homes had electricity, where lighting had still been provided --> WRONG

We can eliminate options B, C, & E because they use the wrong verb formats or don't use parallel structure. Now that we have it narrowed down to only 2 options, let's take a closer look at each option with the non-underlined part attached and look for problems:

(A) In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth century, important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks had installed electric lighting, but electricity was in less than one percent of homes, where lighting was still provided mainly by candles or gas.

This is CORRECT! By starting the modifier with the word "where," it modifies the noun directly before it, which is homes. This makes perfect sense! It also uses the proper verb tenses throughout to indicate the correct order of events.

(D) In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth century, important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks had installed electric lighting, but there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity, having lighting that was still provided mainly by candles or gas.

This is INCORRECT because it includes an -ing modifier that's being used incorrectly. The -ing modifier must modify the main subject and verb of the previous clause, and in this case it's trying to modify the phrase "there was." It SHOULD modify the word "homes," but it would need to be reworded into a different type of modifier for that to work.

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Dear @EMPOWERgmatVerbal ,
Thanks for detailed explanation. I am confused in option D with your explanation:
(D) In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth century, important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks had installed electric lighting, but there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity, having lighting that was still provided mainly by candles or gas.

This is INCORRECT because it includes an -ing modifier that's being used incorrectly. The -ing modifier must modify the main subject and verb of the previous clause, and in this case it's trying to modify the phrase "there was." It SHOULD modify the word "homes," but it would need to be reworded into a different type of modifier for that to work. [/quote]

As per your explanation verb+ing "having" is modifying "there was" which according to me is wrong. having is modifying the complete clause "there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity" which is correct.

According to me, Option D is wrong because:
1. The clause "there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity" is incorrect. Instead of "was", it should be "were" since the subject is "1 percent of homes".
2. "That" is wrong.
2A: In the clause "there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity", it should be those since 1% of homes are plural.
2B: In the clause "having lighting that was still provided mainly by candles or gas", it should be "other homes".

I will also request egmat to confirm my understanding.

^^

Hello @priyanshu14!

Let's tackle your concerns, one at a time, and figure out where the miscommunication happened!

(D) In the major cities of industrialized countries at the end of the nineteenth century, important public places such as theaters, restaurants, shops, and banks had installed electric lighting, but there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity, having lighting that was still provided mainly by candles or gas.

This is INCORRECT because it includes an -ing modifier that's being used incorrectly. The -ing modifier must modify the main subject and verb of the previous clause, and in this case it's trying to modify the phrase "there was." It SHOULD modify the word "homes," but it would need to be reworded into a different type of modifier for that to work. [/quote]

As per your explanation verb+ing "having" is modifying "there was" which according to me is wrong. having is modifying the complete clause "there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity" which is correct.

You are correct to say that an -ing modifier can sometimes modify an entire clause. However, the way this modifier is worded makes it confusing as to what it's referring back to. It's not that it's grammatically wrong - it's just not how the GMAT prefers we handle modifiers. They prefer that modifiers are as clear as possible. Option A rewrites the modifier to make it clearer that it's referring back to just "homes," rather than the entire phrase.

Now let's tackle your other issues:

According to me, Option D is wrong because:
1. The clause "there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity" is incorrect. Instead of "was", it should be "were" since the subject is "1 percent of homes".

I'll agree with you on that one! Option A fixes this by moving the singular subject "electricity" before the verb.

2. "That" is wrong.

This is actually okay as it is. You couldn't change it to "which" because that would create a "modifier inside a modifier" situation, which wouldn't make a lot of sense to readers.

2A: In the clause "there was less than 1 percent of homes that had electricity", it should be those since 1% of homes are plural.

What are you replacing with "those" here? I don't see anywhere you could put "those" and it would work.

2B: In the clause "having lighting that was still provided mainly by candles or gas", it should be "other homes".

Again, I'm not sure where you would put "other homes" here?? I don't see where that would work.

I hope this helps! Also, if you want, please clarify what you mean by 2A & 2B on your list so I can better help you clear those up.


DmitryFarber
Tamalmallick13 "Was" is not being used as an auxiliary verb here. We have "Electricity was X, where lighting was Y." Both X and Y are modifiers: X= in <1% of homes; Y = provided by candles/gas. "Was" is the main verb in that first part, just as it would be if we said "I was in the pool" or "I was out of town." We might have expected another word, such as "electricity was provided to < 1% of homes," but notice that even in that case, "provided" is NOT a verb. The electricity didn't provide anything, nor did the lighting in the later clause. "Provided" in that case would be serving as a modifier, and "was" would still be the only verb.























24.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/gusty-westerly-winds-will-continue-to-usher-in-a-seasonably-cool-air-m-242543.html
Gusty westerly winds will continue to usher in a seasonably cool air mass into the region, as a broad area of high pressure will build and bring fair and dry weather for several days.

(A) to usher in a seasonably cool air mass into the region, as a broad area of high pressure will build and
(B) ushering in a seasonably cool air mass into the region and a broad area of high pressure will build that
(C) to usher in a seasonably cool air mass to the region, a broad area of high pressure building, and
(D) ushering a seasonably cool air mass in the region, with a broad area of high pressure building and
(E) to usher a seasonably cool air mass into the region while a broad area of high pressure builds, which will

mikemcgarry

This is a great question, as all the official questions are!

This uses a quite idiosyncratic idiom, involving the verb "to usher." The literal use of this word is the action of the person called an "usher," the person in a theater or at a classical concern who escorts patrons to their seats. Metaphorically, it is used about anything that brings something into existence. The basic idiom is:
I usher X in.
If I want to specify the region in which this X is introduced, I would say:
I usher X into A.

The "in . . . into" is redundant and wrong: choice (A) & (B) have this, and the "in . . . to" in (C) is far from ideal. Choices (D) & (E) get the idiom completely correct.

This is not a strict rule, but "continue" +[infinitive] sounds formal and sophisticated, whereas "continue" +[gerund] sounds casual and colloquial.

Choice (D) also makes a mistake with "with" + [noun] + [participle]. That's very subtle.

This leave (E), the OA.

Does all this make sense?


EMPOWERgmatVerbal
There seems to be a lot of great discussion on this question already, mostly around how to answer this type of question quickly. Let's take a fresh look at it, and figure out how to tackle such a difficult question in a timely manner!

To get started, here is the original question, with any major differences between each option highlighted in orange:

Gusty westerly winds will continue to usher in a seasonably cool air mass into the region, as a broad area of high pressure will build and bring fair and dry weather for several days.

(A) to usher in a seasonably cool air mass into the region, as a broad area of high pressure will build and
(B) ushering in a seasonably cool air mass into the region and a broad area of high pressure will build that
(C) to usher in a seasonably cool air mass to the region, a broad area of high pressure building, and
(D) ushering a seasonably cool air mass in the region, with a broad area of high pressure building and
(E) to usher a seasonably cool air mass into the region while a broad area of high pressure builds, which will

After a quick glance over each option, there are a few major differences we can address that will help narrow our options down quickly:

1. to usher / ushering
2. into / to / in
3. conjunctions & punctuation after "region"
4. each option's ending

Let's look at #1 on this list first: to usher / ushering. This was a tough one for a lot of people, and for good reason! As it turns out, you can use both of these in this sentence and they'll work. If you find yourself stuck on to usher / ushering for too long, it's a good sign that you need to move on to something else on the list. You can always come back to it later if you need to!

Instead of staying stuck on #1 for too long, let's jump into #2 on the list: into / to / in. One thing that jumped out to me right away is that some options say "ushering/to usher in....into the region," which is redundant! You can usher something into a region, or usher in something to a region, but you cannot usher in something into a region! Let's see which options we can eliminate that are redundant:

(A) to usher in a seasonably cool air mass into the region, as a broad area of high pressure will build and
(B) ushering in a seasonably cool air mass into the region and a broad area of high pressure will build that
(C) to usher in a seasonably cool air mass to the region, a broad area of high pressure building, and
(D) ushering a seasonably cool air mass in the region, with a broad area of high pressure building and
(E) to usher a seasonably cool air mass into the region while a broad area of high pressure builds, which will

You can eliminate options A & B quickly because they are redundant.

This leaves us with only 3 options left, so let's focus on #3 and #4 on the list: conjunctions/punctuation after "region" & their endings. We need to make sure commas and conjunctions are being used correctly, and that the endings work with the rest of the sentence. Here's how each option breaks down:

(C) to usher in a seasonably cool air mass to the region, a broad area of high pressure building, and

This option is INCORRECT because the comma after "region" creates an awkward comma splice. It also doesn't work to say that high pressure is "building, and bring fair and dry weather..." because it's not parallel. It should be "building and bringing" for it to be parallel! It also says that ALL of the actions happen at the same time, which isn't accurate. First, the cool air mass comes in and builds pressure, and THEN fair and dry weather happens over the next several days.

(D) ushering a seasonably cool air mass in the region, with a broad area of high pressure building and

This option is INCORRECT because it uses the phrase "building and bring," which isn't parallel. We don't really have a problem using the comma before "with" in this case because it's being used to indicate that everything after it is non-essential information (which it is). The meaning of the sentence doesn't change if you take it out, so it's a non-essential phrase that merely adds colorful details. This sentence also suggests that ALL of the actions happen at the same time, instead of in a particular order.

(E) to usher a seasonably cool air mass into the region while a broad area of high pressure builds, which will

This option is CORRECT because it's not redundant (to usher...into the region), "while" is being used correctly to show two actions occur at the same time, and the conjunction "which will" properly shows that the action "bring fair and dry weather for several days" happens after the cool air mass shows up. This sentence is clear, concise, and shows the proper order of events!

There you go - option E is the correct answer, and hopefully we got to it quickly enough for you to tackle more GMAT questions in the allotted time!




egmat
snjainpune wrote:
Hello egmat,
Could you please explain this OG 18 Question using the egmat 3 step process?
Hello snjainpune,
Sorry for replying late. But better late than never. [image: :grin:]

Gusty westerly winds will continue to usher in a seasonably cool air mass into the region, as a broad area of high pressure will build and bring fair and dry weather for several days.

Meaning Analysis: The meaning is pretty clear. Gusty westerly winds will bring in cool air mass into the region. And a big area of high pressure will build and bring dry weather for many days.

Error Analysis: Let's identify the errors now.
i. The sentence uses incorrect idiom usher in. As a verb, only usher is used.
ii. Use of as is incorrect because in the context of the sentence. As can mean because as well as while.
iii. The sentence intends to convey that while A happens, B will happen. Hence, use of the verb will build is not correct as these verbs do not convey the sequence of the events clearly.

Answer Choice Analysis:

A. to usher in a seasonably cool air mass into the region, as a broad area of high pressure will build and: Incorrect for the reason stated in the Error Analysis section.

B. ushering in a seasonably cool air mass into the region and a broad area of high pressure will build that: Incorrect
i. The expression continue ushering is incorrect. The word continue is generally followed by to verb phrase.
ii. Two independent clauses have been connected only by and.
iii. The express will build that bring  makes no sense at all.

C. to usher in a seasonably cool air mass to the region, a broad area of high pressure building, and: Incorrect
i. Same expression error as in Choice A.
ii. The structure a broad area of high pressure building seems to act as a noun modifier that illogically modifies the preceding noun the region.
iii. This choice says that the gusty westerly winds will bring in dry weather, the information not in sync with the meaning conveyed by the original sentence.

D. ushering a seasonably cool air mass in the region, with a broad area of high pressure building and: Incorrect
i. Same expression error as in Choice B.
ii. The words building and bring are not parallel.

E. to usher a seasonably cool air mass into the region while a broad area of high pressure builds, which will: Correct
I do understand that the noun modifier which is preceded by a verb. However, I will regard this usage as just one-off usage and will continue to use which as a relative pronoun modifier modifying the immediate preceding noun.

---Shraddha
egmat
kunalsingh1991 wrote:
is there any other error in option A apart from ‘in....into’ thing !!
Hello kunalsingh1991,

I would be glad to help you resolve your doubt. [image: :)]

In Choice A, use of as is incorrect because in the context of the sentence, as can mean because as well as while.

In addition, the sentence intends to convey that while A happens, B will happen. Hence, use of the verb will build is not correct as these verbs do not convey the sequence of the events clearly.

Gusty westerly winds will usher in cool winds when high pressure builds. However, use of will build suggests that this event will take place in future.

---Shraddha
mikemcgarry
leanhdung wrote:
hi mikemcgarry
Can you explain which phrase relative pronoun which in E modifies ?
I feel that the use of which in E is very strange.

Dear leanhdung,
Here's (E), the OA:
Gusty westerly winds will continue to usher a seasonably cool air mass into the region while a broad area of high pressure builds, which will bring fair and dry weather for several days.

As I'm sure you understand, a noun-modifying clause beginning with "which" normally should obey the Modifier Touch Rule. Of course, there are a few exceptions to the Touch Rule. One is that a single, grammatically necessary word can come between the target noun and the "which" clause.
Here, the target noun modified by "which" is "a broad area of high pressure." All that comes between this target noun and the "which" is the verb "builds." Now, this structure may raise your suspicions: normally the structure [noun][verb]"which" is highly problematic because that "which" clause is trying to modify the action of the verb, a highly naughty thing for it to be attempting! Normally, that's a problem, because most verbs are "action verbs," so the word "which" would be touching an action! The situation is totally different with what I would call "being verbs," rather than "action verbs," especially a "being verb" that is about the noun coming into greater existence, because then the verb functions logically almost as an intensifier for the noun. That's exactly what is happening here. The verb "builds," used here, is a "being verb"--it's simply about the noun coming into greater existence, so it "points to" and intensifies the noun. Therefore, it does not interrupt the logical link between the target noun and the modifier clause--in fact, it enhances that logical link.

It's one of the many reasons this question is a gem--a structure that normally would be a trainwreck is actually exquisitely correct here. The official questions are simply extraordinary.

BTW, kunalsingh1991, with all due respect to egmat, I am going to disagree with part of what Shraddha said. I don't believe the fact that "as" has two potential meanings necessarily creates any problems for (A). I would agree, though, that the tense of the verb "will build" is a problem. When the may clause verb is in the future, the verb in a "when" or "as" clause should be in the present to indicate simultaneity.
"She'll be coming 'round the mountain when she comes."
That's a quote from a traditional American folk song, not a likely sentence for the GMAT! Nevertheless, it's a good example of the correct verb tense in this situation. Thus, even with the "in . . . into" mess cleaned up, (A) would have other problems.

Does all this make sense?
mikemcgarry
RMD007 wrote:
GMATNinja, Please help in this question.
From the POE, I was left between choice A and E. Now as per the context of the sentence, I understood that
A says - AS [Because] pressure is building, winds will continue to usher
E Says - WHILE pressure is building, winds will continue to usher.

Meaning wise, both the sentences appeared clear to me [though they actually mean different], and I chose choice A.

I have two doubts:
1. As I stated above, is the use of AS is correct [Considering only the meaning, ignoring tense - "will build"]?
2. As Mike stated above, we need to disregard choice A only because it uses "will build" with "AS"? It may sound correct if we had - as a broad area of high pressure is building and it will bring fair
Also if this is true, do we need to omit the use of future tense with the use of "AS" when "AS" is used to present a reason?

Dear RMD007,
I'm happy to respond, my friend. [image: :-)] I hope you don't mind that I'm responding in the place of my intelligent colleague, GMATNinja.

I would say that (A) is wrong for a few reasons. The future tense "will build" is certainly not ideal, but there's also an idiom mistake, as I explain in my entry of 2017.06.13 in this thread. Choice (A) has a few problems.
I also discussed the use of "as" and "when" with the future tense in that post.

pradeepgupta02
I am amazed by the explanation provided by top GMAT instructors of recognized institutes such as idiom pattern, usage of as.

Nonetheless, Below is my line of reasoning to select option E.
1)....Cool air mass....fair and dry weather.....
This represent contrast hence we need conjunction such as Although, but , while

2) First sentence is in future tense , second sentence should be in present tense.( well known pattern)
A will happen while B happens.

3) a broad area of high pressure builds, which will bring fair and dry weather for several days.
                                                          vs
    a broad area of high pressure, which will bring fair and dry weather for several days, builds

both sentences are correct. GMAT prefers to keep long description (which will bring fair and dry weather for several days) of subject (a broad area of high pressure) at end if object (builds) is very short.
GMATNinja
newspapersalesman wrote:
EMPOWERgmatVerbal wrote:
Hello Everyone!
(C) to usher in a seasonably cool air mass to the region, a broad area of high pressure building, and

This option is INCORRECT because the comma after "region" creates an awkward comma splice. It also doesn't work to say that high pressure is "building, and bring fair and dry weather..." because it's not parallel. It should be "building and bringing" for it to be parallel! It also says that ALL of the actions happen at the same time, which isn't accurate. First, the cool air mass comes in and builds pressure, and THEN fair and dry weather happens over the next several days.
--
Hi, I have a question. You said "bring" and "building" are not parallel but I think "bring" can be parallel to "usher". The parallelism is just fine. For example: I entered the classroom at the last minutes, fellow students looking, and found my seat quickly. Can you say this sentence is wrong because "found" and "looking" are not parallel?

Or the standard for eliminating choice c is because the sentence has an adverbial modifier between two verbs and that makes the meaning ambiguous just as two V-ing noun modifier can't be put in between two nouns?
GMATNinja Do you think the parallelism in choice C is ok here? What standard should I based on when I am stuck between C and E?

Yes, technically "bring" can be parallel to "usher". But that leaves us with, "Gusty westerly winds will continue to (1) usher {...} and (2) bring {...} for several days." Does "for several days" apply to both parts of that parallel list? Will the winds continue to usher in a seasonably cool air mass to the region for several days? Or does "for several days" only apply to "bring..."?

In choice (E) we don't have that problem -- the use of "which" is a little bit funky, but helps clarify that "for several days" does NOT apply to "usher...". Does that make (C) wrong? No, but in (C) the meaning is open to interpretation. That's one vote in favor of (E) over (C).

Speaking of "bring", what is it that brings fair and dry weather? In choice (C), it's the winds. In choice (E), however, it's the ushering in of a cool air mass and the simultaneous building of a broad area of high pressure. In (C), it sounds as though the winds are literally transporting fair and dry weather from one place to another. In (E), it's the two simultaneous weather phenomena that bring the fair and dry weather. The latter makes a bit more sense.

Also, if it is the winds that bring the fair and dry weather, what is the significance of "a broad area of high pressure building" in choice (C)? Is that a completely independent statement/observation that has nothing to do with the weather? Does the cool air mass somehow cause the building of high pressure? Is "broad area" meant to modify "air mass"? Or "region"? That comma-separated portion of choice (C) just kinda sits there without a clear purpose.

Ultimately, it comes down to this: when we line up (C) and (E), the intended meaning is clearer in (E).

I hope that helps a bit!





25.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/some-anthropologists-believe-that-the-genetic-homogeneity-evident-in-134793.html
Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"—at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers and thus our genetic variation.

(A) at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers
(B) that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers
(C) that sometime in the past our ancestors suffered an event so that their numbers were greatly reduced
(D) some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event from which their numbers were greatly reduced
(E) some time in the past, that our ancestors suffered an event so as to reduce their numbers greatly,
ChrisLele
In answer choice (A) there is a problem with modification. (A) is implying that our ancestors greatly reduced their own numbers (this is incorrect because it was the event that greatly reduced ancestors). When we have an independent clause followed by a participle phrase (one that starts with a gerund and serves as an adjective clause), the participle phrase modifies the subject of the sentence.

In non-grammarese: 'ancestors' is the subject of the independent clause, 'at some time...' and because of the comma after event, we have the incorrect meaning. It was not the ancestors but an event that 'reduced their numbers.'

Therefore, we want to make sure that it is clear that 'event' is 'greatly reducing the numbers.' One way to fix that is by using the relative pronoun 'that.' In (B), we have 'an event that greatly reduced their numbers' that does a good job of correcting the error in (A). Therefore (B) is the answer.
PUNEETSCHDV
COMMA + VERBing should refer to the SUBJECT of the preceding clause. In A, reducing seems to refer to our ancestors, implying that OUR ANCESTORS were greatly reducing their numbers. The intended meaning here is that an EVENT greatly reduced their numbers. Eliminate A.
So that (in C) and so as (in E) imply PURPOSE. The result is a strange meaning: that our ancestors suffered for the PURPOSE of reducing their numbers. Not the intended meaning. Eliminate C and E.

In D, which seems to refer to an event, implying that our ancestors' numbers were reduced FROM an event -- a nonsensical meaning. Eliminate D.
The correct answer is B.
egmat
kinjiGC wrote:
Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"—at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers and thus our genetic variation.

(A) at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers
(B) that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers
(C) that some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event so that their numbers were greatly reduced,
(D) some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event from which their numbers were greatly reduced
(E) some time in the past, that our ancestors suffered an event so as to reduce their numbers greatly,

Meaning: Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck". Population bottleneck – an event that occurred sometime back in the past which greatly reduced their numbers and thus our genetic variation.

Option A) “greatly reducing their numbers” – Verb-ing modifier comma separated, so presenting (modifying) more information about the preceding clause “at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event” which is incorrect as the event reduced their numbers.
Option C) so that presents reason which is incorrect.
Option D) “from which” is incorrect. The correct sentence would be “some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers”.
Option E) “so as” provides an intent.

My confusion is “that” in Option B)
‘that’ should replace “population bottleneck”
So the sentence becomes “population bottleneck at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers” – doesn’t look correct to me.

I know after the hyphen “-” the modifier comes which provides more information about the preceding noun.
Can you please clarify about the usage of hyphen?
^^
Dear Kinjal,
The punctuation mark referred to by you is technically called a “dash”. Yes, it has a slightly less fancy name than the “hyphen”. [image: :)]
Moving on, the dash can be used in multiple ways. In the sentence at hand, it has been used to elaborate on what the author has mentioned before the dash. If you observe, the portion after the dash not only expands on the “bottleneck” bit but also on how the genetic homogeneity is the result of the mentioned bottleneck. Accordingly, if I were to draw a parallel structure it would be something on the following lines:
Mariana believes that altruism exists even in today’s day and age — that people can help others without any selfish motives is not an idea that is too unrealistic to exist in a society that thrives on rewarding individualism.
In the example sentence above, the portion after the dash reiterates the point stated earlier while elaborating a bit more on the same. Not only does it tell you more about the concept of altruism, as perceived by the author, but also about the whole statement made earlier. This is very similar to how the dash has been used in the correct choice of the question referred to by you in your post.

Of course, the above question does not limit the universe of the uses of this punctuation mark. You can also use the dash in various other forms, but the idea remains the same: to separate parts of the sentence while adding information. To enhance your understanding, you could refer to some other OG questions in your research - OG 13: Q#98 & Q#132.

Regards,
Neeti.

kinjiGC
I have some follow up questions about the following sentence:

Mariana believes that altruism exists even in today’s day and age — that people can help others without any selfish motives is not an idea that is too unrealistic to exist in a society that thrives on rewarding individualism.

1) The sentence after the hyphen modifies "altruism" but also the author adds more information. So "altruism" need not be close to the hyphen as possible. One of the rule which comes to my mind was usage of Noun+Noun modifier. It is very versatile in the application because it can modify any part of the sentence and also modify the whole preceding phrase. Can you please confirm if same is the case with hyphen usage.
2) The reason why I am asking you is because, in OG 13 Question # 138 - Correct Option
"Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand."
The noun is closest to the hyphen.
OG 13 Question # 98 - Correct Option.
"Ranked as one of the most important of Europe's young playwrights, Franz Xaver Kroetz has written 40 plays; his works—translated into more than 30 languages—are produced more often than those of any other contemporary German dramatist.
The noun is closest to the hyphen.



egmat
Dear Kinjal,

Since you have cited your analysis for the mentioned two official questions to raise a query about the example sentence, let me address your analysis first:

Your analysis:
in OG 13 Question # 138 - Correct Option
"Although heirloom tomatoes, grown from seeds saved during the previous year, appear less appetizing than most of their round and red supermarket cousins—they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises—heirlooms are more flavorful and thus in increasing demand."
The noun is closest to the hyphen.

My comments:
Per your analysis, the portion between the two dashes — they are often green and striped, or have plenty of bumps and bruises— modifies red supermarket cousins. My question is does this modification make logical sense? If we take this modification in to consideration, we are effectively saying that the comparatively appealing, red supermarket cousins are:
1. green and striped
2. and have plenty of bumps and bruises

Please reconsider the structure of the sentence, keeping in mind the logical meaning that the author wants to convey. I am sure you’ll be able to see the role dash plays in this sentence and the example sentence then. [image: :)]

Your analysis:
OG 13 Question # 98 - Correct Option.
"Ranked as one of the most important of Europe's young playwrights, Franz Xaver Kroetz has written 40 plays; his works—translated into more than 30 languages—are produced more often than those of any other contemporary German dramatist.
The noun is closest to the hyphen.

My comments:

In the above sentence, the purpose of the author is indeed to modify “his works” and this is the precise reason that the author has inserted the modifier here. There is nothing else before the dash here (taking in to account only the portion after the semi-colon). So, the point about the noun being closest to the dash is not relevant in this case.

In all, as pointed to you in my earlier post, the idea behind using the dash is the same: separating parts of a sentence while adding more information. [image: :)]
Hope the above discussion helps!
Regards,
Neeti.

egmat
SidKaria wrote:
Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"---at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers and thus our genetic variation.
(A)at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers
(B)that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers
(C)that some time in the past our ancestors suffered an even so that their numbers were greatly reduced,
(D)some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event from which their numbers were greatly reduced
(E)some time in the past, that our ancestors suffered an even so as to reduce their numbers greatly

i have 2 doubts in this question
1)that greatly reduced their numbers and thus our genetic variation.
how is this parallel ?? that.... numbers is an IC, clause while the 2nd part is a phrase.
please help.
2)OG says that at some time or adverb sometime is needed and some time in option c is incorrect.
can u please explain why is it so ??

Hi Sid,
Thanks for your posting your doubt here. [image: :-)]

This is the structure of Choice B: ...at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced
a. their numbers and
b. thus our genetic variation

The noun entities "their numbers" and "our genetic variation" are grammatically parallel to each other. Now, "thus" is an adverb, a modifier, that presents the effect of an action. It's placement before the second entity DOS NOT violate the grammatical parallelism in any way. Hence, the parallelism is all correct in Choice B.

Now, "sometime" is not the same as "some time". The former means "at some point in time" while the other means "a little time". Let's take two very simple examples here:

1. Sometimes, i visit the public library.
2. Please give me some time to finish this question.

That's the reason why "some time" is incorrect in Choice C.

Hope this helps. [image: :-)]
Thanks.
SJ
EducationAisle
BrainLab wrote:
D is just wordier than B, it also lacks THAT and AT before some time.

D has a parallelism issue. Notice that the sentence ends with a phrase after and: thus our genetic variation.

Hence, there should be a phrase before the and. However, in D, there is a clause before and: their numbers were greatly reduced.

In contrast, B says: ...an event that greatly reduced X and Y.
x: their numbers
Y: thus our genetic variation

X and Y are both phrases.

sayantanc2k
deepak268 wrote:
egmat
Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"-at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers and thus our genetic variation.

I still dont get why A is not correct ?
"ing" plays 2 role first is describing the action with subject and second it can be an effect of a cause mentioned earlier in the clause.
here why cant "greatly reducing their numbers and thus our genetic variation" be an effect of " ancestors suffering from event "
It can mean " ancestors suffered from event and thus suffering from that event led to reducing their....blahblah " clear cause and effect.
if "ing" can play second role clearly why one has to check for the first role "ing" plays( i.e. describing with subject) ??
If option A is incorrect it has to be some other reason.
thanks

Without "that", the latter clause ( " at some time....greatly reduced their numbers") does not have much meaningful bearing to the first clause as the author intended. It is required to establish that the scientists believe even the latter clause and hence "that" is required to be repeated.



sayantanc2k
NoHalfMeasures wrote:
ccooley : I was wondering if you could help me with the following doubts?
1) I am having a hard time understanding how A break the parallelism and why is 'that' required to maintain it. I am referring to OG explanation here.
2) How would you define grammatically what role is dash playing here? I researched use of dash as per grammar rules but didnt find any other example similar to this question.
Thanks

1. The author requires to convey that the fact that "at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers..." is believed by "some anthropologists". Without "that", the sense would be as though the author is expressing his own belief , not the anthropologists' belief.

2. Dash is versatile in use and can play the role of a comma, semicolon or a colon. Dash here plays the role of a colon(:) - the colon can be used to provide further explanation for what comes before it. The dash, as a replacement of a colon, plays the same role here.
sayantanc2k
debbiem wrote:
daagh wrote:
A. at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers ------ A hyphen is not the tool to connect two ICs.
B. that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers -------- ‘that ’ is the right connector ---correct choice.
C. that sometime in the past our ancestors suffered an event so that their numbers were greatly reduced ------- altered notion; it looks as if the ancestors suffered a calamity in order to reduce their numbers.
D. some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event from which their numbers were greatly reduced -------- conjugation of two ICs with hyphenation is wrong.
E. some time in the past, that our ancestors suffered an event so as to reduce their numbers greatly, ------ same as in D

Dear Sir,

Is the main reason of choosing b/w B and D is that D has hypen in between and not a semi colon..?
Had there been a semicolon would both B and D be equally correct..?
A hyphen (dash) can be used in place of semicolon - hyphen is a versatile punctuation and can replace comma, semicolon or colon. Hence punctuation is NOT the reason that D is wrong. Following is a reason why A, D, and E (choices without "that") are wrong:

some-anthropologists-believe-that-the-genetic-homogeneity-134793-20.html#p1681019
Moreover "event from which" is not correct usage.
Asad
macjas wrote:
Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"-at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers and thus our genetic variation.

A at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers
B that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers
C that sometime in the past our ancestors suffered an event so that their numbers were greatly reduced
D some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event from which their numbers were greatly reduced
E some time in the past, that our ancestors suffered an event so as to reduce their numbers greatly,

In the question, I can't understand WHY A is wrong? In A, didn't 'event' modify '' greatly reducing their numbers''?
In B, their indicates what? does it indicate ''anthropologists'', "people" or "ancestors
also, HOW an 'event' greatly reduced their number?
If I say:
They killed their father. Here, their is the pronoun of they. So, in the sentence B, .....event reduced their number. Here, their is plural but event is singular. I should not say that He killed their father. How the sentence matched its pronoun in B?
Thanks...
sayantanc2k
iMyself wrote:
macjas wrote:
Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"-at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers and thus our genetic variation.

A at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers
B that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers
C that sometime in the past our ancestors suffered an event so that their numbers were greatly reduced
D some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event from which their numbers were greatly reduced
E some time in the past, that our ancestors suffered an event so as to reduce their numbers greatly,
In the question, I can't understand WHY A is wrong? In A, didn't 'event' modify '' greatly reducing their numbers''?
In B, their indicates what? does it indicate ''anthropologists'', "people" or "ancestors
also, HOW an 'event' greatly reduced their number?
If I say:
They killed their father. Here, their is the pronoun of they. So, in the sentence B, .....event reduced their number. Here, their is plural but event is singular. I should not say that He killed their father. How the sentence matched its pronoun in B?
Thanks...

1. Following is the official explanation for A:
The omission of that after the dash makes the function of the final clause unclear. The structure makes that clause appear to be an awkward and rhetorically puzzling separate assertion that the writer has appended to the prior claim about what the anthropologists believe. The agent or cause of reducing is unclear.

2. I do not understand your query "HOW an 'event' greatly reduced their number?" Why do you think that an event cannot reduce their number?

3. This query is also not clear - why do you consider that " He killed their father" is not correct? Why only "they" can kill their father and a single person (or a single event) can't?

egmat
adkikani wrote:
Hi GMATNinja generis GMATNinjaTwo
Can you help to differentiate between function of a hyphen and semicolon?
Hello Arpit @adikikani,

I will be glad to help you out with this one. [image: :-)]

To begin with, this official sentence uses a dash and not a hyphen.

Now generally, both hyphens and semi-colons are used to connect two independent clauses.

However, in the correct answer choice of this official question, the hyphen is followed by a dependent clause.

Personally, I see this usage just as an exception to the rule, an atypical usage in a one-off case.

--Shraddha




egmat
aviejay wrote:
egmat

1. I understand that "that" is needed after the "-" in order to maintain the parallelism between " that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck" and "that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event" as the portion after the "-" simply elaborates the portion before "-" and adds some more information. Please tell me if my understanding is correct.

2. However, please explain why is ", greatly reducing their numbers" wrong as I understand that ",-ing" modifies the preceeding clause and either presents the result of the action done in the preceeding clause or describes how the action is being done in the preceeding clause. Here, we can see that "greatly reducing their numbers" clearly presents the result of "past our ancestors suffered an event". Please explain

Hello aviejay,
1. Yes, your understanding is correct.

2. It is true that the comma + verb-ing modifier presents either the how aspect or the result of the modified action. However, in modifying the preceding action, the comma + verb-ing modifier must also make sense with the doer of the modified action.

You are correct in saying that ‘comma + verb-ing modifier reducing seems to present the result of the action suffered. But, ‘comma + reducing’ fails to make sense with doer - our ancestors - of the modified action.

Choice A seems to suggest that our ancestors suffered an event and as a result reduced their numbers. This meaning is certainly not logical.

From the context of the sentence, we know that the event that our ancestors suffered reduced their numbers.

--Shraddha
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
While it seems that the original question came with a pretty thorough explanation, let's see if we can figure out how you would tackle this question if you found in on the GMAT! To get started, let's look at the original question, and highlight any major differences in orange:

Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"—at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers and thus our genetic variation.

(A) at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers
(B) that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers
(C) that sometime in the past our ancestors suffered an event so that their numbers were greatly reduced
(D) some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event from which their numbers were greatly reduced
(E) some time in the past, that our ancestors suffered an event so as to reduce their numbers greatly,

After a quick glance over the options, there are a couple things we can focus on:
1. at some time / that at some time / that sometime / some time
2. Their endings (intended meaning)

Let's start by taking a closer look at #1 on our list: how to begin! We know that the phrase starts directly after an em dash, so we need to follow the rules concerning em dashes. In this sentence, the em dash is used to show that what follows is a more detailed explanation of a "population bottleneck." You could replace the em dash with the phrase "in other words" and it should still make sense because both the original explanation and the "rewording" of it should be parallel:

Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"—at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers and thus our genetic variation.

(A) at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event, greatly reducing their numbers
(B) that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers
(C) that sometime in the past our ancestors suffered an event so that their numbers were greatly reduced
(D) some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event from which their numbers were greatly reduced
(E) some time in the past, that our ancestors suffered an event so as to reduce their numbers greatly,

We can eliminate options A, D, & E because they don't have the word "that" to create a parallel structure to the original explanation.

Now that we only have 2 options to choose from, let's add in the rest of the sentence and check for other problems:

(B) Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"—that at some time in the past our ancestors suffered an event that greatly reduced their numbers and thus our genetic variation.
This is CORRECT! It uses parallel wording by starting both explanations with the word "that." It also uses parallel structure to list the two things that were greatly reduced: their numbers / our genetic variation. It uses the structure "greatly reduced X and Y," where X and Y were both written using parallel structure (pronoun + noun).
(C) Some anthropologists believe that the genetic homogeneity evident in the world's people is the result of a "population bottleneck"—that sometime in the past our ancestors suffered an event so that their numbers were greatly reduced and thus our genetic variation.

This is INCORRECT! While it does use parallelism to start both explanations with "that," there is a parallelism problem later on:
their numbers were greatly reduced and thus our genetic variation = X was greatly reduced and Y = NOT PARALLEL

To fix it, we would have to repeat the verb:

their numbers were greatly reduced and thus our genetic variation was greatly reduced = X was greatly reduced and Y was greatly reduced = PARALLEL

There you have it - option B is the correct choice because it uses parallel structure throughout the sentence!
AjiteshArun
Sarjaria84 wrote:
Hi GMATNinja AjiteshArun VeritasKarishma
If you can please help with the Skywalker18's above questions, specifically question 2,
Can we reject option A because we are joining 2 independent clauses using —(dash) ?

Also, I understand that in option 'A', it does not makes sense that the doer of the actions, 'suffered an event' and 'greatly reducing their numbers', is 'our ancestors' even though the 2nd action is clearly a result of the first.

Hi Sarjaria84,

Although some people feel that a dash should not be used to join two independent clauses, I don't think we should regard that as a (reliable) rule. The GMAT doesn't really test punctuation all that much, so we'd be taking a risk if we were to apply something like that.

We could instead remove A because it drops the that that is supposed to describe ("limit") an event:
... our ancestors suffered an event... ← This doesn't make any sense. What kind of event? We would never say something like "they suffered an event" and end the sentence there, without adding anything to event.




26.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/many-stock-traders-in-the-united-states-have-set-out-to-become-global-294382.html
Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, even though it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

(A) even though it is certainly
(B) which, while it is certainly
(C) despite that that market is certainly
(D) which, though certainly
(E) although, certainly as
chetan2u
Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, even though it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world's great corporations, restricted their gains.

the underlined portion is a DEPENDENT clause and should be talking of the US stock markets.
Secondly, we are talking of not limiting to US markets and then talk of some positive aspect of US market. So a bit of contrast required. Even though and although are correct

(A) even though it is certainly
Even though is correctly used - Even though+subject+verb. The dependent clause is properly framed, and the pronoun IT correctly refers back to singular MARKET.
Correct

(B) which, while it is certainly
the construction is not proper. Which is a relative clause but is not proper here.
The COMMA after which makes it a run on sentence.

(C) despite that that market is certainly
the usage of despite is not correct.
Firstly despite should generally be followed by a pronoun or noun.
The meaning conveyed is illogical. What we meant is that even though the US markets are home to best of companies, the traders are looking towards other markets too. The message conveyed now is ' despite 'the traders moving to other markets ', the us markets are home to ...

(D) which, though certainly. Same as B
(E) although, certainly as
Comma after although is wrong. AS is not correct

chetan2u
AshutoshB wrote:
Can anybody please elaborate on the role of the " convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market"? what is it modifying and how after " that" we have clause?

'convinced...' is modifying the subject of the previous clause, that is MANY stock traders..

The layout of the question is ....
IC, modifier.
Now this modifier has a dependent clause - even though...
So..
(IC)Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, (Modifier)convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, even though it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world's great corporations,restricted their gains.
And the struck portion is the Dependent clause.
EMPOWERgmatVerbal

Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and narrow it down to the correct answer quickly! To begin, let's take a quick scan over the options, highlighting any major differences between the options in orange:

Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, even though it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

A. even though it is certainly
B. which, while it is certainly
C. despite that that market is certainly
D. which, though certainly
E. although, certainly as

After a quick scan over the options and the original sentence, it looks like we're dealing with MODIFIERS. The best way to tackle modifiers is to plug each option into the sentence and check for a few things:

1. Are the modifiers clearly referring to the right antecedents?
2. Are there any unclear or vague pronouns?
3. Does the sentence still work with the modifier taken out?

Let's take a look at each option with the underlined portion plugged in and eliminate any that don't work:


A. Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, even though it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

This is CORRECT! There aren't any issues with how this modifier is worded, and it's clear that the pronoun "it" is referring to the United States stock market.

B. Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, which, while it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

If we read what's left over, it doesn't really work. Parenthetical statements - statements wedged between commas - are considered non-essential clauses, which means they can be removed from the sentence without changing meaning or creating grammatical errors. If we take out the modifier here and leave the "which," it sounds like the clause was cut off mid-thought. Therefore, we can eliminate this option because the word "which" chops in half the modifier "convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market restricted their gains."

C. Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, despite that that market is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

This is INCORRECT because the construction is confusing and overly wordy. The modifier and the phrase after it ("restricted their gains") both sound like verb phrases, which is confusing. It should be clear to readers that "limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market" is how they restricted their gains, NOT that the market has some of the world's biggest corporations. The way this is worded makes it hard to follow what the writer is trying to say.

D. Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, which, though certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

This option has the same problem as option B - it chops up the modifier into two parts, instead of leaving it as one statement when you remove the parenthetical phrase.

E. Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, although, certainly as home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

Again, this option splits the modifier into two parts, which doesn't work.


There you have it - option A was the correct choice all along! It's the only one that uses clear wording and correct modifiers to convey meaning.
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
rocking1994abhi wrote:
Can you please elaborate more on following statement from your explanation-
"By adding the "which" in there, the modifier "while it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world's great corporations" is now linked to the phrase "restricted their gains," which isn't what we want. "
Hello rocking1994abhi!

Thanks for the question! This is an incredibly tough question to deal with because the modifiers are long-winded and confusing.

Another way to look at options B, D, & E is to remove the parenthetical statement and see what we're left with:

B. Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, which, while it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

If we read what's left over, it doesn't really work. Parenthetical statements - statements wedged between commas - are considered non-essential clauses, which means they can be removed from the sentence without changing meaning or creating grammatical errors. If we take out the modifier here and leave the "which," it sounds like the clause was cut off mid-thought. Therefore, we can eliminate this option because the word "which" chops in half the modifier "convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market restricted their gains."

D. Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, which, though certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

This option has the same problem - it chops up the modifier into two parts, instead of leaving it as one statement when you remove the parenthetical phrase.

E. Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, although, certainly as home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

Again, this option splits the modifier into two parts, which doesn't work.
If we look at the correct option, we see that if we remove the parenthetical statement, it will still work:

A. Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, even though it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

I hope that clears things up! There are a few different ways you can attack this question, depending on what grammar issues you're more comfortable dealing with. I will go back and add this into my explanation so it can also help others!
egmat
Ujaswin wrote:
GMATNinja can you please advise the right way to eliminate the incorrect answer choices. I was stuck between A & D.

Following is the sentence with Choice D:

Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, which, though certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

(Subjects in blue, Verbs in green)

In this choice, there is no verb for the subject which that starts a new clause as restricted is the verb for the subject limiting their investments.

Now let's look at the original sentence:

Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, even though it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

In this version, all the subjects have their corresponding verbs. The sentence clearly presents the intended meaning of the sentence and hence, is correct.
---Shraddha
ExpertsGlobal5
Dear Friends,

Here is a detailed explanation to this question-

Bunuel wrote:
Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, even though it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.
(A) even though it is certainly
(B) which, while it is certainly
(C) despite that that market is certainly
(D) which, though certainly
(E) although, certainly as
Choice A: This answer choice maintains proper construction to convey the intended meaning of the sentence and is quite concise. Thus, this answer choice is correct.

Choice B: This answer choice incorrectly modifies the noun "U.S. stock market" with the phrase "which...restricted their gains"; it was not the U.S stock market that supposedly restricted the stock traders' gains, rather it was the action of "limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market" that did so. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice C: This answer choice is technically correct. However, the use of the phrase "that market" to refer to "the U.S stock market" leads to the highly awkward construction "despite that that market". Thus, this answer choice is not a very good one.

Choice D: This answer choice repeats the error found in Option B. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice E: This answer choice places information vital to the sentence between two commas; if the phrase "certainly as home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations" is removed from this sentence, the inclusion of the conjunction "although" no longer makes sense as there is no longer any information for it to draw a contrast against. 

Hence, A is the best answer choice.

GMATNinja
Ujaswin wrote:
GMATNinja can you please advise the right way to eliminate the incorrect answer choices. I was stuck between A & D.

I'm very late to the party, but since the question was very much addressed to us, I'll take a stab, just in case it helps somebody out there.

Here's the full sentence using choice (D):

Quote:
(D) Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, which, though certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

Stripping out the clause beginning with "thought certainly home...", we're left with:
"Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, which restricted their gains."
Well, the first problem is that it's not entirely clear what's being modified by the "which..." clause. Does it modify "U.S. stock market"? Investments? Limiting? The last one (limiting) seems to make the most sense - what is the thing that "restricted their gains"? LIMITING their investments to the U.S. stock market.

Okay, fine... MAYBE the "which" clause is okay here - "limiting" functions as a noun, and "which..." is a noun modifier.

But if we strip out the "which" clause, we are left with:
"Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market."

Notice that there is no verb for "limiting"!

The following examples might make that more clear:
· "Riding on my motorcycle is fun." - No problem. "Riding" is the subject, and "is" is the verb.
· "Riding on my motorcycle, which was manufactured in Japan, is fun." - Again, no problem. The only difference is that we've added a noun modifier ("which...") to modify "motorcycle".
· "Riding on my motorcycle, which was manufactured in Japan." - No good! The "which" clause has its own verb ("was manufactured"), but there is no main verb for the subject of the sentence ("Riding"). If we strip out the "which" clause, we are left with, "Riding on my motorcycle." That's clearly not a sentence.

Back to choice (D), we have a similar problem. The subject of the "that..." clause is "limiting", and "limiting" needs a verb to go with it. The verb "restricted" belongs to the "which..." clause, and we never actually get a verb to pair with "limiting".

Choice (A) avoids that problem:
Quote:
(A) Many stock traders in the United States have set out to become global investors, convinced that limiting their investments to the U.S. stock market, even though it is certainly home to the stocks of some of the world’s great corporations, restricted their gains.

What are many stock traders convinced of? They are convinced that LIMITING {...} restricted their gains.

I hope that helps!




GMATNinja
yatindra20 wrote:
GMATninja Could you please help, in this . Also, IS the construction ,which, always incorrect as it doesnot have a verb?

There is nothing inherently wrong with using a comma before and after a "which". For example:

"I have a Honda motorcycle, which, despite the brand's reputation for reliability, needs repairs every few months."

If you are struggling with A vs D, check out this post. And if you still have questions, please let us know what's giving you trouble!
















27.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/to-attract-the-most-talented-workers-some-companies-are-offering-a-wi-241811.html
To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them.

(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them
(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
(D) benefits and let employees pick the most important to them
(E) benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves
GMATNinja
I see different calls for help in at least three different posts, so I'll try to address everything in one big, fat explanation:
Quote:
(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them
"Those" is just a plural pronoun here, so we should look for some plural noun that it can refer back to. "Benefits" makes sense, right? "...letting employees pick the benefits most important to them." So we're good there. (And for more on demonstrative pronouns, check out our Topic of the Week or our YouTube video about the many uses of "that.")
And yes, "benefits" is an object, but there's no reason why a pronoun can't refer back to an object. There's some weird myth going around about that, and I'm not sure where it's coming from. Pronouns can refer to subjects or objects.
"Letting" is used as a modifier here (click here for more on "-ing" modifiers), and that makes sense: "letting employees pick (the benefits) most important to them" is giving us more information about what happens when "companies are offering a wider range of benefits." So it makes sense for "letting" to be a modifier, not a verb. Keep (A).
Quote:
(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
"Themselves" is a reflexive pronoun. Correct uses of reflexive pronouns:
Mike was proud of himself when he successfully surfed a 25-foot wave.
Bogdan and Souvik admired themselves in the mirror after crushing the GMAT.
But I don't think we can justify using "themselves" in the original sentence. Employees can pick the benefits that are most important to them -- but there's no need for the reflexive "themselves." (And for whatever it's worth: I can't think of another official GMAT question that draws any sort of distinction between reflexive and non-reflexive pronouns.) Also, I think it's a little bit confusing to have "them" refer to "benefits", while "themselves" refers back to "employees" -- but either way, (B) is out.

Quote:
(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
I think I could live with the parallelism here: "letting" follows "and", so we need to find something that's parallel to "letting." How about "offering"? So "some companies are offering..." and "some companies are letting..." I guess that's OK, though I think the sentences works a little bit better if "letting" is a modifier, but I wouldn't automatically eliminate (C) because of that.

But the "themselves" is wrong again - "them" would be fine. Eliminate (C).
Quote:
(D) benefits and let employees pick the most important to them
Now there's a clear parallelism issue. "Let" is a verb, and I guess it could be parallel to "are offering" -- but if that's the case, why are they in different tenses? That can't be right. The only other option is "attract", and that would make any sense, either. Eliminate (D).
Quote:
(E) benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves
Same parallelism error as in (D), and the same error with "themselves" as in (B) and (C).

daboo343
hazelnut wrote:
To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them.

(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them
(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
(D) benefits and let employees pick the most important to them
(E) benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves

Here the companies are offering a wide range of benefits and this led to employess pick those most important to them
So we need a cause effect relationship. and clause followed by comman ving modifer does the same very clearly
(A) Correct benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them
here those refers to ‘benefits’ and them refers to ‘employees’ and ving (letting.....) is correctly modifying previuse clause
(B) Incorrect benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
In one sentence them and themselves must refer to the same entity but here in this sentence ‘them’ and ‘themselves’ refer to different noun.
(C) Incorrect benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
Pick what? not clear
(D) Incorrect benefits and let employees pick the most important to them
Pick what? also in this sentence cause effet nature is lost
(E) Incorrect benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves
Same as D
gargisback
hazelnut wrote:
To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them.

(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them
(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
(D) benefits and let employees pick the most important to them
(E) benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves
Here in D & E can be ruled out due to parallelism error.
in B " them to themselves " confuses of the use of pronoun antecedent whether it is employees or benefits.
In C the biggest problem is use of "THE" It suggest there is only one important benefit whereas the meaning intends that of the many benefits the employees can choose the ones that are beneficial to them. Therefore this choice is plainly Wrong .
The one that remains is finally A it correctly means by using "Letting" as a present participle and modifying the previous sentence by implying that the companies are offering wide range of benefits by letting the emloyees pick the ones that are most important to them.
KUDOS if HELPED...
LakerFan24
To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them.

(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them
- correct as is

(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
- "of them to themselves" = redundant.

(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
- "and letting" = incorrect, b/c it makes it sound like this is a second action in a list. "letting" is not the primary verb in the sentence, it ranks lower in importance than "offering", almost like a modifier

(D) benefits and let employees pick the most important to them
- same as "C". "and let" should be "letting"

(E) benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves
- same as "D"

Key here is to understand there are 2 verbs ("offering" and "letting") -- so your job is to find out whether they're EQUAL in importance. If not, which verb is "lower" in importance? That would be "letting".
- Once you get this, you can immediately eliminate C, D & E (b/c they have "and letting/let" which makes it seem like "letting" is of equal importance to "offering"), so you have a 50/50 shot
* Problem with "B" is wordiness. "pick the most important of them to themselves" = redundant. Of course they're going to pick the most important OF THEM. Of what else??
Kudos please if you find helpful [image: :)]
gmatexam439
I came across this useful thread on "them" vs "themselves".
https://english.stackexchange.com/questions/112223/among-themselves-or-among-them

He shot himself (subject and object are the same), but in (He shot him they're not )--> We use reflexive pronoun when the subject and object are the same. In our case, the subject is "companies" and the object is "employees". Thus, we can't use a reflexive pronoun here.

Correct usage will be "them" in our given sentence.

To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them.

(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them -Correct
(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves -incorrect usage of themselves
(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves -incorrect usage of themselves
(D) benefits and let employees pick the most important to them -incorrect parallelism
(E) benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves -incorrect usage of themselves







GMATNinja
Skywalker18 wrote:
To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them.

(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them
(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
(D) benefits and let employees pick the most important to them
(E) benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves

EMPOWERgmatRichC ,daagh , mikemcgarry , egmat , GMATNinja , RonPurewal , other experts!! Please help !
In the OA - A, we have 2 plural pronouns in the underlined part that refer to two different antecedents - those refers to benefits and them refers to employees.
Is this usage acceptable as per GMAT?
In the example available in the below link, we eliminate choice because there is an ambiguity with respect to usage of a possessive pronoun "their" in choices in which "they" refers to a different antecedent.
I know neither those or them is a possessive pronoun, but nevertheless, want a clarity on whether the usage of 2 plural pronouns to refer to different antecedent is acceptable ?
https://gmatclub.com/forum/while-depres ... 91967.html
Really good question, Skywalker18. And I'm not sure that you'll find the answers very satisfying. [image: :)]

I think that it can be really confusing when two consecutive pronouns refer to two different antecedents, and the GMAT generally frowns upon that type of usage. (Here's an example in a recent QOTD: https://gmatclub.com/forum/qotd-paper-p ... 49765.html). The key word there is "generally", though. As with most things on the GMAT, there are exceptions.

The important thing to remember is that the GMAT doesn't see pronoun ambiguity as an absolute rule. Yes, pronoun ambiguity is important, and you should notice it and think about it when you have the opportunity. But it's not necessarily WRONG. If, for example, all of your answer choices have the same pronoun ambiguity, then it's a non-issue -- and that's exactly the case in this question. Or if the other answer choices have more severe errors, then the pronoun ambiguity might be "trumped" by some other mistake.

Bottom line: yeah, you should be pretty suspicious whenever they give you two consecutive pronouns that refer to different antecedents. But don't assume that the answer choice is automatically wrong in that situation until you're sure that you have better options.

For more on ambiguity, check out our YouTube webinar on pronouns.
GMATGuruNY
hazelnut wrote:
To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them.

(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them
(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
(D) benefits and let employees pick the most important to them
(E) benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves
B: some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
C: some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick the most important to themselves
E: some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those that are most important to themselves
In each of these options, the prepositional phrase in red is an adverb serving to modify important.
Since important refers to benefits, the following meaning is conveyed:
HOW are the benefits IMPORTANT?
They are important TO THEMSELVES.
This meaning is nonsensical: benefits cannot consider themselves important.
Eliminate B, C and E.

D: are offering...and let
Here, are offering and let are not parallel.
Eliminate D.
GMATNinja
anugrahs wrote:
Am I correct in this reasoning,
If the option would have been:
 'benefits, letting employees pick those most important to themselves'
Then this reflexive pronoun would refer to companies and not the employees? As the subject is companies.
So I think you're suggesting this version of the sentence:
To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to themselves.
But I think you might be confusing two different issues -- there's the pronoun, and then there's the "-ing" modifier.

Just like any other pronoun, the reflexive pronoun "themselves" does not automatically need to refer to the grammatical subject of the sentence -- really, there's no reason why you would look at ANY type of pronoun and automatically assume that it has to refer back to the grammatical subject. A pronoun can refer to an object or a subject. The GMAT only cares that the pronoun actually makes sense, and refers to a noun that's nearby enough to avoid any confusion. (More on pronouns in this YouTube video: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IhN_KU1bSKU.)

And in this particular version of the sentence, "themselves" would seem to refer to the most recent plural noun -- and that's "employees", not "companies."

I think you might be thinking of something else, though: in situations like these, an "-ing" modifier will either modify the subject of a clause or the entire clause -- but either way, the "-ing" modifier must "make sense" with the subject of the clause.

So in your example, "...some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to themselves...", it's true that "some companies" has to be the subject that "performs" the action "letting employees pick...". (More on "-ing" words in this article.) But there's no reason why the pronoun "themselves" needs to have anything to do with the subject, "some companies."

So maybe the "-ing" modifier was what you were thinking of?

I hope this helps!

GMATNinja
akshat_Cheetah wrote:
Hi,
GMATNinja
I have a doubt in your reasoning for option D. I think, when we deal with parallelism, a tense mismatch is least likely to be an issue. What difference I felt in option D is:
It is talking about the most important benefit i.e an employee can have only one benefit, whereas original sentence is saying that an employee can choose multiple benefits, which he likes.
What's your opinion ?
You're correct that parallelism fundamentally has nothing to do with verb tense. This, for example, is fine:
Charlie ate houseplants as a child, eats eight meals a day as an adult, and will weigh as much as an aircraft carrier someday.
No problem, right? The three verbs are parallel, and there's no reason why we can't refer to three different time periods in the same sentence. We do that all the time in real life, and it's fine on the GMAT.



But in (D), I'd argue that there's no good reason to use two different tenses:

Quote:
(D) To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits and let employees pick the most important to them.
Why the heck would we say that companies "are offering" a wider range of benefits (implying that it's happening right now), but then say that companies "let" employees pick the most important to them (simple present tense, which describes a general characteristic or state of affairs)? There's no good reason for the tenses to be different in this case.

As far as the issue about "the most important" vs. "those most important", I would agree that "those most important" is much more obviously plural, and I think it's a bit clearer. But "the most important" can also be plural!
The most talented football players in the world are Messi, Ronaldo, Salah, and Pulisic.
No problem, right? Sure, I'd prefer the phrase "those most important" because it very explicitly refers back to "benefits", but I'm not sure that "the most important" is WRONG, exactly -- and that phrase certainly isn't always singular.

I hope this helps!
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Let's tackle this question, one problem at a time, to find the right answer! Before we get started, here is the original question with the differences in each option highlighted in orange:

To attract the most talented workers, some companies are offering a wider range of benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them.

(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them
(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves
(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
(D) benefits and let employees pick the most important to them
(E) benefits and let employees pick those that are most important to themselves

Right away, it's clear that there are a couple obvious differences between each option:

1. Using "benefits, letting" vs. "benefits and let/letting"
2. Using "to them" vs. "to themselves"

Whichever direction we choose to go, we will knock 2-3 options out of the running. Let's just start with #1 on our list and narrow down to a few options.


It may seem like these two ways of structuring the sentence are the same, but their meanings are very different:

By saying "benefits, letting employees pick..." = one thing is being offered here
This is a cause-effect statement. When companies offer wider array of benefits, employees have more choices to personalize their plans.

By saying "benefits and letting employees pick..." = two things are being offered here
This means that companies are offering two things: wider array of benefits, and giving them the choice to choose their own plan. This suggests that employees needed approval or permission to make their own choices??

To keep with the original meaning of the sentence, it makes more sense to say that this is a cause and effect statement, rather than saying the company has to give employees explicit permission to make their own benefit plans. Therefore, we can eliminate options C, D, and E because they incorrectly suggest the company is taking two separate actions, rather than one action that has consequences or effects.

This leaves us with only options A & B to choose from. Let's tackle #2 on our list: to them / to themselves.

(A) benefits, letting employees pick those most important to them

This is the CORRECT option because it uses the simplified "to them" to convey the proper meaning. A reflexive pronoun isn't necessary here because it doesn't add any useful meaning or emphasis. If it had said that giving employees extra benefit options "allowed employees to choose for themselves," it would have been fine.

**I understand that this option isn't perfect. One could argue that using the pronouns "those" and "them" is too vague, and if it were up to me, I'd suggest replacing "those" with "the benefits" to be absolutely clear. Sometimes, the GMAT is about finding the best answer among all the options, even if it isn't a perfect answer.**

(B) benefits, letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves

This option is INCORRECT because it uses the same type of pronoun ("them" and "themselves") to refer to two different things. By using two pronouns that are so similar, it's unclear if the phrase "of them" is referring to the employees or the benefits. One could definitely argue that this sentence could be saying that employees pick the most important employees, rather than the important benefits. Also, the reflexive pronoun "themselves" isn't necessary here. It adds no value or emphasis to the sentence, and replacing it with the much simpler "them" would say the same thing, essentially.

There you have it. Option A is the best option!



GMATNinja
TheNightKing wrote:
Quote:
(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to themselves
Explanation:
Quote:
I think I could live with the parallelism here: "letting" follows "and", so we need to find something that's parallel to "letting." How about "offering"? So "some companies are offering..." and "some companies are letting..." I guess that's OK, though I think the sentences works a little bit better if "letting" is a modifier, but I wouldn't automatically eliminate (C) because of that.
But the "themselves" is wrong again - "them" would be fine. Eliminate (C).
GMATNinja generis
Sorry for the tag!
A doubt came into mind when I was reading this explanation.
As per this explanation of choice C, the Parallelism is Okay but "themselves" is wrong. That's cool.
But let's say the option C was modified to "(C) benefits and letting employees pick the most important to them" then as per this logic it would be a correct choice?
Why I disagree is the meaning and modifier. From what I understood the employers are providing benefits and letting the employees pick them is a modifier (-ing form) modifying the entire phrase.
And option C is actually creating false parallelism by introducing an "and".
I hope I conveyed my doubt clearly. Just want to make sure my reasoning is okay here.

Interesting question!

In general, I'm not convinced that it's great to invent hypothetical sentences when there are thousands of official answer choices we can learn from, I agree with you. "Offering" and "letting" would be parallel, but it would subtly change the meaning in a way that makes the sentence slightly less logical.

In the OA, as you noted, "letting" modifies the entire previous clause, providing additional information about what the company is offering, whereas in the hypothetical example, it seems as though "offering" and "letting" are two distinct things that don't necessarily have a direct relationship. So while I wouldn't say that this construction is wrong, it's still not quite as good as (A).

Nicely done!



GMATNinja
TheNightKing wrote:
P.S: Are you sure you want to be Online here on a Friday night? [image: :tongue_opt3] I have to. I am taking the test in near future. [image: :shh:]

Haha, my schedule has gotten all sorts of wacky the past couple of weeks, so I've been making up for lost hours at ugly times on weekend night. Once I finish up tonight, I'm going to ask my 2-year-old to hide my computer someplace where I can't possibly find it until Monday morning. [image: ;)]

What could go wrong?
GMATNinja
ballest127 wrote:
Hi GMATNinja,
Thank you for your explanation.
However, I have some doubt on B. According to your explanation on B , I still quite do not understand. Why the use of "... to themselves" is incorrect?
From my understanding, reflexive pronoun is used when the subject and the object of the sentence are the same.
So in B, Can it be interpreted "letting employees pick the most important of them to themselves" that
the employees "themselves" do pick the benefits to themselves" ?
Good question! Remember, we use a reflexive pronoun when the pronoun is the object of an action performed by the same subject. For example:
After watching in disbelief as J.R. Smith failed to call timeout, LeBron punched himself in the face.
Here, LeBron is both the one doing the punching and getting punched. (And later, perhaps, J.R. Smith will also come in for some corporal punishment.) Because LeBron is the object of the action he's performing, "himself" is appropriate.

But consider the following as well:
After watching in disbelief as J.R. Smith failed to call timeout, LeBron had to do some soul-searching and really consider what values were most important to him.

Notice that the pronoun "him" is used differently here. It's no longer the object of an action, but rather, part of a modifying phrase describing "values." In this case, we don't use the reflexive pronoun.

(B) is more like the latter case. Here, "important... to themselves" is describing the benefits. Because "themselves" isn't the object of an action, but rather, part of a modifier, the use of the reflexive is wrong.
28.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/the-first-trenches-that-were-cut-into-a-500-acre-site-at-tell-hamoukar-225551.html
The first trenches that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.


(A) that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but

(B) that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, yields strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously with but also

(C) having been cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously but

(D) cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, yields strong evidence of centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arising simultaneously but also

(E) cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arose simultaneously with but
Vercules
greatps24 wrote:
Can some one explain "why A is wrong"?.
E: States: Trenches cut into a 500-acre site . How can Trenches cut themselves?
Hi greatps24,

The first trenches that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.

A. that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but

(A) is incorrect because of two reasons, "evidence for" is incorrect and "that" in the relative clause "that were arising simultaneously.." may either refer to "northern regions" or "centrally administered societies". The correct answer choice (E) express this clearly and concisely.

"The trenches cut into a 500-acre" is not implying that the "The trenches" cut themselves.

For example.
The apple cut into four pieces is being loved by all.

Actually the sentence is saying "The apple that was cut into four pieces is being loved by all"

We can drop the "that was" part without changing the meaning of the sentence.

consider one more example: Both the sentences convey the same thing; however, the first one will be better because of concision.

The movies produced by Steven Spielberg are unique in their cinematographic techniques.
The movies that are produced by Steven Spielberg are unique in their cinematographic techniques.

mikemcgarry
fameatop wrote:
The first trenches that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.
(A) that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but
(B) that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, yields strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously with but also
(C) having been cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously but
(D) cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, yields strong evidence of centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arising simultaneously but also
(E) cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arose simultaneously with but

Have issues with the use of "that",I have read forums for the discussion about this one.
Although I accept that "evidence for" is wrongly used and "evidence that" is the right usage, some discussions said about the use of "that".
Why don't we need "that" after trenches ?
How do we know that author is talking about "first trenches" or he is talking about the "first trenches that were cut into"?
And for the second "that" used after "Middle East" is there any reason why it is wrongly used other than that it modifies "middle east" ,although it should have modified "societies"

I'm happy to help with this. [image: :-)] This is SC#70 from the OG13.

The opening choices ------
"The first trenches that were cut ...." ----- this modifies "trenches" with a subordinate clause, a clause beginning with "that". This is perfectly correct.
"The first trenches having been cut ...." --- participle with a strange tense, not correct
"The first trenches cut ...." ---- as fameatop pointed out above, this is participial phrase, also 100% correct. For more on participial phrases, see:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/participle ... -the-gmat/

The difference between this would be like the difference between
(a) The horse that was traded for an electric guitar was now .....
(b) The horse, traded for an electric guitar, was now ....
(a) is a "that" clause construction, (b) is a participial construction, and both are correct.

You see, grammar is complex. You can just memorize a simple rule like don't drop the word "that" ----- There are two very different "that" clauses to consider.

Category #1: relative clauses
This is what appears in this sentence. Here, the word "that" acting as a relative pronoun -- others include who, whom, whoever, etc. Within the relative clause, the relative pronoun acts as a pronoun within the clause, often the subject of the clause. Let's look at (A) from the prompt ---- the relative clause is in green.
(1) The first trenches that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria have yielded ...
Within that clause, the pronoun "that" is the subject of the clause, the subject of the verb "were cut."
Other examples includes
(2) The horse that was traded for an electric guitar was now ....
(3) The regions of Europe that Julius Caesar conquered were not .....
In #2, the word "that" is also the subject of the clause, now the subject of the verb "was traded." In #3, the word "that" is the direct object of the verb "conquered."

Nobody drops the "that" from a relative clause ----- since "that" is acts as a pronoun in the clause, it always sound terribly awkward to drop a pronoun. Pick any sentence with a pronoun, and say the sentence without the pronoun --- it will sound bizarre and incomplete Nobody makes this mistake. The dropping the "that" mistake is never a concern with relative clauses.

Category #2: substantive clauses
For more on this structure, read these two posts:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/substantiv ... -the-gmat/
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/gmat-idiom ... ieve-that/
This is what we have following the word "evidence" in the SC sentence above ---- evidence that ..., know that ...., hope that ...., wish that ...., believe that ..... hypothesis that .... etc. etc. etc.
Here, the word "that" is followed by a full [noun] + [verb] clause. Examples, with substantive clause in green ----
(4) .... evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arose simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.
(5) The Declaration of Independence states that all men are created equal.
(6) The senator said that he will not seek reelection.
In all three cases, what follows "that" is a full clause --- in each case, we could extract the green section, throw away the word "that", and the rest of the green part could stand on its own as a full complete sentence. Here, the word "that" is NOT acting as a pronoun --- rather, it is serving to introduce a full clause. Because the word "that" plays no essential role within the clause, it is very tempting to drop it --- in fact, people do all the time in casual conversation, and the GMAT always tests this. This is where one has to have one's antennae up, looking for this very predictable mistake.

Does all this make sense?

VeritasKarishma
Archit143 wrote:
Hi
i have doubt with option E.
"cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arose simultaneously with but"
"The first trenches cut into........." is a clause.
I think cut is a verb for the subject "first trenches"......Now in the same sentence, another verb "have yielded" too stands for the subject "The first trenches"
So my doubt is hwo can there be two verb for the same subject, when there is no connector.
Archit

"cut into a 500 acre ..." is a modifier. It modifies 'trenches' i.e. it tells you more about the trenches.
As pointed out by Vercules above, "cut into a 500 acre" can be replaced by "that were cut into a 500 acre". The meaning doesn't change but you can see clearly that "cut into..." is modifying trenches.
The verb is 'have yielded'.




pqhai
2013gmat wrote:

1)that were cut(verb)
2)cut into(modifier)

then which one should I choose? and are there any specific rules for that???

Thanks for your help always


First, meaning is key to solve this question
The trenches cut into something (Active voice)
--OR--
The trenches were cut into something? (Passive voice)

Clearly, the trenches only cut into something (how the trenches were cut (passive voice) into something? [image: :?:] )

The first trenches that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.

A. that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but
Wrong. Passive voice is wrong.

B. that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, yields strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously with but also
Wrong.
Same as in A. --> Passive voice is wrong.
Trenches is plural --> "yields" is wrong.
Wrong idiom: but also (the correct one is: not only... but also)

C. having been cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously but
Wrong. "having been cut" is ungrammatical.

D. cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, yields strong evidence of centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arising simultaneously but also
Wrong idiom: but also (the correct one is: not only... but also)

E. cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arose simultaneously with but
Correct.
Active voice "the trenches cut into something" <-- correct.
Contrast meaning: arose simultaneously with but independently.... <-- correct.

Hope it helps.

egmat
nelz007 wrote:
The first trenches ...

that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria,

Contd...have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East

that( Refers to societies) were arising simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.

I have a question regarding the idiom "Evidence that", "Evidence for" and "Evidence of". Evidence that is the right idiom? It was between A and E ( I eliminated A cos it was passive voice) Others had subject-verb agreement issues ( yields)


Hi Nelson,

Let me address your confusion regarding the above mentioned usages of “evidence” with simple examples.
a. The police found evidence that Syrio was present at the crime scene when the crime happened.
b. The police found evidence for Syrio was present at the crime scene… (Police found evidence because Syrio was present at the crime scene. Changes the meaning).
c. The police found evidence of Syrio was present at the crime scene…(Completely incorrect. It doesn’t make sense to use a clause after “evidence of”)
d. There was ample evidence for the police to file a case against Syrio.
e. The police found no evidence of gun at the crime scene.

Notice how when “evidence” is followed by that, the “that clause” describes what that evidence in fact is. This is absolutely in line with how a typically noun modifier works. You have a noun that is followed by a that clause that explains this noun.

Likewise, when evidence is followed by “for” or “on”, you can see that it is followed by a noun.
So really speaking you do not need to think of “evidence” in terms of an idiom. It works in the same way as any other noun entity would work. But yes, whether evidence should be followed by “that” or by a preposition “for” or “on” depends on what you want to communicate through the sentence.

--Krishna
egmat
jrashish wrote:
jerrywu wrote:
The first trenches that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.
In option A:
that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but

Does 2nd that modifies middle east?
Is it necessary that placement of ‘that’ always modified the noun preceding it in this case it is middle east but logically it should be societies...

Dear Ashish,

"That" is a relative pronoun. Relative pronouns take the number of the nouns they refer to. So, in some cases, the verb after "that" can give you a clue about what it is referring to. In this case, the verb is "were". So "that" cannot refer to the singular "Middle East".

So, it is not necessary for "that" to be immediately after the noun it refers to.

I hope this helps!
Regards,
Meghna

egmat
vishuyadav wrote:
OG 13 : SC-70.

The first trenches
that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria,
have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societiesin northern regions of the Middle East
that were arising simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.

(A). that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but ----> Not sure what really wrong

1. I have choose the answer A , after down to A and E kind stuck and did not found any clue to start , now when reading post looks like we have another issues like idioms , but is there any other easy iussue that we can look esially , actually the idiomic list is very long and always confusing as what to use with what ?
2. I was confused in “Tell Hamoukar, Syria,Have …” (to many commas was not sure its correct) can someone point out similar structure ?

(B). that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, yields strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously with but also --> S-V error

(C). having been cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously but --> Having been
(D). cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, yields strong evidence of centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arising simultaneously but also --> S-V error
(E). cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arose simultaneously with but --> same as Ans choice A , I was stuck as did not see any clue to choose or eliminate

Any help from Verbal forum experts on above doubts ?

Hi vishuyadav,

You have correctly identified the S-V agreement errors in the options. However, you have missed the errors caused by the incorrect idiomatic usage.
Let’s first understand the structure and the meaning of the sentence:

• The first trenches (CLAUSE-1)
o that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, (CLAUSE-2)
• have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East (CLAUSE-1 CONTINUED)
o that were arising simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, (CLAUSE-3)
o in what is now southern Iraq. (CLAUSE-4)
MEANING

• This sentence tells us that the first trenches dug in a particular place have yielded strong evidence about something. The evidence tells us that some specific societies in northern regions of the Middle East societies were growing along with something.
• The sentence further tells us that the societies were arising simultaneously with but independently of the city-states of southern Mesopotamia. This is the area in which southern Iraq now lies.

So, the main point the sentence wants to convey is that certain evidence suggests that certain complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising at the same time but independently of city-states of southern Mesopotamia.


ERROR ANALYSIS

1. The phrase ‘strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies’ is idiomatically incorrect. This means that the evidence is for the societies. This meaning is illogical in the context of the sentence since the evidence is about the societies, not for the societies.

When we have to state what the evidence is, then the idiom ‘evidence that’ is used. Here, ‘that’ is always followed by a clause, and this clause represents the evidence.
The expressions ‘evidence of’ and ‘evidence for’ are always followed by a noun. Hence these expressions tell us what the evidence is of/for.

• The police did not find any evidence of a gun at the crime scene. (Followed by a noun)

• There was ample evidence for the police to register a case against the landlord. (Followed by a noun)

• The police found evidence that the accused came to the crime scene after 4:30 pm. (Followed by a clause)

So, the usage of ‘evidence ….’ depends on the meaning that we want to convey through the sentence. Accordingly, it is followed by ‘of/for/that’. Please refer to the following article to learn more about the usage of “evidence that” and “evidence of”:
evidence-of-versus-evidence-that-171574.html

2. Although it’s not incorrect to say “the first trenches that were cut into…. ”, options D and E remove ‘that were’ and make the sentence less wordy.






PROCESS OF ELIMINATION

OPTION A
As discussed in the error analysis, option A is incorrect.

OPTION B
1) SV Agreement Error: The singular verb ‘yields’ does not agree with the plural subject ‘The first trenches’.

OPTION C
1) Idiom Error: The removal of ‘with’ from the phrase ‘arising simultaneously with’ makes it unidiomatic. The correct idiomatic usage is:

• Event A and B happened simultaneously. Correct
• Event A happened simultaneously with event B. Correct
• Event A happened simultaneously event B. Incorrect

2) Although using ‘having been cut’ is not incorrect, it makes the sentence unnecessarily wordy. This part can be made more precise as it is in option D and E.

OPTION D
1) SV Agreement Error: The singular verb ‘yields’ does not agree with the plural subject ‘The first trenches’.

2) Idiom Error:
a) The phrase ‘evidence of centrally administered complex societies’ implies that the evidence is of centrally administered complex societies. This is illogical.
b) The removal of ‘with’ from the phrase ‘arising simultaneously with’ makes it unidiomatic.

OPTION E
1) This option corrects the only error in the original sentence by replacing ‘evidence for’ with ‘evidence that’. Now, the dependent clause becomes “that centrally administered complex societies arose simultaneously with’. As discussed in the error analysis this is grammatically correct and does not change the meaning.

2) It also replaces ‘The first trenches that were cut’ with ‘the first trenches cut’ that converts the verb ‘cut’ into a verb-ed modifier, but it does not change the meaning of the sentence. However it is more precise as compared to the original sentence.


Hope this helps! [image: :)]
Regards,
Deepak



PiyushK
The first trenches that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar. Svria. have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.

evidence for or evidence of  is incorrectly used in option A and D. centrally administered complex societies is not the intended object that preposition of or for meaning wise intends to modify. In some cases we can use evidence of or for but in this question it is used in a worst manner.

e.g: We have not found any evidence of food poisoning. (correct)
We have not found any evidence of my brother stealing bread ( incorrect). Here intention is to ‘express evidence of theft’ not evidence of my brother and that can be best expressed by using restrictive clause that  and same is done in B, D, and E.
(C) having been cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously but
99.99% use of having modifying a noun is incorrect in official incorrect options. I don't have any other reason to reject this choice.

Therefore, E is the best.
EducationAisle
flowerchild wrote:
I understand that E is the correct answer but I don't get the meaning of the following part.
"(complex societies) arose simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia".
Isn't an idiom "simultaneously with" supposed to be followed by a noun, is it? Would anybody help explain the structure of the sentence?

Hi flowerchild, indeed it is followed by a noun (noun-phrase here):

..centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East arose simultaneously with but independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, in what is now southern Iraq.

So, the sentence is trying to say that complex societies had two properties:

i) complex societies arose simultaneously with the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia, but
ii) complex societies arose independently of the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia

As is evident, simultaneously with is followed by noun phrase the more celebrated city-states of southern Mesopotamia.
sayantanc2k
sleepynut wrote:
Hi all,
I couldn't figure out the object of "that were arising simultaneously with..."
Why "with but" is correct here?
Could you help me with the break down of this sentence?
--
"But" is a conjunction. Here "but" joins the two phrases "simultaneously with" and " independently of". ("But", instead of "and", is used to highlight the contrast between the two phrases).
Parallelism:
Parallelism marker: X BUT Y - X and Y should be parallel.
X = simultaneously with
Y = independently of
Consider the two elements separately:
...that were arising simultaneously with the more celebrated city-states...
...that were arising independently of the more celebrated city-states ...
Thus parallelism is properly maintained.
sayantanc2k
rahulkiller321 wrote:
can we use "but also" or do we need to have "not only " before that
can you share an official example if any, where "but also" is used without"not only"

Logically "but also" can be used indepedently. The difference between the structure (a) "but also" without "not only" and (b) "not only X, but also Y" is as follows.

(a) "But also" without "not only":
The structure would be as follows:
Clause, but (also) Clause.
In this case two clauses are combined by the conjunction "but". No further parallelsim is applicable in such case.
You did your work in time, but you also made many mistakes.... correct.

(b) "Not only X, but also Y":
However for a "not only....but also" structure, the two elements can be anything: noun, verb, participles, modifiers etc.
Noun: I have not only a pen, but also a book.
Verb: I not only have a pen, but also can write with it.

When I come across an official example with the first structure, I shall revert back.




ccooley
tanww1987 wrote:
Hi all, would appreciate some help on the times where "that" is needed and isn't. Simple example below, is it wrong to say the first trenches that were cut?

No, it isn't wrong. D and E use one type of modifier (a modifier that starts with a participle). A and B use a different type of modifier (a modifier that starts with a relative pronoun). Both of these are good types of modifiers. For instance, both of these sentences are correct:

'The horses housed in the barn are owned by Janice.'
'The horses that are housed in the barn are owned by Janice.'
VeritasKarishma
Quote:
Here I'm completely confused with the first usage of "that" in the sentence "The first trenches THAT were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar,". Isn't "THAT" a relative pronoun here, which should refer to "TRENCHES", and if it refers to trenches here, isn't this redundant to use.
"The first trenches that(trenches) were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar,"

Yes, "that" is a relative pronoun and "that were cut ...Syria" is a defining relative clause.
You can omit the ‘relative pronoun’ when it acts as the object of the relative clause. You cannot omit ‘relative pronoun’  when it acts as the subject of the relative clause.
Here it acts as the subject "trenches were cut ..." hence you cannot omit "that".

Alternatively, option (E) uses a participle and that is correct too.
DmitryFarber
It's certainly okay to use "but also" without first saying "not only." It works as long as we are presenting contrasting elements, as the word "but" normally indicates. The "not only . . . but also" structure is an exception where "but" is used to link two similar elements. The word "also" isn't really needed in B, but it's not wrong, either. It's much simpler to eliminate B for subject-verb agreement ("trenches . . . yields"). In fact, looking for S-V agreement should almost always be the first thing we do.

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Hello Everyone!

Now that we're down to 3 options, let's go back and take a look at #1 and #3 on our list. We need to make sure that we're being as clear and concise as possible here, so let's rule out any options that are overly wordy, unclear, or don't use parallel structure:

(A) that were cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence for centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East that were arising simultaneously with but

This is INCORRECT because it's overly wordy. There is no difference between saying "that were cut" and "cut" in this sentence, so why add unnecessary extras? We also have an idiom problem with the phrase "evidence for." In English, we say "evidence of," "evidence that," or "evidence which," but we do NOT say "evidence for."

(C) having been cut into a 500-acre site at Tell Hamoukar, Syria, have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered complex societies in northern regions of the Middle East were arising simultaneously but

Again, this is INCORRECT because the phrase "having been cut" is overly wordy and awkward. You can just say "cut" and it conveys essentially the same thing. There's also a parallelism issue here, too! Here's the problem - both items need to work with the phrase "southern Mesopotamia" directly after them:

were arising simultaneously but independently of southern Mesopotamia --> NOT PARALLEL
were arising simultaneously with but independently of southern Mesopotamia --> PARALLEL













29.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/industry-analysts-said-that-the-recent-rise-in-fuel-prices-may-be-an-e-242636.html
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

(A) of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through
(B) of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout
(C) of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through
(D) that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout
(E) that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through
daagh
‘Through the end of the year’ means from now until the end of the year, period by period or event by event. As we are in June now, through the end means the rest of June, the entire of July, August, September, and so on until the last day of December. On the contrary, throughout the end of the year’ doesn't convey any sensible meaning except to refer to the last of the year. ‘The end of the year’ marks a particular short point of time. There is no meaning in saying throughout that the short period.
‘Through’ means ‘from one point to another’. ‘Throughout’ means ‘entirely’
harikrish
AbdurRakib wrote:
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

A. of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through
B. of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout
C. of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through
D. that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout
E. that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through
Option A &B : Incorrect because of the usage of ‘possibility’ as ‘may be’ is already used in the non-underlined part. Redundant.
Option C: Usage of ‘usually’ is incorrect. the prices are higher than usual is the correct usage.
Option D: Same as C. usage of ‘they’ is ambiguous.
Option E: Correct
daagh
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

A. of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through---- 1. redundancy of may and possibility as already pointed out. 2. usually has no verb to modify, a dangling adverb
C. of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through 1. redundancy 2. dangling adverb
E. that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through -- correct choice
General: All reported speeches are presented in a relative clause introduced by 'that'. Hence D and E are stylistically better than A. B and C.
abhimahna
DebasishDhar wrote:
Hi, Can you explain the difference between option D and E
Hi DebasishDhar ,
There are various differences between D and E
1. Through the end of the year vs throughout the end of the year. Look here for more details:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/industry-ana ... l#p1870370
2. When I am using ‘may’, I should not use ‘possibility/could’ kind of words. ‘Could’ again signifies possibility and using could with may can lead to redundancy error. Hence, D is incorrect.
abhimahna
anje29 wrote:
Hi,
I have a doubt in option E . I think 'Will' should be 'would' as per the temporal relationship with respect to the statement delivered by Industry analysts. Experts please suggest.

Hi anje29 ,
Please read my explanation for rejecting option D here (point no. 2)
The same holds true for what you are saying.
Let me know in case of any concern.




DmitryFarber
anje29, you'd be right if we were dealing with a simple past tense sentence: "Industry analysts said that prices would stay high for another two years."

However, this sentence is a bit more complicated. Two words in the fixed portion of the sentence--"recent" and "may"--make it clear that the analysts' statement is not restricted to the past. They made a statement about what is still going to happen. This makes "would" less appropriate. Compare "My friend said that she had pneumonia" (pure past) with "My friend said that she has pneumonia" (she still has pneumonia). We can see the same thing with will/would, even though predictions naturally extend into the future either way. "I said that I would help you, and I will." (In the past, I made a statement about what would happen, and now it is still going to happen.) "Scientists predicted last year that the world population will peak at around 9 billion." (The prediction occurred in the past, but the predicted result is still something we're waiting for.)

If it seems that there isn't a precise rule here, that's because there isn't! It's more a matter of what we are trying to emphasize. Is the point to show that a past prediction or projection is old or invalid? Have we perhaps replaced it with a new one? Are we focused more on what was said than on whether it will really happen in the future? Then "would" makes sense. Are we still anticipating the predicted outcome? Are we more focused on the prediction itself than on when it was made? Then we should use "will."
egmat
deependra1234 wrote:
daagh isnt could preferred for future in past context??
Hello deependra1234,

Although your query is not addressed to me, I would like to clarify your doubt. [image: :-)]

This official sentence intends to say that the analysts said that possibly the oil prices will remain higher than usual through the end of the year.

The event of the prices staying higher pertains to future period. The possibility is there that this action will take place. Hence, use of will is absolutely correct in the context of this sentence.

Use of the verb could stay again presents possibility. This is not the intended meaning of the sentence.

---Shraddha


adkikani Q
I have query regarding (D):
Is there no comparison error here after I replace they with prices?
I understand that COULD is redundant with MAY BE in non-underlined portion,
but how do I infer WILL in intended meaning of this sentence. I certainly do
see a possibility more than a certainty as suggested by WILL.
^^
DmitryFarber
The "may" that you mentioned already softens "will." So this may be a sign that prices will stay higher. Then again, it may not be such a sign, in which case prices may not stay higher.

As for "they" in D, I don't see a problem there. Prices are going to stay higher than prices usually do. We don't need the word "prices"--or even the word "they"--but the meaning is clear enough.
VeritasKarishma
adkikani wrote:
I have query regarding (D):
Is there no comparison error here after I replace they with prices?
I understand that COULD is redundant with MAY BE in non-underlined portion,
but how do I infer WILL in intended meaning of this sentence. I certainly do
see a possibility more than a certainty as suggested by WILL.

A few things about (D) that make me unhappy:

- "may" already shows possibility. "could" is redundant here.
- "they usually are" followed by "throughout ..." gives the feel that "are" is getting modified. It seems that we are talking about how the prices usually are throughout the end of the year instead of how they are expected to be higher throughout the end of the year.
- the use of throughout instead of through is not right (as explained in detail by daagh above).

Also, this is perfectly valid:
A may be a sign that B will happen.
It shows uncertainty - Will B happen or not, we don't know.





daagh
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

(A) of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through
(B) of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout
(C) of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through
(D) that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout
(E) that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through

We could also note one more tool for an early POE. We can compare adjectives with adjectives but not with adverbs. 'Higher' is an adjective while 'usually' is an adverb. We can safely eliminate A, C, and D on this count. Between B and E, the difference in meaning between 'through' and 'throughout' decides the winner that is E.

GMATYoda
jafy wrote:
VeritasPrepKarishma ,egmat
i am having doubt in option c .
experts plz explain how C can eliminate on solid ground .
is possibly staying higher is wrong here .
thanks
Dear jafy,
Happy to help you here to eliminate C.
Quote:
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.
Quote:
(C) of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through

There are a couple of things you may base your elimination on.
1. Higher which is an adjective, is compared to Usually, which is an adverb. Incorrect comparison.
2. Usually and Possibly, both are adverbs and have no verb to refer to. Just to mention that ‘staying’ isn't verb here. Hence base your elimination on dangling adverb.

I hope this helps.
DmitryFarber
AlN

"Through [X period of time]" means "from the beginning (now or a specified time) until the end of X period of time." So in the sentence above, this means that heating prices may remain high from now until the end of the year.

"Throughout [X period of time]" means "for all of X period of time." In the sentence above, this would mean that heating prices may remain high for all of the end of the year. This is very odd, since the end of the year isn't really a specific period. Are we talking about just Dec. 31, or all of December, etc.? Also, what about the intervening time between now (whenever that is) and the end of the year? It's fairly clear that this is not the intended meaning. In fact, I don't think a proper English sentence would ever say "throughout the end of the year." A better usage would be something like "Throughout the summer months, one can spot moths fluttering around lampposts."
ExpertsGlobal5
AbdurRakib wrote:
Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through the end of the year.

(A) of the possibility of gasoline and heating oil prices staying higher than usually through
(B) of the possibility that gasoline and heating oil prices could stay higher than usual throughout
(C) of prices of gasoline and heating oil possibly staying higher than usually through
(D) that prices of gasoline and heating oil could stay higher than they usually are throughout
(E) that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through
Choice A: This answer choice displays a clear case of redundancy; as the non-underlined portion of the sentence already includes the verb "may", conveying the sense of ambiguity inherent to the sentence's meaning, there is no reason to use the word "possibility". Additionally, this answer choice incorrectly uses the adverb "usually" to modify another adverb "higher"; the correct form of the verb that should be used here is the adjective form "usual". Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice B: This answer choice repeats the redundancy error found in Option A. This answer choice also creates a meaning error by substituting the word "through" with the word "throughout"; the former implies that the prices will stay higher than usual from the present to the end of the year, while the latter implies that prices will stay high during a particular, short period before the year ends. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice C: This answer choice also suffers from a redundancy error, due to the use of the word "possibly". This answer choice also repeats the error related to the use of the word "usually", found in Option A. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.
Choice D: This answer choice shares the error related to the use of "throughout", seen in Option B. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice E: This answer choice conveys the intended meaning of the sentence and avoids incorrect adverb use and redundancy. Thus, this answer choice is correct.

MentorTutoring
lakshya14 wrote:
isn't this sentence a subjunctive mood and use of could is needed?

Hello, lakshya14. It is funny, I answered a question similar to this recently, but the question type was not even SC. You have to be careful in how you interpret these long-winded sentences. Examine the sentence shell:

Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal... the end of the year.

Before you latch onto may be and decide anything about the verb tense, consider the placement and meaning of signal. A signal can still indicate something definitively, even if the outcome of a recent trend is indefinite. Choice (E) conveys this meaning succinctly and clearly:

Industry analysts said that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through the end of the year.

Notice, too, that (E) avoids the confusion of throughout at the end of the underlined portion. To what time period are the analysts referring here? Throughout would indicate just the end of the year, whereas the forecast seems to be that the prices will stay higher through the end of the year, or from the recent rise to the last turn of the calendar to close out the year.
I hope that helps. If you have further questions, feel free to ask.

svasan05
jayarora wrote:
Hi Expert @e-gmat GMATNinja

Snippet from Manhattan:
The conditional tense is formed by combining would with the base form of the verb: would provide. This construction expresses the future from the point of view of the past.
The typical sequences for these types of sentences are either Present + Future
or Past + Conditional:
Right: The scientist BELIEVES that the machine WILL BE wonderful.
Present Future:
Wrong: The scientist BELIEVES that the machine WOULD BE wonderful.
Present Conditional
Right: The scientist BELIEVED that the machine WOULD BE wonderful.
Past Conditional
Wrong: The scientist BELIEVED that the machine WILL BE wonderful.
Past Future

Why is option E correct?
Analysts SAID that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal that prices of gasoline and heating oil WILL stay higher than usual through the end of the year
Hi Jay

The conditional associated with the past tense verb "said" is "may be" and not "will stay". This indicates uncertainty as to the future course of events, as opposed to "would be", which indicates certainty.

The "will stay" is a part of the future events which are uncertain. The answer to the question "what did the analysts say?" is not that "prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher" but that "the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal..".

Hope this clarifies.
GMATNinja
jayarora wrote:
Hi Expert @e-gmat GMATNinja

Snippet from Manhattan:
The conditional tense is formed by combining would with the base form of the verb: would provide. This construction expresses the future from the point of view of the past.
The typical sequences for these types of sentences are either Present + Future
or Past + Conditional:
Right: The scientist BELIEVES that the machine WILL BE wonderful.
Present Future:
Wrong: The scientist BELIEVES that the machine WOULD BE wonderful.
Present Conditional
Right: The scientist BELIEVED that the machine WOULD BE wonderful.
Past Conditional
Wrong: The scientist BELIEVED that the machine WILL BE wonderful.
Past Future

Why is option E correct?
Analysts SAID that the recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal that prices of gasoline and heating oil WILL stay higher than usual through the end of the year

For one thing, none of the options have "would", so we already know for sure that "would" is not necessary! Remember, GMAT SC isn't about rigidly applying a black and white set of rules. Instead, it's about picking the BEST option out of the five available options.

True, the verb "said" is in the past tense. But let's look at the rest of the sentence:
"The recent rise in fuel prices may be an early signal that prices of gasoline and heating oil will stay higher than usual through the end of the year."
Notice that the verb "may be" is actually in the present tense. If that's confusing, consider this slightly altered version:
"The recent rise in fuel prices IS an early signal that prices will stay higher..."
In both of these examples, we have a present tense verb followed by a future tense verb. The only difference in choice (E) is that we have an additional "reported speech" layer ("Industry analysts said that...").

But again, rather than splitting hairs over the conditional tense, let the answer choices do the work for you. None of the options use "would", so we know that "would" is not necessary. So whatever "rule" you thought might apply here can be thrown out the window while doing your POE. [image: :)]
lakshya14 wrote:
isn't this sentence a subjunctive mood and use of could is needed?

Subjunctive mood is not needed here. The sentence is a factual report of something that the analysts said... and that something is an uncertain prediction, as indicated by the verb "may be".

I hope this helps!









30.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/the-world-wildlife-fund-has-declared-that-global-warming-a-phenomenon-103470.html
The World Wildlife Fund has declared that global warming, a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels, will create havoc among migratory birds by altering the environment in ways harmful to their habitats.

(A) a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels,

(B) a phenomenon most scientists agree that is caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,

(C) a phenomenon that most scientists agree is caused by human beings' burning of fossil fuels,

(D) which most scientists agree on as a phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuels,

(E) which most scientists agree to be a phenomenon caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
GMATNinja
Quote:
(A) a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels,
So if you’re a regular visitor to the verbal forums, you might have noticed that we’re banging away at a theme: if you aren’t strict and literal with the meaning of these sentences, you’re toast. We said a lot about that in our beginners’ guide to SC, and it’s also been a theme in our QOTDs (all of which are available here).

And this is another example of it! The phrase “human beings in burning fossil fuels” sounds like the human beings are... um, in a fiery tank of coal or oil? That sounds unpleasant. Plus, I’m not sold on the phrase “most scientists agree to be caused.” Seems like “is” would be better than “to be” here. Either way, (A) is out.

Quote:
(B) a phenomenon most scientists agree that is caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
Hm, the modifier “that is caused by fossil fuels” seems misplaced. It could be OK to say “scientists agree that X is true”, but we’re trying to modify the phenomenon here: “a phenomenon that is caused by fossil fuels” seems fine, but I can’t make sense of this one.
If you wanted to be conservative, you could hang onto (B) for now, but we’ll have a better option in a moment.

Quote:
(C) a phenomenon that most scientists agree is caused by human beings’ burning of fossil fuels,
Pardon my language, but this sounds awkward AF. That’s not a crime, though. (See beginners’ guide to SC, for more on why “awkwardness” shouldn’t be your first worry.) And I can’t see any DEFINITE errors here. The “that” modifier is OK, and I guess I’m cool with the possessive “human beings’ burning of fossil fuels.” I don’t like it. But the GMAT doesn’t care what I like. The meaning makes sense: human beings’ act of burning fossil fuels is indeed the thing that causes global warming.

(C) isn’t wrong. Keep it, perhaps while holding your nose.
Quote:
(D) which most scientists agree on as a phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuels,
(D) arguably sounds better than (C), but (D) messes up the meaning. Rearranging slightly, (D) is saying that “scientists agree on global warming as a phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuel.” First, it would make sense to say that scientists agree that global warming is a phenomenon caused by human beings, but scientists agree on it as a phenomenon isn’t right: that’s basically saying that scientists agree that it’s a phenomenon, but that’s pretty meaningless.

Second, it’s awfully weird to say that global warming is “caused by human beings who burn fossil fuel.” The act of burning fossil fuels causes ‘’global warming’’ – not “human beings” who happen to burn fossil fuels.

I can’t totally fault you if you picked (D) over (C), but the meaning is much clearer in (C). I’d cross out (D).
Quote:
(E) which most scientists agree to be a phenomenon caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
The argument is similar for (E) as for (D), except that “agree to be a phenomenon” is a completely wacky phrase that makes even less sense than “agree on as a phenomenon.” And in (E), global warming is caused by the fossil fuels themselves, and that’s not quite right: it’s caused by human beings’ act of burning fossil fuels. So (E) warps the meaning, too.

We’re left with (C). I don’t like it, either. But it does a better, clearer job of conveying the meaning than any of the others.

yashii9
metallicafan wrote:
The world wildlife fund has declared that global warming, a phenomenon most scientsts agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels, will create havoc among migratory birds by altering the enviroment in ways harmful to their habitats.

a) A phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels,
b) a phenomenon most scientists agree that is caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
c) a phenomenon that most scientists agree is caused by human beings's burning of fossil fuels
d) which most scientists agree on as phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuels,
e) which most scientsts agree to be a phenomenon caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings
a phenomenon most scientsts agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels
issues:
1. caused by fossil fuels not by human beings so eliminate A,D
2. Looking at answer choices we'll notice, use of "which" is unnecessary. An ‘appositive’ is better than a ‘which’ clause here. "Global warming, a phenomenon " is much better. eliminate D, E.
3. a phenomenon most scientists agree that is - "that" modifies the preceding noun. In this case "that" is modifying the word ‘agree’. This is incorrect usage. So eliminate B.

Correct answer C.

Also there is another logic for C looking at the end of the sentence.
global warming is caused by an act not by substance or a person.
B says - global warming is caused by "those fossil fuels" that were burned by humans.
I hope it makes sense [image: :)]

BKimball Manhattan Prep Instructor
tonebeeze,
I'd take two lessons from this problem.

1. The plural possessive. C refers to the entire collection of human beings and their burning of fossil fuels, so you need to use the plural possessive. Consider some other examples:

"My three brothers' favorite game growing up was making fun of me." --> Here, the game belongs to all three of my brothers.
"Will you please go to the Smiths' house and ask for a cup of sugar?" --> Here, the house belongs to all of the Smiths, so you need that plural possessive.


2. "Sounds awkward" is less reliable then "is grammatically incorrect."

I agree that C) is written in a way that is not ordinary in everyday speech, but when I'm reading and I notice that, I make only a mental note that it might be wrong. I then go to E) and see the incorrect idiom "agree to be" and then unnecessarily passive tense. The problems with E are therefore worse than the "problems" with C even though C isn't the best sentence in the world.

Does that help?
Brett
egmat
pretzel wrote:
Why is D incorrect?
(D) which most scientists agree on as a phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuels,
Hi Pretzel,

Before we move on to option D, let’s first understand the meaning of the original sentence:
• The World Wildlife Fund has declared (Clause-I)
o that global warming, (Clause-II)
 a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels, (Clause-III)
o will create havoc among migratory birds by altering the environment in ways harmful to their habitats. (Clause II Contd.)

MEANING

The author tells us about a declaration made by the World Wildlife Fund. According to this declaration the global warming will change the environment and make it harmful to the living places of the migratory birds.
The author also tells us that majority of the scientists agree that global warming is caused by the humans by burning fossil fuels.

Now, let’s move on to option D:
D.) which most scientists agree on as a phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuels,

Now, this sentence has a meaning error. It states that the phenomenon is caused by human beings. These human beings burn fossil fuels is presented only as additional information. This is incorrect. Global warming is caused by the burning of fossil fuels not by the human beings.

Hope this helps! [image: :)]
Deepak

However this is not the only error in answer choice D. The word "which" is not necessary right?
egmat
asagraw wrote:
Won't C create a run on sentence in the stem?
Hi Ashish,
I don't know whether you are still looking for a reply, but here it is anyways. [image: :)]
Let’s take a look at the structure of this sentence with option C:

• The World Wildlife Fund has declared (Clause I)
o that global warming, (Clause II)
 a phenomenon
• that (Clause III)
o most scientists agree (Clause IV)
• is caused by human beings’ burning of fossil fuels, (Clause III Contd.)
o will create havoc among migratory birds by altering the environment in ways harmful to their habitats. (Clause II Contd. )

Now, as we can see all the clauses in this sentence are properly connected. The structure “a phenomenon that….fossil fuels” is a Noun + Noun modifier, in which "a phenomenon" refers to "global warming" and the part that follows it is the noun modifier. So, option C is the correct answer and it does not create a run-on sentence.

Hope this helps! [image: :)]
Deepak

mikemcgarry
akash.tripathi wrote:
This explaination seems wrong, how can fossil fuels can cause global warming? Its the burning of fossil fuels by humans so we can say that global warming is caused by human beings by burning of fossil fuels. Also apostrophe with any noun in GMAT is used only when that thing literally belongs to that noun. But here it doesent so D seems legitimate
I'm happy to respond. [image: :-)] I am responding to the report you posted on yashii9's post from 2012.09.30

My friend, please DO NOT open a report simply when you disagree or do not understand something. The reports are not for individual students to air their own opinions. Only use a report if you have evidence, say, from another webpage or from the GMAT OG, that the question or OA is incorrect.

My friend, this is a question from the GMAT OG, and you are disagreeing with the answer given by the OG. Do you see the problem with this? You will never get any points for disagreeing with what the GMAT thinks is right, and in fact, deciding that the GMAT is wrong and that you know more than the GMAT constitute perhaps the single most ineffective way to achieve any sort of mastery on the GMAT.

You are citing a rule about what you think the GMAT wants, but you are using it to argue against what the GMAT says is right.

In fact, the use of the possessive is perfectly fine in (C). The possessive is not just used for physical possessions. It can be used for actions with a gerund, as it is used here. Choice (C) is not ideal, but it is definitely the best answer from among the five.

Choice (D) makes a massive idiom mistake: "... which most scientists agree on as a phenomenon..."
This sounds incredibly awkward to any native English speaker. I realize that folks who are not native English speakers face considerably challenges on the GMAT Verbal section: I will simply point out this is all the more reason not to suggest that the GMAT's answer is wrong and another answer is correct.
Does all this make sense?
mikemcgarry
arvind910619 wrote:
Can anyone explain rule regarding possessive and what all to look out for .
Thanks in advance
Dear arvind910619,

My friend, with all due respect, i have no idea what you question is. I have no idea what about possessives you understand and what still confuses you. The quality of this question is low because it has failed to make clear what the issue is. I am going to guess that it didn't take you much time or much effort to post this question. in other words, you did not put in time and effort to craft an excellent question. If you aspire to excellence in your GMAT performance, then you need to bring excellent to every aspect of your studies. How you do anything is how you do everything. One of many habits of excellence is knowing how to ask excellent questions. See:
Asking Excellent Questions
My friend, I hope you understand that I am urging you do more work in crafting your questions precisely because I am ambitious for you. I want to encourage your success in every aspect of your GMAT preparation. The habits of excellence are powerful and can transform even a mediocre student into a wildly successful student.

My challenge to you is to read that blog article, and then ask the most thoughtful and detailed version of this question that you can. If you do that, I will be happy to answer it.
Does all this make sense?





egmat
KB04 wrote:
The World Wildlife Fund has declared that global warming, a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels, will create havoc among migratory birds by altering the environment in ways harmful to their habitats.

(A) a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels,
(B) a phenomenon most scientists agree that is caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
(C) a phenomenon that most scientists agree is caused by human beings' burning of fossil fuels,
(D) which most scientists agree on as a phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuels,
(E) which most scientists agree to be a phenomenon caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,

The correct sentence is c. This is a case of Noun + Noun modifier. A phenomenon is modifying global warning and that clause which immediately follows a phenomenon talks more about the phenomenon.
A is wordy and has a meaning error.
B again has a meaning error, it incorrectly implies that global warming is caused by fossil fuels.
D has the same meaning error. Yes, it is caused by human beings but how it is done by them is not clearly stated.
E is wordy and awkward.

Please comment if my explanation has any error.


Hello KB04,

You have done a good job at solving this official sentence.

You have stated correct reasons to reject incorrect answer choices.

I would just like to say that Choice E has the same error as Choice B as this choice also says that that fossil fuels cause global warming.

Rest all is good.

---Shraddha



GMATNinja
pikolo2510 wrote:
How do you read
Sam's book ----> book of sam
Black panther's fighting skills ----> Fighting skills of Black Panther
human beings' burning of fossil fuel ----> burning of fossil fuel of human beings?
The last one doesn't make sense. Hence I crossed out C.
Experts egmat, souvik101990, GMATNinja sayantanc2k - please help

I have to admit that this made me pause for a moment. I just put more thought into the word "of" than I ever have in my life -- and I've been teaching grammar in some form or another for... ick, too many years. [image: ;)]

Here's the issue: you're right that the word "of" can indicate possession, as in your first two examples. But the word "of" can do a ton of other things as well:
· Indicate membership in a broader category: "the state of Colorado" or "the business of education".
· Indicate a directional relationship: "Golden is west of Denver."
· Indicate the material being used for something: "a hat made of meat", "a building of stone", or "the burning of fuel."

And we could go on. Prepositions are a mess in English, and plenty of them have multiple meanings -- and "of" definitely has quite a few.

I hope this helps!
GMATNinja
pikolo2510 wrote:
Hey GMATNinja
Unfortunately, i didn't get what you are trying to convey here. I even asked a couple of my friends and even they didnt get what you are trying to convey.
Sorry [image: :cry:] , but can you explain in some other way?

Ha, sorry for the confusion! Let me give it another shot.
Here are your examples again:
pikolo2510 wrote:
Sam's book ----> book of sam
Black panther's fighting skills ----> Fighting skills of Black Panther
human beings' burning of fossil fuel ----> burning of fossil fuel of human beings?
The last one doesn't make sense. Hence I crossed out C.
^^
In all three of these examples, the word "of" indicates possession. Here, have another example: "the delicious crust of my pizza" = "my pizza's delicious crust." (Mmm... pizza.)
Here's the problem: in your examples, you're assuming that the word "of" ALWAYS indicates ‘possession’. And that certainly isn't always the case. "Of" can do far more than indicate possession. There are more uses of "of" than I could possibly list here, but here are a few examples again of alternate meanings for the word "of":
· Indicate membership in a broader category: "the state of Colorado" or "the business of education". These do not indicate possession -- Colorado doesn't possess the state, and education doesn't possess the business. But Colorado is an example of a state, and education is a category of business.
· Indicate a directional relationship: "Golden is west of Denver." This doesn't indicate possession, either: Denver does not possess "west" or Golden. The word "of" just helps us understand where two places are in relation to each other.
· Indicate the material being used for something: "a hat made of meat", "a building of stone", or "the burning of fuel." Again, the meat doesn't possess the hat, stone doesn't possess the building, and fuel does not possess the burning. The word "of" just tells us something about the materials being used for a task.

Notice that the last use of the word "of" is consistent with the version in answer choice (C): in the phrase "human beings' burning of fossil fuel", "of fossil fuel" just indicates the materials used for the human beings' act of burning things.

Does that help at all?

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Hello Everyone!
Let's tackle this question, one issue at a time, and narrow it down to the right choice quickly! To begin, here is the original question with any major differences between the options highlighted in orange:

The World Wildlife Fund has declared that global warming, a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels, will create havoc among migratory birds by altering the environment in ways harmful to their habitats.

(A) a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels,
(B) a phenomenon most scientists agree that is caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
(C) a phenomenon that most scientists agree is caused by human beings' burning of fossil fuels,
(D) which most scientists agree on as a phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuels
(E) which most scientists agree to be a phenomenon caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings



After taking a quick glance over the options, a few key differences popped out:

1. How to start the modifier: "a phenomenon" vs. "which" (Clarity/Meaning)
2. agree to be / agree that is / agree is / agree on (Idiom/Verbs)
3. What is global warming caused by? (Clarity/Meaning)

Let's start with #1 on our list because it will eliminate 2-3 options in one round. This is a matter of clarity.

First, we need to ask ourselves what exactly the scientists are agreeing on in this sentence. Are they agreeing that global warming is a phenomenon? Or do they agree on what causes it? It makes more sense for this sentence to say that scientists agree on what causes the phenomenon! The phrase "a phenomenon" is merely giving us more details about the antecedent "global warming," which is fine. So let's see how our options hold up:

(A) a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels,
(B) a phenomenon most scientists agree that is caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
(C) a phenomenon that most scientists agree is caused by human beings' burning of fossil fuels,
(D) which most scientists agree on as a phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuels,
(E) which most scientists agree to be a phenomenon caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,

We can eliminate options D & E because they slightly change the meaning and focus. The phrase should focus on scientists agreeing on what causes global warming, NOT that it's a phenomenon.

Now that we have things narrowed down a bit, let's move on to #2 & #3 on our list: verbs and meaning. We need to make sure that each option is using the correct verb tense (to be caused/is caused) and that it clearly states what scientists believe causes global warming! Let's see how they break down:

(A) a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels,

This is INCORRECT for two reasons. First, the verb "to be" implies that scientists will agree on this in the future, and not in the present, which is more likely. Second, it states that global warming is caused by "human beings in burning fossil fuels." This literally means that global warming is caused by human beings who are sitting inside burning fossil fuels. Sounds odd, right? That's because it is! Global warming is caused by burning fossil fuels, not by human beings who are somehow swimming around in burning fossil fuels. So let's rule this out for verb tense and meaning problems.

(B) a phenomenon most scientists agree that is caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
While this option does get things mostly right, it is still INCORRECT. The word "that" is misplaced here. It is meant to be used as a modifier for the word "phenomenon," so it needs to be placed before "most scientists agree" and not after it. It also just sounds awkward. So let's eliminate this one because of word placement issues.

(C) a phenomenon that most scientists agree is caused by human beings' burning of fossil fuels,
This is CORRECT! Everything is written clearly and concisely. It uses the present tense "is" to convey that scientists currently agree on this, and what they agree on is stated clearly (global warming is caused by the action of humans burning fossil fuels).
There you have it - option C is the correct choice!

AjiteshArun
sthakur24 wrote:
Ans C, I still feel that 'human beings’ burning of fossil fuels' is an incorrect statement. Its awkward and I would have never guessed the right answer :/ [image: :(]
You may already know this, but "awkward" does not necessarily mean "incorrect". [image: :)]
Attack the more "sure" decision points before moving on to awkwardness.

GMATNinja
TheNightKing wrote:
city92 wrote:
The World Wildlife Fund has declared that global warming, a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels, will create havoc among migratory birds by altering the environment in ways harmful to their habitats.

(A) a phenomenon most scientists agree to be caused by human beings in burning fossil fuels,
(B) a phenomenon most scientists agree that is caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
(C) a phenomenon that most scientists agree is caused by human beings' burning of fossil fuels,
(D) which most scientists agree on as a phenomenon caused by human beings who burn fossil fuels,
(E) which most scientists agree to be a phenomenon caused by fossil fuels burned by human beings,
GMATNinja
Good Morning!
In option D or rather any option which uses "human beings", Can we say that "their" at the end of the sentence causes ambiguity? Or the "their" at the end of the sentence refers to "migratory birds" only.
Remember, you want to try to avoid eliminating answer choices based on ambiguous pronouns (more on that in this video). That's especially true here, since you could make that argument for every option!

The best reason to kill (D) is that it seems to imply that global warming is caused by the people who burn fossil fuels, as opposed to the burning of the fossil fuels themselves. Put another way, (D) suggests the possibility that the people who burn fossil fuels might be up to some other nefarious activities that are causing warming -- and the fact that they burn fossil fuels is just an unrelated, identifying trait -- whereas (C) makes it crystal-clear that the burning of the fuels is the culprit.

Takeaway: Don't eliminate an answer choice because it contains an ambiguous pronoun when you can eliminate that same option because it's less clear or logical than its competitors.

I hope that helps!



















31.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/schistosomiasis-a-disease-caused-by-a-parasitic-worm-is-prevalent-in-148535.html
Schistosomiasis, a disease caused by a parasitic worm, is prevalent in hot, humid climates, and it has become more widespread as irrigation projects have enlarged the habitat of the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle.

A. the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle
B. the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts in part of their life cycle
C. freshwater snails which become the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycles
D. freshwater snails which become the hosts of the parasite during the parasite's life cycles
E. parasite's hosts, freshwater snails which become their hosts during their life cycles
daagh
MGMAT( in a reversal from its earlier rigid stand perhaps) says that the issue of possessive poison is not worth worrying about since there has been hardly any case that has been rejected on the score of the possessive pronoun’s antecedence in the realm of GMAT.

The takeaway of possessive pronoun custom is;

1. A possessive pronoun can stand for a possessive noun
2. A possessive pronoun can stand for a non- possessive noun
3. A non-possessive pronoun can stand for a non- possessive noun.
4. The only case where it can‘t be accepted is when a non-possessive is used to stand for a possessive noun


A. the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its lifecycle --- here ‘its’ is possessive and parasite’s is possessive. So there is no issue. correct choice
B. the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts in part of their life cycle – pronoun number agreement
C. freshwater snails which becomes the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycles—snails which becomes – S-V mismatch
D. freshwater snails which become the hosts of the parasite during the parasite's life cycles--- how many life cycles does the parasite have? Secondly, do all the hosts have one parasite? Illogical
E. parasite's hosts, freshwater snails which become their hosts during their life cycles— parasite is singular while the 'their' is a plural pronoun.




GMATNinja
Quote:
A. the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle
I don’t have a whole lot to say about (A). The first thing I notice is the modifier “that are the parasite’s hosts” – and that seems like a reasonable way to modify “the freshwater snails.”

The pronoun “its” also jumps out at me, and that would have to refer to “the parasite’s”, since that’s our nearest (and most logical) singular. And that’s fine, too: “…the freshwater snails that are the parasite’s hosts for part of [the parasite’s] life cycle…” Reasonable enough.
So I guess we’ll keep (A).

Quote:
B. the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts in part of their life cycle

The biggest difference between (B) and (A) is the plural pronoun “their” in (B). And that’s a problem: “their” is plural, so it has to refer to either “the freshwater snails” or “the parasite’s hosts” – and those are the same thing, anyway. So that gives us: “… the freshwater snails that are the parasite’s hosts in part of [the freshwater snails’] life cycle.”

That’s not WRONG, exactly, if you’re willing to assume that the sentence is trying to explain what happens during the snails’ life cycle. But I think that misses the point: schistosomiasis is the grammatical subject of the sentence, and the sentence is clearly trying to explain why the disease has become more common. So presumably, the sentence is interested in explaining that the snails are hosts during part of the parasite’s life cycle. The snail’s life cycle really isn’t of interest to us, and wouldn’t help explain why the parasite has become more common.

So that’s miserably subtle, but it’s basically all we’ve got, unless you want to make an unnecessarily big deal out of the prepositions. (A) is better than (B), so we can eliminate (B).

Quote:
C. freshwater snails which becomes the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycles
(C) is a little bit easier to eliminate than some of the other options. The phrase “its life cycles” really doesn’t make any sense at all: “its” presumably refers to “the parasite”, since that’s the closest (and most logical) singular noun. But then how is that “the parasite” has multiple “life cycles”? As far as I know, each parasite only has one life cycle. If not, that would be creepy AF.

There’s also a problem with the phrase “freshwater snails which becomes.” Snails are plural, so the verb would have to be “become”, not “becomes.” Plus, “which” is generally a non-restrictive modifier, so it usually follows a comma – though that’s not usually a deciding factor on GMAT questions. So we have lots of reasons to ditch (C).

Quote:
D. freshwater snails which become the hosts of the parasite during the parasite's life cycles
(D) is a little bit better than (C)… but only a little bit.

I guess it’s nice that “its life cycles” has been changed to “the parasite’s life cycles”, but either way, it’s illogical: a singular parasite presumably has only one life cycle, not multiple “life cycles.”

It’s also nice that the subject-verb issue has been fixed (“snails… become”), but I still don’t think it’s ideal to use “which” in this type of scenario without a comma. But again: the GMAT doesn’t generally make a big deal out of comma placement, and it’s almost never a deciding factor.

And even if you ignore the comma thing, the phrase “parasite’s life cycles” is goofy enough to let us eliminate (D).

Quote:
E. parasite's hosts, freshwater snails which become their hosts during their life cycles
The plural pronoun “their” appears twice in (E), but “parasite’s” is actually singular, so “their” presumably refers to “snails.” And that’s garbage: “… freshwater snails which become [the snails’] hosts during [the snails’] life cycles…”

You could also argue that “which” needs to be preceded by a comma, as we mentioned in (C) and (D) – but again, that’s rarely a deciding factor on the GMAT.

The pronoun thing is a big deal, though. (E) is out, and we’re left with (A).

daagh
First, the possessive pronoun ‘its’ is properly referring to the singular parasite and its apostrophe (parasite’s) and not the plural parasites and its apostrophe (parasites’) as has been stated.
It may be noted that the first pronoun ‘it’ refers to the disease, while the second pronoun ‘its’ refers to the parasite’s due to proximity. In the case of possessive pronouns, the antecedence rules are relaxable, if logic demands.

A is good enough, IMO, as the other choices are not really challenging enough in terms of grammar, as has been stated by the poster





Vercules
ratinarace wrote:
Schistosomiasis, a disease caused by a parasitic worm, is prevalent in hot, humid climates, and it has become more widespread as irrigation projects have enlarged the habitat of the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle.

A. the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle
B. the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts in part of their life cycle
C. freshwater snails which becomes the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycles
D. freshwater snails which become the hosts of the parasite during the parasite's life cycles
E. parasite's hosts, freshwater snails which become their hosts during their life cycles
Can somebody please explain why can’t ‘their’ refer back to the SNAILS...I mean it still would make perfect sense "snail serve as host for a part in their life cycle"
I understand from the explanations that this is not the intended meaning, but how can gmat expect the test taker to peep in the author's brain?
Hi ratinarace,

"their" can refer to snails and in (B) "their" is in fact referring to "snails", but it shouldn't. The sentence is discussing about the life cycle of the parasite and not the snails. In (B) "their" refers to snails, resulting in change in the meaning of the original sentence.

Well, it may appear that GMAT expects one to peep into the author's brain. [image: :-)] But while answering you should keep in mind that the answer choice that changes the meaning of the original sentence is almost always incorrect. If we have two grammatically correct answer choices then the one which preserves the meaning of the original sentence is most likely to be the correct one.

Hope this helps,

Vercules
DmitryFarber
ramarao443 Normally we don't switch antecedents for a pronoun. In other words, once we've said that "it=disease," we don't assign "it" or "its" to any other noun. With this in mind, A would seem problematic. However, there are a few complications:

*First, there has been no possessive noun except for "parasite's." We aren't supposed to use a possessive pronoun unless there's an actual possessive noun to refer back to, so this points toward "parasite's" as the antecedent for "its."

*Second, the proximity of the pronoun and its antecedent makes it especially awkward to use the noun again. It would be like saying "My wife and I went to Kay's house for Kay's birthday party." Sure, there are two women in the sentence, but proximity (in conjunction with the possessive and the overall meaning) makes it very clear who's party we're talking about.

*Finally, D has several other grammatical problems. ("Wordy" is usually not an objection we want to accept.) We don't want to say that one parasite has multiple life cycles. We also need to begin the underlined portion with "the" to make it clear that we are talking about a specific group of freshwater snails. With that in mind, we also want to use "that" rather than "which." We use "that" to indicate essential modifiers. These are modifiers that become part of the noun phrase. Non-essential modifiers just add parenthetical information about the noun in general.
LeoGT Q
hi experts, please help me to clarify this problem.
Schistosomiasis, a disease caused by a parasitic worm, is prevalent in hot, humid climates, and it has become more widespread as irrigation projects have enlarged the habitat of the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle.

in the original question, first it clearly refers to a disease (Schistosomiasis)
the second ‘its’ refers to parasitic worm.
as i have learnt, it should not be the case.
^^
DmitryFarber
Thanks! It's interesting to note that while they describe the rule limiting "which" to nonrestrictive clauses as "controversial," the question itself still follows the rule. It's also useful to keep in mind that the explanation writer is not the same as the question writer! One of my colleagues describes the explanation writers as the "B Team." [image: :)]

However, this indication of flexibility does underscore a point I often make: that it's much more important to get good at reading for solid sentence structure (e.g. subject-verb and parallelism) and overall meaning than it is to memorize long lists of idioms or to spend hours agonizing over the use of "because of" vs. "due to." We don't need to be masters of which vs. that  to ace this test!

I should add that this rule is indeed controversial. My brother, for instance, refuses to acknowledge it as a rule at all, saying that it was made up by a few fussy 20th-century copy-editors who have no more claim than the rest of us to dictate how the English language should be used. He may well have a point!
GMATNinja
Quote:
It's also useful to keep in mind that the explanation writer is not the same as the question writer! One of my colleagues describes the explanation writers as the "B Team." [image: :)]

Sooooo true! My hunch is that whoever writes the explanations is an intern of some sort, and not necessarily a professional question-writer at all. Plus, a lot of the questions that leak into the official guides are 10 or 15 or 20 years old -- and whoever wrote them originally is probably long gone.

Fun fact: at ETS (the company that writes the TOEFL and GRE, among other tests), the question-writers are literally in a different building from the psychometricians who design the exam. No idea if the same is true at GMAC, but it wouldn't surprise me.

generis
souvik101990 wrote:
Schistosomiasis, a disease caused by a parasitic worm, is prevalent in hot, humid climates, and it has become more widespread as irrigation projects have enlarged the habitat of the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle.

(A) the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle
Correct specificity with "the"; idiomatically, "for" is the correct preposition; "its" correctly refers to the singular parasite
(B) the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts in [for] part of their [its] life cycle
1) in vs. for: IDIOM. "Part of a life cycle" connotes "a period of time," i.e., an "interval."
To express duration of some amount of time, the preposition is for, not in.
"For" a period of time, or "for" an interval -- not "in" a period of time, not "in" an interval.
2) Pronoun disagreement. Parasite is singular. The pronoun should be its, not their.

(C) [the] freshwater snails which becomes [snails which become] the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycles [cycle]
1) Subject/verb agreement: snails is plural. The verb should be the singular "become"
2) Plural "cycles": a singular parasite has one life cycle, not plural life cycles
3) Needs definite article "the" - see below

(D) [the] freshwater snails which become the hosts of the parasite during the parasite's [its] life cycles [cycle]
1) Plural "cycles." Same problem as that in C: A singular parasite has one life cycle.
2) Use "its" instead of repeating "the parasite" in the second part of the sentence
Somewhat minor and unpredictable - GMAT is not very consistent about concision and repetition.
If you were down to this sentence and another sentence that had "its," however,
you would choose the other sentence
3) Needs definite article "the" - see below

(E) parasite's hosts, freshwater snails which become their hosts [its host] during their life cycles [whose life cycles? the snails' or the singular parasite's? In number, must be snails: wrong antecedent]
1) Pronoun disagreement: singular parasite needs singular pronoun its, not their
2) Repetitious: . . . hosts, . . . hosts
3) The second THEIR (which oddly makes cycleS correct, but we know
cycleS is not correct from C and D). Wrong antecedent (plural = snails')
or ambiguous (snails or parasite). But second "their" should not consume much mental real
estate because the first "their" is absolutely incorrect.

Although I flagged every error I saw for explanatory purposes,
I do not approach SC this way.
I wish I could convince more understandably anxious test takers
to eliminate wrong answers for ANY or ONE clear grammatical error . . .
not more than one error, not EVERY error . . . and move on.

My approach:

Split #1: Plural vs. singular, whether the issue concerns pronouns, S/V, or noun parallelism

Eliminate
B (parasite - its/their)
C (snails/become, parasite's life cycleS)
D (parasite: its/their, parasite's life cycleS)
E (parasite - its/their)

Done. Answer A.

I think I have seen this question connected with discussions about the definite article "the."
I caught it, but did not use it to eliminate answers.

For the curious . . .

Split #1 in an alternative universe: definite article THE
(a much harder error to catch, IMO, than singular/plural)

We need a THE for "freshwater snails."

This writer is very specific at each point of causality about the spread of the disease.
The use of "the freshwater snails" accords with this specificity.

WHICH kind of snails are involved in this mess?
The freshwater snails that host the parasite that carries this disease.

Start with what the sentence means and the writer intends to convey.

Certain irrigation projects have enlarged the habitat of a specific kind of snail (freshwater snails).

These freshwater snails host the parasitic worm that carries a disease called "Schistosomiasis."

That disease has become more widespread because the enlarged habitat of the freshwater snails
increases the area in which the snails can carry the disease.

Causality requires specificity here.

X (Schistosomiasis) is caused by a Y (parasitic worm) that infects [a particular kind of =] THE Zs
(Zs = freshwater snails, where "freshwater" are the snails in question)

X is caused by a Y that infects the Zs
This "catch" might be easier for a native ear to hear.
THE appears in three options (A, B, and E).
THE does not appear in two options (C and D). 
That disparity should make the reader suspect that some issue probably lurks around the use or non-use of THE.
C and D can be dismissed because both lack THE.
We have A, B, and E

Split #2 in an alternate universe: Pronoun/noun disagreement
B and E contain plural possessive THEIR instead of ITS
Answer A
GMATNinja
gmatbusters wrote:
How would you see the usage of that & which in this question.
in Statement A, B - that is used
in C, D, E - which is used.
can they be used interchangeably?
I quietly mentioned the issue of that vs. which in answer choices (C), (D), and (E), but I deliberately didn't say much about it. [image: :-)]

Technically speaking, "that" is an essential modifier -- in other words, we wouldn't fully understand the meaning of the sentence without it -- and "which" is a non-essential modifier, meaning that it just provides some extra information. In general, modifiers beginning with "which" usually follow a comma. But unless they're part of a larger list, modifiers beginning with "that" usually do not follow a comma. Here, have a couple of examples:
· The GMAT book that is on the table is useless. --> The phrase "that is on the table" is an essential modifier, so the sentence implies that you wouldn't know exactly which GMAT book is useless if I didn't include the modifier. In other words, the sentence implies that there are some other books around -- maybe in the refrigerator, or on the bookshelf, or wherever -- and you need me to specify that the one on the table is the useless one.
· The GMAT book, which is on the table, is useless. --> Now "which is on the table" is just extra information. The sentence implies that there's only one GMAT book around, and it just happens to be on the table. But without the non-essential modifier, you'd still be able to identify the useless book.

The trouble is, either sentence is completely fine. They just mean slightly different things. In practice, it's really hard for the GMAT to test the distinction between essential and non-essential modifiers, and it's rarely -- if ever -- the deciding factor in official questions. Notice that you can absolutely get to correct answer on the schistosomiasis question without giving any thought to the difference between "which" and "that." And that's why I didn't say much about it in the explanation above. [image: :)]

But for what it's worth: yeah, "which" isn't a great choice in (C), (D), and (E), since "which" needs to be preceded by a comma, and it seems like the phrase "which become the parasite's hosts" is essential to the meaning of the sentence -- so it probably should start with "that" instead of "which." But in all three of those answer choices, there are arguably more significant issues.

generis
robu1 wrote:
As we know that all pronoun refers to the one antecedent not different one, 'it' is non underlined part refers to Schistosomiasis where as 'its' in underlined part refers to parasite. therefore A can not be right answer,???
robu , from what source did you get the rule that there can be only one pronoun that must always refer only to the main subject of the main clause?

A pronoun needs to refer to the most logical antecedent -- to the antecedent that makes sense. In this case that antecedent is the parasite.

Complex sentences can and often do have more than one noun and more than one pronoun. The pronouns must be logical and must be parallel in number and gender to the noun.

It sounds as if you might believe something different. That's not accurate. I can see why you might think that were the rule, but it isn't. Answer A is correct.

GMATNinja
generis wrote:
robu1 wrote:
As we know that all pronoun refers to the one antecedent not different one, 'it' is non underlined part refers to Schistosomiasis where as 'its' in underlined part refers to parasite. therefore A can not be right answer,???
---
robu , from what source did you get the rule that there can be only one pronoun that must always refer only to the main subject of the main clause?
A pronoun needs to refer to the nearest and most logical antecedent. In this case that antecedent is the parasite.
Complex sentences can and often do have more than one noun and more than one pronoun. The pronouns must be logical and must be parallel in number and gender to the noun.
It sounds as if you might believe something different. That's not accurate. I can see why you might think that were the rule, but it isn't. Answer A is correct.
Hope that helps:-)
I was just about to say the same thing, but generis beat me to it! Nice post. [image: :)]

generis's post is spot-on: there is no rule -- on the GMAT or in real life -- that states that you can't have multiple pronouns in a sentence, referring to different referents. In general, the GMAT wants you to pick the answer that most clearly conveys the intended meaning, and pronouns will USUALLY refer to the most recent potential antecedent. But even that isn't an absolute rule: in some cases, the GMAT tolerates some pronoun ambiguity when there are no better options available (more on that in this video. And there's definitely nothing inherently wrong with using the same pronoun twice in a complex sentence, as generis explained.
I hope this helps!
DmitryFarber
sandeep211986 "Its" refers to "parasite's," not "parasite's hosts," so there's no problem. (Otherwise, we are saying "The snails are the parasite's hosts for part of the parasite's hosts' life cycle," and this makes no sense. The snails host the parasite for part of the parasite's life cycle.)

Why is there no problem? First, "parasite" is singular, which fits with "its." Second, we have the possessive "parasite's," which matches nicely with the possessive "its." Third, the idea that pronouns can't refer to possessive antecedents is no longer used in GMAT SC. When I posted on this question in 2016, that "rule," also known as "possessive poison," still had some currency. We can now say that the GMAT doesn't follow this.
crazi4ib Q
(A) the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle

Hi experts, I want to confirm that my thinking is correct here. The reason why 'its' could not refer to the ‘freshwater snails’ here is because that would have to be 'their' to be grammatically right. Please kindly confirm!

Also, if the sentence segment was instead "the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycles", would that make it possible that the 'its' refers to the freshwater snails' life cycles?..
^^
DmitryFarber
crazi4ib

For your first question, that is one reason--"its" must certainly always refer to a singular noun. However, meaning matters, too. We are explaining that snails serve as a habitat during part of the parasite's life cycle. It wouldn't matter if this were only part of the snail's life cycle--that's not the meaning we want to convey.

For your second question, no, definitely not. This is partly for the reason above--its is singular, so it cannot refer to life cycles any more than it can refer to snails. Furthermore, the antecedent of a possessive pronoun (the noun that the pronoun refers back to) is not affected by what is getting possessed. Let's take a look:

If we read the sentence this way, we would replace "its" with "the life cycles'." Then the sentence would say "for part of the life cycles' life cycles." This is meaningless!

Try comparing to a simpler sentence, such as "The dog ate its breakfast." "Its" clearly has to refer to "the dog" and not "breakfast." If we allowed "its" to stand in for "breakfast," we'd be saying "The dog ate the breakfast's breakfast." ?!? We want to say "The dog ate the dog's breakfast." If it sounds odd to say "the dog" again, well, that's why we use "its"!

Shrey9
DmitryFarber wrote:
crazi4ib
For your first question, that is one reason--"its" must certainly always refer to a singular noun. However, meaning matters, too. We are explaining that snails serve as a habitat during part of the parasite's life cycle. It wouldn't matter if this were only part of the snail's life cycle--that's not the meaning we want to convey.

For your second question, no, definitely not. This is partly for the reason above--its is singular, so it cannot refer to life cycles any more than it can refer to snails. Furthermore, the antecedent of a possessive pronoun (the noun that the pronoun refers back to) is not affected by what is getting possessed. Let's take a look:
If we read the sentence this way, we would replace "its" with "the life cycles'." Then the sentence would say "for part of the life cycles' life cycles." This is meaningless!

Try comparing to a simpler sentence, such as "The dog ate its breakfast." "Its" clearly has to refer to "the dog" and not "breakfast." If we allowed "its" to stand in for "breakfast," we'd be saying "The dog ate the breakfast's breakfast." ?!? We want to say "The dog ate the dog's breakfast." If it sounds odd to say "the dog" again, well, that's why we use "its"!

hi DmitryFarber , I read your post explaining the possessive referring to singular pronoun, and as you said, GMAT now is okay with it. And therefore, one can expect some questions related to the same.
I want to ask, can you point out some more examples or questions related to this ? I think that would really help for a non-native speaker like me to understand the concept better.





DmitryFarber
Shrey9 It's not about singular/plural. That would just be something like "its" vs. "their." The issue is that in the past, the GMAT would not allow us to use a possessive noun as the antecedent for a non-possessive pronoun, but that rule seems to have been abandoned. At its worst, it would have had us ruling out a simple sentence such as "The Beatles' producer helped them to create innovative recordings," since the intended antecedent for "them" is "Beatles" and not "Beatles'." I think the intent was to avoid more difficult/problematic usages, but in any case, I think the rule is truly gone. I don't have a list of cases, but here's one OG example that proved the GMAT had moved on:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/although-she ... 08881.html

crazi4ib
DmitryFarber wrote:
crazi4ib

For your first question, that is one reason--"its" must certainly always refer to a singular noun. However, meaning matters, too. We are explaining that snails serve as a habitat during part of the parasite's life cycle. It wouldn't matter if this were only part of the snail's life cycle--that's not the meaning we want to convey.

Thanks DmitryFarber

Re meaning: let's say answer choice A is correctly grammatically phrased such that 'snail', 'parasite' and 'host' are all singular. Do you think in that case answer choice A could be ruled out for the ambiguity as to which one 'its' refers to? I feel that even though it is more likely for the life cycles to be referring to the parasite, a correct GMAC SC answer would still avoid that potential ambiguity. Just a hypothetical thought!

And if the sentence segment was instead "the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of their life cycles", then in that case, 'their' would refer to the freshwater snails, and the sentence would be correct even though it may have seemed less likely for the life cycles to be referring to the snails, right?

DmitryFarber 
crazi4ib

If we had all singular nouns, we'd still be fine. In the phrase "the freshwater snail that is the parasite's host for part of its life cycle," there's no way for "its" to refer to "host." The snail is the host for part of the host's life cycle? That doesn't make sense, since "host" itself just refers to "snail." Then, as we've discussed above, it doesn't make much sense for "its" to refer to "snail," so we're fine. However, a well-written GMAT problem won't present us with too much of a dilemma. If there's anything that the GMAT would consider ambiguous, we'll have a choice that corrects it. No choice, no worries about ambiguity. And if there's a choice that seems to correct ambiguity but isn't right, that means it has some other error. No sentence is wrong just by virtue of being too clear!

As for your second case, that would work grammatically. Would the sentence be correct? Not if that's not the intended meaning (and in this case, it apparently is not). We'd need to look at all five choices to see what was intended and decide from there.
AjiteshArun
sachinraja wrote:
The Question has been changed in the OG 2019 Verbal Review:
The Option C now has been restated to:
(c) freshwater snails which become the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycles

this in fact makes the selection of answer between A and C tougher.
I don't think there is any official version of this question with a becomes there. Probably just a typo in the question here rather than a change made by the GMAC.

GMATNinja
Quote:
But in option C we have “become” as part of the choice and not “becomes”
There is no other markable difference between A and C other than “that” and “which”. Since the noun immediately preceding “that” is singular I thought of dropping A.

Good question! First, when "that" is used as a modifier, it can describe either singular or plural entities. For example: "The shirts that Tim put in the washing machine were all clean, inspiring his daughter to give him a lengthy sermon about the evils of waste and inefficiency." Here, "shirts" is plural and it's correctly modified by "that." This is similar to the usage in (A).

If however, we were using "that" as a pronoun, in that case we'd use "those" to refer to a plural antecedent. For example, "The shirts that Tim put in the washing machine were cleaner than those he'd put in the closet." Now "those" is a stand-in for the plural noun "shirts."

The main difference between (A) and (C) is a subtle meaning issue. Consider the following:

1) "Tim hates the dogs that try to bite him."

Here, Tim only hates the dogs trying to bite him. Presumably, there are other dogs Tim doesn't hate. The "that" modifier serves to differentiate one group from another. (If you want to use fancy terminology - and you probably shouldn't - this type of modifier is "restrictive." It's necessary to understand what dog group we're talking about.)

Contrast the above with:

2) "Tim hates dogs, which try to bite him."

Now, Tim seems to hate dogs in general, and a characteristic of all dogs is that they want to maul Tim. ("Which" here is an unrestrictive modifier, meaning that it's just providing incidental information about dogs, not telling us what dogs we're discussing. And while you shouldn't spend much time worrying about comma usage, technically, we use a comma when we're introducing an unrestrictive modifier, such as "which.")

We see the same distinction here.

In (A), we have:

"...irrigation projects have enlarged the habitat of the freshwater snails that are the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycle."

The meaning here is that the irrigation projects have only enlarged the habitat of the specific snails that are hosts of the parasite. So there are other types of freshwater snails that aren't hosts and whose habitats haven't been enlarged. Makes sense.

In (C) we have:

"...irrigation projects have enlarged the habitat of freshwater snails which become the parasite's hosts for part of its life cycles."

Now the meaning seems to be that irrigation projects have enlarged the habitat of freshwater snails in general, and all freshwater snails are hosts for the parasite. It's also somewhat illogical to say "its life cycles" -- the parasite somehow has multiple life cycles? (Notice, also, that we're missing a comma before "which." One of the very rare instances when the absence of a comma is definitively wrong.)

It seems more logical to suggest that we're talking about a subset of freshwater snails having its habitat enlarged, as (A) does, than to suppose we're talking about all freshwater snails, as (C) does. (And, again, (C) is missing a necessary comma, and has a problem with a single parasite possessing multiple life cycles.)

I hope that helps!





EducationAisle
sameeb wrote:
My question is - Is that really not a deciding factor on GMAT questions? I mean I would immediately consider an option without a comma with a non-restrictive "which" modifier wrong. Would I be making a mistake?

Hi sameeb, this is just a different perspective.

We continue to suggest that this issue can be used for elimination (a big exception is when which is a part of prepositional phrase).

GMAT Ninja is also correct that till date, we have not come across any official question where this issue is the only split between any two options.

IanStewart
varotkorn wrote:
Why is "the parasite's hostS" in choice A. right, whereas "its (the parasite's) life cycleS" in choices C. and D. are wrong?
Do we have to assume that a single parasite has multiple hostS?

There's a singular parasite in the sentence, so there must be a singular "life cycle".

"Snails" is plural (and needs to be - the habitat is home to more than one snail) so ‘hosts’ needs to be plural as well.

The use of the plural "snails" probably makes more sense if you think of the parasite as a species, rather than as a single organism. The sentence is not assuming an individual parasite has multiple hosts.

IanStewart
varotkorn wrote:
I also thought of that.
However, if I think of the parasite as a species rather than a single organism, "its (the parasite's) life cycleS" would then make sense? (i.e., life cycles for the species as a whole)

That's the exact dilemma I have in this question [image: :(]

No, we say "the polar bear's habitat", not "the polar bear's habitats", or "the polar bear's diet", not "the polar bear's diets", if we're talking about the single habitat or diet of the species of polar bear, to give different examples.
32.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/sound-can-travel-through-water-for-enormous-distances-prevented-from-77588.html
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

(A) prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of
(B) prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by
(C) its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by
(D) its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of
(E) preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by

egmat
Reading the discussion on this thread surely took my head for a spin. I don't know if I could also blame the time (its past midnight here). Anyways, I will give my two cents on this discussion.

But first of all, @marcab, welcome back!!
After reading through your doubts here, I think I can figure out why you are confused between choices B and C. There is two-fold reason for your confusion

1: Use of verb-ed modifier - verb-ed modifiers modify the closest noun phrase. In the context of GMAT, I have not seen a single question in which these modifiers modify the preceding clause. Yes in normal English usage, we do use these modifiers the way we use verb-ing modifiers to modify the preceding clause. Now that being said, your explanation about the use of "prevented" to modify the subject "sound" is not correct.

2: The use of modifier "by boundaries" - The way these choices are constructed lead to two different modifications in the sentence.

Choice B: Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

prevented from what?
prevented from having its acoustic energy what?
prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by what?
prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by boundaries.
Per the logical intended meaning, do the boundaries "dissipate the energy"? 
^^ No. Boundaries prevent the dissipation.
Another thing - "by boundaries" is too far away from "prevented" to modify it.


Now lets look at choice C
Choice C: Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

prevented from what?
prevented from dissipating
prevented by what?
prevented by boundaries
so together we have - prevented from dissipating by boundaries
By contrast, in this choice, "by boundaries" is in good proximity of "prevented" to modify it correctly.
I hope this helps with the meaning clarification!
seekmba
checked on other forums and OA is C.

"dissipating by" is the correct idiom.

Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

A. prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of - changes the meaning. "Sound" is not prevented. "acoustic energy" is prevented from dissipating
B. prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by - same as A
C. its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by - CORRECT
D. its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of - wordy and 'being' is incorrect.
E. preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by - same as A. This sounds like sound is preventing its accoustic energy.
thangvietname
absolute phrase in c shows the context of main clause.

the meaning in c is

in the context that, energy of sound is prevented from dissipating by...., sound can travel a long distance.

the meaing relation between absolute phrase, and main clause should be understood clearly. Unforturenately, there is no grammar book which said about this point.

any one know about the meaning relation between absolute phrase and main clause, pls, share. sc is meaning game. this means we have to diferentiate between the distorted meaning and intended meaning and so, we have to know this meaning relation.

Marcab
Quoting your doubt
Quote:
any one know about the meaning relation between absolute phrase and main clause

The trick in order to identify absolute phrase is to check whether the clause contains a verb or not. If the clause contains a verb then it cannot be the AP.
Moreover, an AP will always answer HOW of the preceding clause.
Hope that helps.

Marcab
Quote:
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

(A) prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of
(B) prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by
(C) its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by
(D) its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of
(E) preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by

The basic difference between B and C is the subject.
In B, subject is "sound'. So B implies that "sound" is prevented from having its acoustic energy bla bla bla.
C, in which the subject is "acoustic energy", on the other hand implies that "sound's acoustic energy is prevented from dissipating bla bla bla". Moreover the construction that is used in C is of "absolute phrase". Whenever you come across this construction, just ask HOW after the clause just before the absolute phrase. If the Absolute phrase answers your "how" question correctly in exact words then that choice is the answer.
"Sound can travel through water for enormous distances". HOW?
ANSWER: its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.
Hope that helps.
GMATPill
Marcab wrote:
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

(A) prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of
(B) prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by
(C) its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by
(D) its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of
(E) preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by
I need proper explanations that ‘why correct answer is correct and why incorrect ones are not correct’.
If you think that this is a good question, then kudo me.
Will post the OA after some discussion.

Step 1)
I noticed the first phrase before the comma was a complete thought: "Sound can travel through water for enormous distances"
So that means what follows the comma must be a descriptive phrase.

Step 2)
I noticed one of the answer choices was a descriptive -ING verb phrase - so I ask myself: does it make sense that the SOUND is the one that is PREVENTING its acoustic energy from dissipating by X?
No - it does not make sense that sound prevents something.
So that leads me to look at (C) and (D) more carefully.
Step 3)
Between these two choices, (C) is clearly simpler - with fewer words. It also does not have the red flag word "being"in there. So at this point, (C) appears to be the best of the available answer choices.

egmat
Hi fameatop,
Let's analyze the structure of Choice C: Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

There is no doubt that the portion before the comma is an Independent Clause with "Sound" as a Subject and "can travel" as a Verb.
Now let's look at the latter portion of the sentence.

its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

This structure is actually Noun + Noun Modifier that modifies the preceding clause.
Noun = its acoustic energy
Noun Modifier = prevented from dissipating...

(For more on this topic, please read the article in this link: noun-noun-modifiers-before-we-start-discussing-about-the-137292.html)

What does this portions says? It says that its (sound’s) acoustic energy prevented. Now does it make sense that the sound itself prevents its acoustic energy? No, it does. Now read further. "its acoustic energy prevented... by water layers of different temperatures and densities." Now, does this make sense? Yes, it does. This structure actually provided the characteristic of the acoustic energy in that it says that this acoustic energy is prevented from dissipating by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

In original Choice C, "prevented" CANNOT be a passive voice also because it is not preceded by a helping verb such as is/am/are/was/were etc. So, prevented here is just a verb-ed modifier, a Noun Modifier that modifies the preceding noun entity "its acoustic energy". Together this ‘modified noun + noun modifier’ modifies the preceding clause by presenting the reason for the main action in the sentence.

Remember, we are talking about the CORRCT OFFICIAL answer choice. It cannot have a grave error of fragment.

--Shraddha
egmat
Hi honchos,

Let’s first understand the meaning of the original sentence:
• Sound can travel through water for enormous distances,
o prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

MEANING

• This sentence represents a fact that sound can travel through water for long distances.
• Then it tells the reason behind this fact: It says that the water layers of different temperatures and densities create boundaries in the ocean. These boundaries prevent the acoustic energy of sound form dissipating.
So, according to the original sentence the action of ‘preventing’ is done by the boundaries created by water layers.

Now, let’s take a look at OPTION E:
• Sound can travel through water for enormous distances,
o preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

VERB-ing MODIFIER
If a verb-ing modifier is placed after a clause and it is preceded by a comma, then it modifies the preceding clause. This modifier makes sense with the subject of the preceding clause, and it:
i) Either provides additional information about the preceding clause
ii) Or presents the result of the preceding clause.

• Tom killed the snake, using a stick. (Additional Information)
• The recession adversely affected the company’s business, reducing its profits by 50%. (Result)
In both the above sentences, the subject makes sense with the verb-ing modifier, since it is clear from these sentences that “Tom used the stick” and “The recession reduced the profits”.

Now, in the given sentence, the verb-ing modifier ‘preventing’ presents additional information about the preceding clause. Also, the subject ‘sound’ should make sense with ‘preventing’.
So, this sentence conveys the meaning that ‘sound prevents its acoustic energy from dissipating.....’. This is not the intended meaning of the original sentence since the boundaries did the action of preventing, not the sound.

---Deepak

kinjiGC
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

The independent clause is "Sound can travel through water for enormous distances" and rest is the modifier.

A. prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of -> prevented is past participle modifier (verbed modifier) and should modify the nearest noun -> enormous distances -> doesn't make sense.

B. prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by -> Same issue as that of A)

C. its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by -> correct as prevented is modifying the "its acoustic energy" - a noun

D. its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of -> dissipating not as a result of boundaries of ocean but because of boundaries of ocean

E. preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by -> comma + verbing modifier attaches to the subject of the previous clause which means Sound itself is preventing its acoustic energy which is ridiculous.

mvictor
souvik101990 wrote:
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.
A. prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of
comma+ed modifier modifies the closest noun - thus incorrect
B. prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by
same error as in A.
C. its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by
noun+noun modifier used correctly.
D. its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of
being is correctly used in 2 cases:
1. when it is used as a noun
2. when it is used in a passive voice construction
none of these cases is here, hence incorrect.
E. preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by
comma+ing modifier modifies entire clause by associating itself with subject and verb of the clause preceded. thus, in this case it is incorrectly used.

sayantanc2k
anje29 wrote:
I have a doubt though it is a official guide question and answer C is correct , but I can't understand how the two clauses are just separated by comma not any connecting word .
Experts , please help
The second part after comma is not an independent clause; it is an absolute phrase. Absolute phrases consist of the following structure:
1/ noun (or noun phrase) + noun (noun phrase) modifier
2/ Absolute phrase modifiers modify the adjacent clause as a whole.
Here,
noun phrase= its acoustic energy
noun phrase modifier = prevented from dissipating (prevented is a past participle, not a verb)
The absolute phrase modifier its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating... modifies the clause Sound can travel through water for enormous distances.
Thus the use of comma is alright. Another example of absolute clause is as follows:
His held head high, he left the room.
The underlined part here is the absolute phrase
EducationAisle
crazykaushik wrote:
Though everybody has agreed at "C" as OA, I still have a doubt regarding this. Doesn't it create a run on sentence construction? There is a clause before comma and then without any coordinating conjunction or there stands another clause starting with its. Experts please explain.

Hi crazykaushik, a run-on sentence construction is when two Independent clauses are connected by a comma.

In option C, the following portion of the sentence is not an Independent clause:

its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

In fact, it is not even a clause. This kind of a construct is called absolute modifier and has the following structure:

i) Noun (its acoustic energy) +
ii) Noun-modifier (prevented from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities)

This is very frequently tested on GMAT and so, it might be a good idea to make yourself comfortable with this structure.
sayantanc2k
Sunil01 wrote:
Economist wrote:
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances,prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result ofboundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.
A. prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of
B. prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by
C. its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by
D. its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of
E preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by
hi experts,
I am not getting the usage of comma here. I know comma is not in the underlined part, but I want to understand the usage of comma. what is the impact on the sentence if we remove comma.

We need a comma before a non-essential modifier - a modifier that states something extra about the noun or the sentence it modifies and can be omitted without changing the meaning of the rest of the sentence. Here "its acoustic energy...." is a non- essential absolute phrase modifier, and hence a comma is mandatory. Absolute phrase modifiers are always non-essential type.
AjiteshArun
jasmitkalra wrote:
In Manhattan's SC correction guide, under chapter 10 (page 197) of 5th edition:

"A comma by itself cannot connect two complete sentences (main clauses)"
eg. WRONG: Earl walked to school, he later ate his lunch.
Isn't C doing a similar thing here? connecting two complete sentences?
The second element is not a clause. It's an absolute phrase. One way to see that is to check whether prevented is a (complete) verb. If we try saying its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by boundaries, we can see that prevented does not seem to be "combining" with acoustic energy.

Compare these two structures:
Its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by boundaries.
Its acoustic energy is prevented from dissipating by boundaries.
Clearly, the second is complete, but the first is not.
daagh
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.
1) prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of
2)prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by
3) its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by
4) its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of
5) preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by

The whole issue here is about the modification of the comma plus verb+ed modifier' 'prevented'. It is an error to think that the participle 'comma plus prevented' can modify the distant 'sound'. A past participle modifier separated by a comma and intercepting a clause can only modify the nearest noun namely distances, which is devoid of any meaning in the contest.
Therefore, we can safely dump A and B.

Nor is it any more sensible to say that sound prevented its own acoustic energy from dissipation in order to be able to travel long distances as in E.
Between C and D, it doesn't take too long to kick out D for using the phrase 'being dissipated' as a modifier. Therefore, it is a cake-walk for C.
sayantanc2k
deepakgarg1373 wrote:
GMATNinja, could you help figuring out the difference between option C and E?

A present participle ("-ing") modifier may refer to the subject of the preceding clause. In E, the present participle "preventing.." refers to the subject of the previous clause ("sound") - the meaning implied is that the sound itself prevents its (own) acoustic energy from dissipating.
C does not convey this faulty meaning.

anuj04
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.
(A) prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of
(B) prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by
(C) its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by
(D) its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of
(E) preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by

POE: I am putting all my learning from all the experts. GMATNinja daagh mikemcgarry egmat. Please correct me if my learning is wrong.

(A) prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of- WRONG- Since Verb-ed modifier modifies the preceding noun or the noun phrase therefore, “prevented” here modifies “enormous distance” which is not logically right. It should modify “acoustic energy”
(B) prevented from having its acoustic energy dissipated by- Same as A
(C) its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by- Correct- IC+comma(,)+ Noun phrase (giving extra information) – Right construction- No problem with clear meaning. Let's keep it for a while till we get a better option
(D) its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of – First usage of BEING is incorrect. From Daagh’s explanation I have taken this “Whenever you see, ‘being’, ask what is being or who is being. If you get a positive answer, then ‘being’ is a modifier and that structure is unacceptable in GMAT.” Here what is being? “Accoustic Energy”. We get the positive answer. Hence out.
(E) preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by – WRONG- Whenever Verbing is used, it modifies the preceding clause and is associated with the subject of the preceding clause. Here SOUND is the subject, and it is not PREVENTING “its acoustic energy from dissipating”. Illogical.

Hence C is the answer.

HimanshuW11
stanleygao wrote:
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.
The correct answer is D. its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by
I am confused with the sentence construction of this question. It looks like there are two complete sentences without a proper conjunction of "and" or ";".
First sentence: ‘Sound can travel through water for enormous distances’.
Second sentence: ‘its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.’
Can anyone explain it to me?
Dear stanleygao,

Two things about the query you raised.
1. "I am confused with the sentence construction of this question. It looks like there are two complete sentences without a proper conjunction of "and" or ";". "
GMAT doesn't allow 2 "two complete sentences"(sentences with subject and verb) to be connected with a conjunction, but rather they are combined with a semicolon(;).

2. In the above mentioned sentence. The first portion before the comma is a clause, but the second portion is a absolute phrase.
2 things here:
1. There isn't a verb in the second portion at all. "Prevented" is a past participle, and dissipating is a present participle, but not active verbs.
2. Absolute phrase:
The part after the comma (called the absolute phrase) has the following characteristics:
1. It starts with a possessive form (his, her, its, their etc.)
2. It only adds to the meaning (just additional or filler information). It is not core information.
3. It contains no verb (it is a phrase).
4. It is adverbial in nature (it goes back to the whole clause, not to a specific noun).

MartyTargetTestPrep
Skywalker18 wrote:
I was in a fix between options C and E.
1. A lot of explanations state that in option E, verb-ing modifier 'preventing' does not make sense with the subject of preceding clause 'sound' - Sound itself did not prevent its acoustic energy...
But as per the official question ( https://gmatclub.com/forum/between-14-0 ... 42405.html ), we know that verb-ing modifier need not ALWAYS make sense with the subject of the preceding clause. In this official question, it makes sense only with the preceding action- verb-ing is an immediate consequence
Between 14,000 and 8,000 b.c. the ice cap that covered northern Asia, Europe, and America began to melt, uncovering vast new areas that were to be occupied by migrating peoples moving northward.
2. Is the option E incorrect because verb-ing 'preventing' does not even make sense with the preceding action?
The ice cap sentence is a little sketchy but basically works, since, as a consequence of the ice cap's melting, the new areas were uncovered.

The version created via the use of (E) in this question is completely illogical. Sound does not come close to preventing its energy dissipating, and further the prevention of the energy dissipating is not a consequence of the traveling.
Quote:
3. The North American moose has long legs that enable it to move quickly through the woods, stepping easily over downed trees while predators pursuing it must leap over or go around them
In the above official example, verb-ing modifier modifies the that(which acts as modifier) clause.
I think it would be more accurate to say that the verb-ing modifier modifies the preceding actor-action pair, as in "it" and "to move quickly."
Quote:
What about the case in which 'that' acts as subordinator.
Subject + verb + that(as a subordinator) + subject + verb, verb-ing
In this scenario, will verb-ing refer to subordinate clause(the one that follows 'that') ?
It may, but it could modify the main clause, taking the subject of the main clause as agent the agent of the participle, as the closing modifier does in the following example:
John argued that temperatures are going to rise quickly, supporting his case via the use of trend data.
The meaning of the above example is fairly clear.
GMATNinja
This question popped up on our Ask Me Anything About SC thread. Reposting it here just in case it helps somebody else:
sefwow wrote:
Hey gmat ninja,
Was wondering if you could break down c and d for me here as you usually do - question here: https://gmatclub.com/forum/sound-can-tr ... 77588.html
Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities
(C) its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by
(D) its acoustic energy prevented from being dissipated as a result of
The most straightforward decision point here is meaning. If something dissipates, it disperses on its own -- like steam, for example.

If something is being dissipated, it sounds as though there's an outside force causing the dispersion -- a farmer spreading seeds, perhaps. In this case, we're talking about the acoustic energy of sound. It makes far more sense to write that this energy disperses on its own than that a third-party is sprinkling bits of sound through the air. Because "being dissipated" is illogical here, we can eliminate (D).

Note also, that "by" is a cleaner more concise way of expressing "as a result of." So while "as a result of" isn't inherently wrong, in a side-by-side comparison with "by," it's a clear loser.

I hope that helps!
GMATNinja
mview wrote:
Could you help me out??
It seems to me that the nytimes version is correct but that the answer choice C is not....
In "its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by" the participial "prevented" appears to incorrectly modify "its acoustic energy"
But in the nytimes version, "prevented" appears to correctly modify the sound: "Sound ...., (is) prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy by boundaries i... "

What am I missing? Thanks!!

Spoiler: ::
https://www.nytimes.com/1998/10/27/scie ... spute.html

Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of differing temperatures and densities. In the final version of the experiment, loudspeakers were installed at two sites: one off the northwest coast of Hawaii's Big Island, and the other near Pioneer Seamount, a volcanic island in the Pacific Ocean 55 miles from San Francisco. The times of arrival of the sound at thousands of underwater microphones spanning the Pacific Ocean were then recorded and interpreted as water temperatures.

Keep in mind that the editors at the NY Times are NOT worried about what GMAC thinks of their articles. [image: :)]

Many of the things that we consider "rules" on the GMAT are not strictly followed in the real world, and even writers at the best, most well-respected publications will break them (wait, is "them" too ambiguous??).

On the GMAT, you'll never be asked to look at a single sentence in isolation and decide whether it's right or wrong. Instead, you are asked to "select the answer that produces the most effective sentence" -- that is, the BEST choice out of the five. So even on the test itself, it's not a matter of labeling each sentence as "wrong" or "right". Sure, there are certain errors that allow us to make easy eliminations (i.e. subject-verb agreement errors). But once you've eliminated the ones with obvious errors, you simply have to compare the remaining options and find the BEST answer.

Long story short: don't use the NY Times or any other non-GMAT publication as your source for GMAT grammar "rules"!
MentorTutoring
lakshya14 wrote:
Hi, what's the problem with (E). The verb-ing is modifying the subject of the preceding clause, i.e. "sound". How can it be better than (C)?
Hello, lakshya14. We are getting to be virtual pals, as often as we are crossing paths. Choice (E) has a fatal flaw that does not make logical sense. Try inserting it into the shell of the sentence:

Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, preventing its acoustic energy from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

What, exactly, is preventing the acoustic energy of sound from dissipating? Would it make sense to say that sound prevents its own acoustic energy from dissipating? Is there some sort of built-in self-preservation mechanism that we need to be aware of? Are we then to understand that boundaries in the non-negotiable part of the sentence act as sound-dissipators? If so, that is actually the opposite of what the shell of the sentence would suggest. Would it not make more sense for a boundary to contain something? And if something is contained in water, then it does not dissipate, and that is what we are after. Compare to (C):

Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, its acoustic energy prevented from dissipating by boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

Aha, so straightened out, with the sentence in a more active voice, we understand that boundaries in the ocean prevent the acoustic energy of sound from dissipating, thereby allowing sound to travel through water for enormous distances. That makes perfect sense, and we did not get tangled up in any seaweed following the logic.

I hope that helps. If you need further clarification, just ask.
egmat
lakshya14 wrote:
Hi, what's the problem with (E). The verb-ing is modifying the subject of the preceding clause, i.e. "sound". How can it be better than (C)?
Hello lakshya14,
I know that your question has already been answered, and quite magnificently. Nonetheless, here are my two cents.

So let's look at the original sentence first: Sound can travel through water for enormous distances, prevented from dissipating its acoustic energy as a result of boundaries in the ocean created by water layers of different temperatures and densities.

The first part of this sentence states a fact/general information about sound. The second part of the sentence presents the reason for that fact. So understanding what the sentence intends to convey is not difficult.

Now, Choice A is incorrect because it seems to suggest that sound can travel through water for really long distances because the sound is prevented from dissipating its own acoustic energy because of the boundaries in the oceans mentioned in the sentence. This certainly is not the intended meaning. It is the acoustic energy of the sound that is prevented from dissipating. Hence, this choice is incorrect.

Choice E, with the usage of the action modifier comma + preventing... says that sound prevents its acoustic energy from dissipating. But this is not correct because we know that the boundaries in the oceans prevent the acoustic energy from dissipating. Hence, this choice is incorrect.
Choice C is the correct answer choice because the Noun + Noun Modifier "its acoustic energy prevented..." correctly presents the reason why sound can travel really long distances in water.

You can go through our very famous article on the usage of the comma + verb-ing modifier that acts as an action modifier. The article details the conditions when the usage of this modifier is considered correct.

https://gmatclub.com/forum/usage-of-verb-ing-modifiers-135220.html#p1101074

---Shraddha
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https://gmatclub.com/forum/although-the-rise-in-the-producer-price-index-was-greater-than-expecte-294387.html
Although the rise in the Producer Price Index was greater than expected, most analysts agreed that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained essentially under control.

A. that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained
B. that it was unlikely for the index continuing to go up and for inflation to remain
C. that the index was unlikely to continue to go up, with inflation to remain
D. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue going up and that inflation remained
E. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue to go up and for inflation to remain
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
This is a great example of a GMAT question that focuses on PARALLELISM! Let's start off by doing a quick scan over the options and highlighting any major differences we see in orange:

Although the rise in the Producer Price Index was greater than expected, most analysts agreed that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained essentially under control.

A. that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained
B. that it was unlikely for the index continuing to go up and for inflation to remain
C. that the index was unlikely to continue to go up, with inflation to remain
D. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue going up and that inflation remained
E. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue to go up and for inflation to remain

After a quick scan over the options, a few key differences jump out:
1. that / on the unlikelihood that
2. continue / continuing / would continue
3. that / for / with
4. remained / to remain

If we look more carefully at the sentence, we can spot what type of question this is:

Although the rise in the Producer Price Index was greater than expected, most analysts agreed that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained essentially under control.

When looking at the sentence as a whole, we see that the underlined portion contains the 2 things that analysts agree on - and those 2 things MUST be parallel! Any time you see a grouping of items, parallelism is a good place to start! Let's check each option to ensure the 2 items are parallel:

A. that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained --> PARALLEL
B. that it was unlikely for the index continuing to go up and for inflation to remain --> NOT PARALLEL
C. that the index was unlikely to continue to go up, with inflation to remain --> NOT PARALLEL
D. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue going up and that inflation remained --> NOT PARALLEL
E. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue to go up and for inflation to remain --> NOT PARALLEL

There you have it - option A is the only one that uses parallel structure for both items! If you can identify what type of SC question you're dealing with, it is a lot easier to check for common mistakes (parallelism, modifiers, subject-verb agreement, etc.).
popovarseniy
Bunuel wrote:
Although the rise in the Producer Price Index was greater than expected, most analysts agreed that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained essentially under control.

A. that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained
B. that it was unlikely for the index continuing to go up and for inflation to remain
C. that the index was unlikely to continue to go up, with inflation to remain
D. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue going up and that inflation remained
E. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue to go up and for inflation to remain

I can't understand why a hypothetical situation that is described in the past can simply use "was" and not "would" as a verb? I got confused, though all other answers are definitely wrong.
^^
Bunuel wrote:
Although the rise in the Producer Price Index was greater than expected, most analysts agreed that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained essentially under control.

A. that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained
B. that it was unlikely for the index continuing to go up and for inflation to remain
C. that the index was unlikely to continue to go up, with inflation to remain
D. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue going up and that inflation remained
E. on the unlikelihood that the index would continue to go up and for inflation to remain

There are two cases in which "would" would be needed, and neither is fulfilled:

1) Projection from the past into the future: "All of his teachers knew that he would grow up to be a criminal."

2) Past conditional: "Everyone believed that the economy would keep growing as long as the peace was maintained."

The sentence we're dealing with has no condition ("if," "as long as," "provided that," etc.). It might seem to project into the future, but notice that we are assessing it's likelihood of going up at that time. So we'd say these:

We agreed that the index was unlikely to go up.
We agreed that the index would not go up.
We agreed that the index would go up.

See the difference? The first case is really about that moment in time (everyone agreed that something was currently unlikely), while the other two project forward.
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
rnn wrote:
Hi EMPOWERgmatVerbal
can you kindly share why it should be "remained" and not "remain"
secondly, in option B we have "for the index continuing to go up and for inflation to remain"... is this not parallel as well?

Hello rnn!
Thank you for your questions. I imagine other people are wondering about these as well! Let's go through them one at a time:

1. The verb should be the past tense "remained" to stay consistent with the non-underlined part of the sentence where it says "was greater than expected" and "most analysts agreed," both of which are also in past tense.
2. No, this is not parallel. When looking at parallelism with phrases or clauses, you need to include the entire clause - not just the parts that sound good:

B. that it was unlikely for the index continuing to go up and for inflation to remain

If the phrase "it was unlikely" wasn't part of this option, then it would be parallel. However, since we're talking about parallel phrases here, we must include both phrases in their entirety. The only other way this could have been parallel would be to say "it was unlikely for the index to continue going up and it was unlikely for inflation to remain."

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
muditdadwal wrote:
How is "Continue" parallel to "Remained" ? They are in different tenses ? Infinitive vs past tense. Kindly help me here.
Hello muditdadwal!
Thank you for your question! In this sentence, "continue" does not need to be parallel to "remained" because it's not acting as the main verb. It's part of a prepositional phrase, so it doesn't behave like a verb here:

Although the rise in the Producer Price Index was greater than expected, most analysts agreed that the index was unlikely to continue going up and that inflation remained essentially under control.

All the other verbs (in bold) are in past tense, and the two items that the analysts agreed on are written using parallel structure. Therefore, we can narrow down our choices to just option A.
GMATNinja
UNSTOPPABLE12 wrote:
Hello experts,
I'm having an issue with the 2nd part of the parallelism , specifically we know 1) most analysts agreed that the index was unlikely to continue going up and 2) most analysts agreed that inflation remained essentially under control, so inflation is sth that can be decided at the moment whether it should be reduced or increased ? If not, shouldn't it be "most analysts agreed that inflation will remain" I know that it has been discussed in previous posts , but I still have problem understanding the meaning and structure of the second part

I'm not 100% sure that I'm interpreting your question correctly, but I'll give it a shot. I think this is the heart of it: "... so inflation is sth that can be decided at the moment whether it should be reduced or increased ?"

· At any moment, analysts can look at inflation trends and decide whether they think inflation is (A) under control (for example, increasing/decreasing moderately--no cause for alarm) or (B) NOT under control (for example, increasing exponentially with no end in sight--a cause for alarm).
· If we were talking about the present, we would say, "Most analysts agree that inflation remains under control." In other words, "Most analysts agree that inflation continues to be under control."
· But since we are talking about the past, we say, "Most analysts agreed that inflation remained under control." In other words, "Most analysts agreed that inflation continued to be under control."

I hope that helps!

GMATNinja
UNSTOPPABLE12 wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
UNSTOPPABLE12 wrote:
Hello experts,
I'm having an issue with the 2nd part of the parallelism , specifically we know 1) most analysts agreed that the index was unlikely to continue going up and 2) most analysts agreed that inflation remained essentially under control, so inflation is sth tha can be decided at the moment whether it should be reduced or increased ? If not, shouldn't it be "most analysts agreed that inflation will remain" I know that it has been discussed in previous posts , but I still have problem understanding the meaning and structure of the second part
I'm not 100% sure that I'm interpreting your question correctly, but I'll give it a shot. I think this is the heart of it: "... so inflation is sth tha can be decided at the moment whether it should be reduced or increased ?"
· At any moment, analysts can look at inflation trends and decide whether they think inflation is (A) under control (for example, increasing/decreasing moderately--no cause for alarm) or (B) NOT under control (for example, increasing exponentially with no end in sight--a cause for alarm).
· If we were talking about the present, we would say, "Most analysts agree that inflation remains under control." In other words, "Most analysts agree that inflation continues to be under control."
· But since we are talking about the past, we say, "Most analysts agreed that inflation remained under control." In other words, "Most analysts agreed that inflation continued to be under control."
I hope that helps!
GMATNinja first of all thank you for your detailed response and for your time you are really helpful. I now think that the issue that I have in this question is more of grammatical nature rather than meaning as I thought in the beginning , what "sounds" more correct for me is "most analysts agree that inflation will continue to be under control" and "most analysts agreed that inflation would continue to be under control" , the structure "most analysts agree that inflation remains under control " and "most analysts agreed that inflation remained under control" ,confuse me, so I was wondering if you could guide by telling me which grammatical section focuses on this structure so I could study it and fill the gap in knowledge that I have (is it just a part of "tenses" as a whole)?

I don't think there is a particular chunk of content that you need to study. I think the verb "remains" is just tripping you up here. So let's try replacing "remains" with "is":
· (1) "most analysts agree that inflation IS under control" - Analysts in the present agree that inflation is CURRENTLY under control.
· (2) "most analysts agree that inflation WILL BE under control" - Analysts in the present agree that inflation IN THE FUTURE will be under control.
· (3) "most analysts agreed that inflation WAS under control" - Analysts in the PAST agreed that inflation, also in the past, WAS under control.
· (4) "most analysts agreed that inflation WOULD BE under control" - Analysts in the PAST agreed about what WOULD happen with inflation at some later time.

My guess is that you are okay with these four examples. But you have a sense that the verb "to remain" implies that we are talking about what will happen later, as opposed to what is happening right now. But we can certainly use "to remain" in the present tense:
· "The student is calm." - Okay, the student is calm right now.
· "The student remains calm." - Similar meaning, but the use of "remains" implies a degree of continuity: the student CONTINUES TO BE calm.

Now let's look at 4 examples with "to remain" that parallel the 4 examples with "to be" above:
· (1) "most analysts agree that the student REMAINS calm" - Analysts in the present agree that the student CURRENTLY remains calm.
· (2) "most analysts agree that the student WILL REMAIN calm" - Analysts in the present agree that the student IN THE FUTURE will remain calm.
· (3) "most analysts agreed that the student REMAINED calm" - Analysts in the PAST agreed that the student, also in the past, REMAINED calm.
· (4) "most analysts agreed that the student WOULD REMAIN calm" - Analysts in the PAST agreed about what WOULD happen with the student at some later time.

All four examples are okay (though you are understandably more comfortable with #2 and #4), but each conveys a slightly distinct meaning because of the timeline differences.
If you want to suffer through a full hour on how to be intuitive with GMAT SC verb tenses, you could also check out this video.

EducationAisle
riagarg07 wrote:
Not able to get how is A following parallelism and why C is incorrect
Hi Ria, the structure of A is:

Although the rise in the Producer Price Index was greater than expected, most analysts agreed
(i) that the index was unlikely to continue going up and
(ii) that inflation remained essentially under control

So, (i) and (ii) are the parallel elements of this sentence. Perhaps what's throwing you off is that (i) is talking about future while (ii) is talking about past. But that's completely fine. Do remember that tenses and parallelism are two different concepts; for a sentence to be parallel, the entire sentence does not need to be in the same tense.

For example, following is a correct sentence:

Peter's teachers agree that he is a great student and that he will have a bright future.

Notice he is a great student is simple present, while he will have a bright future is simple future tense; but this does not impact parallelism in any manner.
C is incorrect because of incorrect usage of with. It is incorrect to say that "index was unlikely to continue to go up with inflation". There are two different statements that analysts agreed upon, and hence, in the correct answer, these two statements are connected by and.
EducationAisle
mansi1997 wrote:
Can someone explain the Parallelism in this question?

Hi Mansi, please refer to my post here.

Basically the parallelism is: most analysts agreed X and Y.

Where

X: that the index was unlikely to continue going up
Y: that inflation remained essentially under control.














34.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/thelonious-monk-who-was-a-jazz-pianist-and-composer-produced-a-body-47937.html#p337618
Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

(A) Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
(B) Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
(C) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
(D) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
(E) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both

GMATNinja
This is one of my favorites, just because I see a lot of errors on it – but it’s actually really straightforward, and is easy to solve if you follow a couple of simple rules. And that doesn’t happen as often as we’d like on GMAT SC, unfortunately.
Quote:
A. Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
OK, the thing that should jump out at us is the word “both.” In this case, “both” is paired with the word “and” – and this is a very strict parallelism “trigger”. The word “both” and the word “and” must be followed by two parallel elements.

And in this case, we don’t have those parallel elements: “…both rooted… and Duke Ellington…” Nope: “rooted” is an adjective in this situation, and “Duke Ellington” definitely is not. So we can eliminate (A).

(And for anybody who was paying extremely close attention in our YouTube webinar on parallelism and meaning: when I mentioned “special parallel triggers”, this both/and construction is one of the most important examples I had in mind.)
Quote:
B. Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both

I’m OK with the use of “that” here: “that was rooted” just modifies the “body of work.” You could probably argue that the words “that was” aren’t strictly necessary, but they also aren’t doing any harm at all.
The more important thing is the parallelism again: “…both in the stride-piano tradition… and Duke Ellington…”
Nope, that’s definitely not parallel, either. (B) is out.

Quote:
C. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted

Hm, no more “both”! That’s cool. Now the parallelism isn’t a problem at all: Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington are parallel to each other in the non-underlined portion.

But now there’s a more subtle problem: this thing isn’t a legitimate sentence anymore, because the presumed subject of the sentence (“Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk”) never actually “performs” a main verb. I think we can agree that the part beginning with “who” is just modifying Thelonious Monk, so let’s strip that out for just a moment to see what we have: “Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk,… yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.”

Huh? That makes no sense. Basically, the sentence is structured as a noun, followed by a modifier, followed by a dependent clause. That’s not a sentence. So (C) is out.
Quote:
D. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
As in (C), we don’t have any parallelism issues here, since “both” has been removed. But unlike (C), (D) is actually a real sentence, since it starts with a nice, independent clause: “…Thelonious Monk produced a body of work…”

So let’s keep (D).

Quote:
E. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both
And we’re right back to the same parallelism problem as in (B): “…both in the stride-piano tradition… and Duke Ellington…” That’s just plain wrong, and we’re left with (D) as the correct answer.






pqhai
siddhans wrote:
Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

a) Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
b) Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
c) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
d) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
e) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both


Because we use idiom "both X and Y" too often, so when we see the idiom we will pick options having this idiom intuitively. GMAT, however, prefers standard idioms. In this question,
"both X and Y" must be used precisely, otherwise it's going wrong.

Note: Both X and Y <== X and Y MUST be parallel in meaning and grammar.
OG questions seem to be easy, but they have more sophisticated traps than we thought.

a) Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
Wrong. Parallelism problem: both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington,
- "rooted" is verb, "Duke Ellington" is noun <-- cannot parallel.

b) Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
Wrong. Parallelism problem: rooted both in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington,
- The stride-piano tradition AND Duke Ellington are not parallel.

c) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
Wrong. Modifier problem. The clause "who....." has a comma before it. Technically, the clause is NON-essential. It means we can omit the clause without any meaning change. But that's wrong. The clause is ESSENTIAL. We can't omit it.

d) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
Correct. parallelism: rooted in the stride-piano tradition of X and Y.

e) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both
Wrong. Parallelism problem: rooted both in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington,
- The stride-piano tradition AND Duke Ellington are not parallel
nusmavrik
Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

a) same
b) Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
c) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
d) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
e) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both

"rooted both" and "both rooted" : not required. The sentence means that the roots of the work are in the tradition of Willie and Duke Ellington.

Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington : here [highlight]and[/highlight] is used for the composers [highlight]not the roots[/highlight]

The sentence means that the work is rooted in the tradition of WS and DE.

a) Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
b) Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
c) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
d) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
e) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both

C : ambiguous who
Hence D.

Both x and y
Both in x and in y
Both at X and at Y is correct. Both on X or on Y is correct.
Both should always have parallel forms associated to it.
daagh
The problem in A is the unnecessary intrusion of the word ‘both’; you can not say, 'a body of work" and then ‘both’ ‘‘Both’ has no plural referent.

In B and E, ‘both’ is misleading because there are no two traditions. There is only one tradition, i.e. the stride piano tradition.
In C there are two subjects to the main clause namely, Thelonious Monk and he. The second subject ‘he’ is redundant.
D is the correct choice with a proper contrasting and coordinating conjunction 'yet' that joins the two arms of this compound sentence and with the nosey word ‘both’ having been dropped

DevilDoggNC
siddhans wrote:
Spoiler: :: My doubt
Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

a) Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
b) Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
c) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
d) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
e) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both

The usage of "who" in choice C is wrong.

Take a run at this simplified example...

Tiger Woods, who is a famous golfer, endorses Nike, but he wears Reebok. [Correct]

Tiger Woods, who is a famous golfer that endorses Nike, but he wears Reebok. [Incorrect]

Why? --- The noun Tiger Woods does not have an accompanying verb. It is incomplete.

Choice C can be corrected as follows:

Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, was a traditional jazz pianist and composer, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

As you can see -- [Noun], [WHO]......., [Verb] + Modifier, [Coordinating Conjunction] + [Independent Clause]
[Monk], [WHO]......., [was] + traditional jazz.. , [YET] [He stood apart from the...]
daagh
I think we should take note an important issue here. The word ‘both’ is the spoilsport in the original text. What does ‘both’ refer to? When we say both, we mean both x and Y. However, there is only one factor here that ------ Monk produced a body of work rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington. Note that sibular phrase ‘a body of work’. So using ‘both’ before rooted has no relevance.

2. Can ‘rooted both’ be right? If there are two traditions in the context, it is understandable. However, here is only one tradition i.e. ‘the stride-piano tradition’ which belongs to the two gentlemen noted there.

Therefore, all choices using both in any of the contexts are wrong here. This leaves us only with C and D. Between them, C is an oitright fragment because of the intrusion of the pronoun “who”. Hence D.

3. A note on whether you really have to say ‘was rooted”. Here ‘a body of work rooted’ does not mean that the verb rooted is in active voice. It is actually a past participle, essentially conveying a passive voice such as ‘is rooted/ are rooted/ was rooted / were rooted etc’ depending on the context. Hence, the voice of the verb is out of scope here. In fact, D will still be right answer, even if you drop, the auxiliary verb ‘was’ before rooted.
metallicafan
First, you must know that "both....and...." is a idiom, and it requires parallelism.
What does this mean? That the elements inside that idiom must have the same gramatical structure.
In other words: "both (noun) and (noun)"
"both (adjective) and (adjective)"
etc.

In this case, notice that after "and" there is a noun (Duke Ellington). So, the structure must be "both (noun) and (noun)".
Notice that in all the choices in which there is "both...and...", there is not parallelism in the elements. A, B, and E out.
C creates a fragment sentence "Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk" is a subject that doesn't have a verb, because after "yet" there is a new and independent clause. D is the answer.

I suggest to read the MGMAT SC book; it provides you a lot of useful concepts.

dentobizz
smrutipattnaik wrote:
Which one of the following is right ??
a. Theo Mark, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted in the stride-piano tradition of will smith and duke.
b. Jazz pianist and composer Theo Mark produced a body of work that was rooted in the stride-piano tradition of will smith and duke.

Hi Smruti,
You have changed the original Official question , nonetheless this is a good question to learn from.

If you have a noun prefaced by expression that is NOT preceded by an article 'THE/AN/A' then you do not need a comma this is the case in choice
Jazz pianist and composer Theo Mark produced a body of work that was rooted in the stride-piano tradition of will smith and duke.

If it said 'The/A jazz pianist and composer , Theo Mark (comma is needed because article is used)
 or
if it said Innovative and Creative, Theo mark.. (comma needed because Noun preceded by adjective)
BTW the reason for elimination of choice [a] in the official question was a //ism issue ;there is nothing wrong with the sentence structure
Theo Mark, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted in the stride-piano tradition of will smith and duke.
Noun, modifier, rest of the clause---is a OK structure

GMATPill
If you use "BOTH" the sentence structure would have to be:
"that was rooted both in X....and ...in Y"
We have:
"that was rooted both in [the stride-piano tradition of these guys], yet in many ways.."
WHERE is Y?

Note the "and" between "Willie and Duke Ellington" isn't part of the same structure. You would need the word "IN" or some other prepositional phrase like "both IN X and ON Y"---simply have the word "and" without the correct structure is NOT what we want.

SO there is no X&Y consistency here so it's no good. Specifically, the word "BOTH" is no good.
There's nothing wrong with "the jazz pianist and composer" - it's just that if you see other answer choices that say the same exact thing but in fewer words, then you want the other guy. "THE jazz pianist and composer" can be simplified to "Jazz pianist and composer" without sacrificing any meaning.
OptimusPrepJanielle
Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

1) The use of the relative pronoun is not correct. 2) The current placement of "both" suggests that the work should be rooted in something else in addition to the tradition. Eliminate A, B, E, and C (for the same modifier error).

A. Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
B. Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
C. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
D. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
E. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both
CrackVerbalGMAT
this question tests you on parallelism -
Note that this correlative conjunction - Both X and Y - requires X and Y to be perfectly parallel.
Let us look at the answer options -
A - "both rooted in ...and Duke Ellington" - these two things are not in parallel.
B - "both in the stride piano ... and Duke Ellington" - these two things are not in parallel.
C - "Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory"
Note that "yet" is used as co-ordinating conjunction here. Hence, two things that it contrasts must be parallel. Also, note that the portion in blue is a modifier.

"in many ways he stood apart ..." - a clause - is contrasted with "Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk" - a phrase.
Hence, incorrect.

D - Correct answer. Note that we are not using the correlative conjunction both X and Y.
"... rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington" - these two things are in parallel.
E - "both in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington"
these two things are not in parallel.
ccooley
sakshamgulati123 wrote:
Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory-
(A) Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
(B) Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
(C) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
(D) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
(E) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both
Although the OG 16 mentions D as the correct answer, i would like to know the use of comma ,which makes b as the right choice in my assumptions.
Much guidance needed here.
The commas are fine in both (B) and (D). I assume you're talking about the modifier 'the jazz pianist and composer'/'jazz pianist and composer', which has commas in (B) but not in (D), right?

But you're in luck: the GMAT doesn't test commas in this way. The only situation in which I've seen the GMAT test commas, is when you're dealing with essential vs. inessential modifiers. Commas can sometimes give you a clue that something is wrong, but they aren't really tested directly, so you should focus on other issues first.
egmat
valepm wrote:
Just with the knowledge of the STRICT PARALLEL RULE of "both x and y" we know that A, B, and E are incorrect. X and Y have to be in the same form.
My reasoning of why C is incorrect.
(C) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted

Lets look at it as a complete sentence: Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yetin many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory. -- "who produced a body of work rooted tin the stride..." is correctly modifying Thelonius. HOWEVER, this is a descriptive phrase and DPs are not necessary they are "fluff" and if eliminated the WHOLE sentence must make sense.
So when we eliminate it we get this sentence: Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertor. --See why it doesn't make sense? this is a comparison In order to be correct the first phrase must say something that is parallel to "yet (fluff) he stood..."
(D) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted

Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory. <-- correct comparison.

Hello valepm,

You have presented your analysis with the right thought-process. So kudos for that. [image: :-)]

Just adding my two cents. The sentence presents contrast evident by the usage of the word yet.

It is true that Choice C fails to present the intended contrast because there is no verb associated with the subject Thelonious Monk. So yes, Choice C has a missing verb for the subject.
---Shraddha
mcelroytutoring
Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

A. Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
B. Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
C. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
D. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
E. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both
CHOICE A: There is nothing technically incorrect with the first 9 words of this sentence, but in general, you should prioritize ACTION VERBS such as "produced" and "stood apart" to VERBS OF BEING / LINKING VERBS such as "was," because verbs of being can often be skipped altogether. For example, "I liked the house that was blue" is unnecessary; instead one should say "I liked the blue house." In addition, "jazz pianist and composer" is Monk's title, and as such should be placed immediately next to his name if possible. For example, "Architect Frank Gehry..." is a better sentence opener than "Frank Gehry, the architect, ..." Finally, we should note that the word "both" does not work here, despite the fact that two musicians are mentioned at the end of the sentence. See the explanation of Choice E for more information on this.

CHOICE B: This is better than Choice A because the "who was" is removed, but it has the same problem as does Choice A with regard to the unnecessary separation between the person ("Monk") and his title ("jazz pianist and composer"), as well as the "both" issue explained in the analysis of Choice E.

CHOICE C: This cannot be correct, because the use of the modifier "who," which takes its own verb ("produced") and thus removes the main verb from the first part of the sentence. For example, "My friend, who owns a coffeeshop, yet he still finds time to practice the drums." is incorrect because of the ", who ____ ." In addition, there is no need to put a comma between the main subject of the sentence ("Monk") and its verb ("produced").

CHOICE D: Correct! It properly addresses both the flaws of the Choice A (unnecessary comma between the person and his title, unnecessary verb of being) and is the best choice here, though the "that was" at the end is unnecessary.

CHOICE E: This is a decoy answer that is very close to working (it does improve on Choice D in the omission of "that was"), but if you use the expression "(adjective) both in A and (in) B," then the first part of the expression needs to carry over to the second. It doesn't make sense to write "a body of work rooted both in the stride piano tradition of Willie Smith and Duke Ellington, yet..."--you can't be "rooted in Duke Ellington," because unlike the first example ("rooted in the stride piano tradition"), Duke Ellington is a person and not a musical style--this answer choice is incorrect. Thus, you could consider this to be a parallel structure error, or a faulty comparison.
For example (incorrect): "I am immersed in both the art of teaching math and English, yet I still have much to learn." Just because I wrote "math and English" doesn't mean that the "both" is correct. I am immersed in only one thing in this sentence--the art of teaching, whether or not that art consists of multiple elements (math and English). Hence I should remove the word "both" entirely, or put it before the word "math": "I am immersed in the art of teaching (both) math and English, yet I still have much to learn."

CORRECT VERSION: Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

PERFECT VERSION: Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.
lary301254M7

I have questions regarding (D) & (E).
It seems to me that "Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk" are two different people. 
1) Jazz pianist 2) composer Thelonious Monk.

Can verbal experts help me clarify my confusion? To my understanding, it is X and Y. Each side of the word "and" is parallel to one another and represents different value.
^^
DmitryFarber
The tricky thing about open parallelism markers such as “and” is that while we know that they connect the elements on either side, we don’t know how far those elements extend! In this case, “and” connects “Jazz pianist” and “composer” only. How can we tell? First, “Jazz pianist” can’t be someone’s name. At the very least, we’d need to say “*The* jazz pianist and *the* composer to show that we were talking about two different people, and even then, the reader would ask “Which jazz pianist?” Second, the rest of the sentence only refers to one singular subject: “he stood apart.”
GMATNinja
manishbatra92 wrote:
Isn't the correct answer choice incorrectly implying that the two persons, "Jazz pianist" and "composer Thelonious Monk" produced a body of work that was rooted....?

Quote:
(D) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted...

"Jazz pianist" and "composer" are both describing Thelonious Monk, not two separate people. If it helps, think about whether it would make sense to say "Jazz pianist... produced a body of work..." That's a mess, right? We could say "a jazz pianist produced a body of work" or "the jazz pianist produced a body of work" -- but either way, we'd need an article for "jazz pianist" to work properly as a noun in this context.

Since "jazz pianist" can't make sense as a noun in this sentence, it must be a modifier for "Thelonious Monk." And that makes perfect sense: why would we talk about a generic "jazz pianist", but then mention a specific composer (Thelonious Monk)? And it's completely reasonable for a musician to be both a pianist and a composer.

I hope this helps!


EMPOWERgmatVerbal

Let's tackle this question, one issue at a time, and narrow it down to the right option quickly! To start, here is the original question with any major differences between the options highlighted in orange:

Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

(A) Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted
(B) Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both
(C) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
(D) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted
(E) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both

After a quick glance over our options, a couple things stand out that we can focus on:

1. How they begin: Thelonious Monk... / Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk...
2. both rooted / that was both rooted / rooted / that was rooted / rooted both

Let's start with #2 on our list because it deals with a pretty simple concept: to use the word "both" or not to use it! Whenever you see the word "both" in a sentence, make sure that it follows this format in some way:
both X and Y

It's also important to make sure X and Y are both parallel items, which is the key here to ruling out some confusing and just plain wrong answers. Let's focus on finding the X and Y in each sentence, and rule out any that aren't parallel. (I added the remainder of the sentence to help you see more clearly.)

(A) Thelonious Monk, who was a jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work both rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory. --> NOT PARALLEL

(B) Thelonious Monk, the jazz pianist and composer, produced a body of work that was rooted both in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory. --> NOT PARALLEL

(C) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory. --> OK (doesn't use the word "both" at all)

(D) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory. --> OK (doesn't use the word "both" at all)

(E) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory. --> NOT PARALLEL

We can eliminate options A, B, & E because they use the idiom "both X and Y," but the X and Y items aren't parallel. They all have X as "in the stride-piano tradition" and Y as "Duke Elllington," which are not parallel items at all!

Now that we have it narrowed down to only 2 options, let's take a closer look at #1 on our list: how to begin. To make problems easier to spot, I've included the rest of the sentence again:

(C) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

This option is INCORRECT because it's missing a verb! By starting the next phrase with "...,who produced...," we've turned it into a non-essential clause or modifier! This means we have a SUBJECT + MODIFIER + SUBORDINATE CLAUSE, which isn't enough to make it a complete sentence.

(D) Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington, yet in many ways he stood apart from the mainstream jazz repertory.

This is CORRECT! It eliminated the use of "both," making it clear that the stride-piano tradition belongs to Willie Smith and Duke Ellington, which makes sense. It also puts the adjectives (jazz pianist and composer) next to the subject, Thelonious Monk, which also works. Oh, and it's a complete sentence with a clear subject (Thelonious Monk) and verb (produced).
AjiteshArun
Ayushpandiya wrote:
Isn't Option D supposed to have a comma after 'Jazz pianist and composer' as it describes Thelonious Monk.
Hi Ayushpandiya,
It depends on how important that information is. For example:

1. Prime Minister Boris Johnson claimed that... ← This is fine.

If we feel that the Prime Minister bit is not really important, we could introduce a comma, but then we'd have to add an article as well:
1a. A Prime Minister, Boris Johnson claimed that... ← Change in meaning.
1b. Prime Minister, Boris Johnson claimed that... ← This one is not correct.

Similarly, if we wanted a comma in the correct option, we'd have to go with a "A jazz pianist and composer, TM..." and not "Jazz pianist and composer, TM". However, the more important point here is that, like (1), option D is perfectly fine the way it is.
arun@crackverbal
gurudabl wrote:
A. Thelonious Monk (noun), who was a jazz pianist and composer (appositive modifying the preceding noun), produced a body of work both (we don’t require “both” this because we have a singular body of work) rooted
The reasoning is correct but a few corrections:

1) "who was a jazz pianist and composer" is a relative clause and not an appositive
2) "both" is wrong because the correlative conjunction then must be "both X and Y" (explained below)

gurudabl wrote:
B. Thelonious Monk (noun), the jazz pianist and composer (appositive modifying the preceding noun), produced a body of work that was rooted both (“both” is used here for “the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith and Duke Ellington”) How can this option be wrong?

Both can be used in the following ways:

Both Ram and Shyam played cricket.

Here, "both" is attaching itself to the nouns X = Ram and Y = Shyam. At the core, this is really the rule being tested.

Now, in this option, we have a word "both" that has to attach/apply itself to some nouns or noun phrases.

Both X=(rooted in the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith)) and Y=(Duke Ellington)) --> X & Y don't match hence wrong

Rooted in both X=(the stride-piano tradition of Willie (The Lion) Smith) and Y=(Duke Ellington) --> X & Y don't match hence wrong

Rooted in the stride-piano tradition of both X=(Willie (The Lion) Smith)) and Y=(Duke Ellington) --> X & Y match hence okay but redundant

In short - the word "both" doesn't make sense here. So we can take off the options which attempt to create that structure.

In general, correlative conjunctions are the easiest (if you know how) to eliminate - so ensure you understand the mechanics.

gurudabl wrote:

C. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk, who produced a body of work rooted
D. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted (Official answer)
E. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work rooted both
I directly eliminated options C, D and E because the starting sentence “Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk” implied to me that “Jazz pianist” and “composer Thelonious Monk” are actually two different people.


Okay so to understand this better, let me use an analogy:

Chairman and Managing Director, Mr. Mukesh Ambani produced a great result for his shareholders.

What is wrong with this sentence? Nothing!

So I think one thing we need to be very wary of is using rules that we are not sure about. Always use a bigger juicer grammatical reason to eliminate.
For example, C is a sentence fragment as there is no predicate for the subject Thelonious Monk.
arun@crackverbal
gurudabl wrote:
Hey arun@crackverbal Thank You for the reply. Great explanation!
I have one last confusion that I want to resolve. (Hope it doesn't sound silly)
<snip>
My question is, does the presence of a "comma" play any role in our case?

In general, on the GMAT you don't need to worry about the comma. I can pretty much assure you that the difference between the right and the wrong answer option will not be based on the presence (or absence) of a comma.

Having said so, there is no problem even if we have it as "Chairman and Managing Director Mukesh Ambani" or "Actor and Director Kamal Hassan". It just is telling the occupation.

The only case I can think of is in the case of a modifier (like an adjective):

Young and dashing, Rishabh Pant is playing right now.

But let me reiterate: there are plenty of things you need to worry about on the GMAT. This is not a rule you should worry about [image: :)]

hspruthi76
D. Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work that was rooted.

Shouldn't there be a comma after Jazz pianist and composer, Thelonious Monk.

Can anyone explain
^^
DmitryFarber
hspruthi76 No, we don't want a comma. We'd use a comma if we started with an article ("a") and were using "A jazz pianist and composer" to set up or justify the action that follows:

A jazz pianist and composer, Thelonious Monk was able to play thousands of songs from memory.

To get a feel for the difference, take a look at these examples:

The governor of California, Gavin Newsom, gave a press conference today. (The comma creates an appositive--we're naming the governor.)
California governor Gavin Newsom gave a press conferene today. (Gavin Newsom is the subject, and the preceding modifier explains his role.)
New York chef Chloe Coscarelli is famous for her vegan cupcakes. (Chloe is the subject, and again the first part just explains who she is.)
The greatest guitar player of all time, Jimi Hendrix, died at age 27. (We can cut Jimi's name out and have a complete sentence, but we put his name in to explain who the greatest player is.)
A gifted physicist, my cousin was able to solve differential equations at age 6.
My gifted physicist cousin was able to solve differential equations at age 6.

GMATNinja
sonalchhajed2019 wrote:
GMATNinja Thank you for the explaination. I have seen a youtube video that has the question.

I need some clarity with regards to the correct answer choice. Option D starts off by " Jazz Pianist and composer Thelonius Monk" the first time I read the answer choices I though that these are 2 people as per choice D i.e the "Jazz Pianist" and "composer Thelonius Monk". I have seen questions where this kind of strcuture is correct and I thought this was not the intended meaning. And this was the only reason I eliminated C, D and E. And was figuring out the right answer between choices A and B.
I do understand why the rest of the answer choices are incorrect but I would like to know where is my understanding not correct.
Thank you.

Consider an example in which we really are discussing two different people:
· A jazz pianist and the composer Thelonious Monk produced a body of work.

Our subject consists of two individuals: 1) a jazz pianist and 2) the composer Thelonious Monk. Notice that if we were to rewrite the sentence without the second individual, it would still make perfect sense:
· A jazz pianist produced a body of work.

Now, if you're wondering whether (D), in fact, refers to two individuals, you could try the same game and drop the 'second' individual to see if it makes sense:
· Jazz pianist produced a body of work.

That's no good. We need the article "a" if we are talking about a single jazz pianist by himself/herself. Similarly, we would say, "A GMAT tutor can be helpful." instead of "GMAT tutor can be helpful."

Because there's no article in (D), we know that "jazz pianist" describes Thelonious Monk instead of referring to some other person.

I hope that helps!
MentorTutoring
lakshya14 wrote:
Isn't (D), also showing that there are 2 subjects "Jazz pianist" and "Thelonious Monk"?
Hello, lakshya14. In (D), jazz pianist is no more a subject than composer. Both are being used as adjectives in a restrictive appositive phrase, as in, The one and only jazz pianist and composer known as Thelonious Monk... The only option that does not employ such an appositive phrase is (A), which opts for a who clause to convey the same information.

RAHUL_GMAT
daagh wrote:
The problem in A is the unnecessary intrusion of the word ‘both’; you can not say, 'a body of work" and then ‘both’ ‘‘Both’ has no plural referent.

In B and E, ‘both’ is misleading because there are no two traditions. There is only one tradition, i.e. the stride piano tradition.
In C there are two subjects to the main clause namely, Thelonious Monk and he. The second subject ‘he’ is redundant.
D is the correct choice with a proper contrasting and coordinating conjunction 'yet' that joins the two arms of this compound sentence and with the nosey word ‘both’ having been dropped
Dear daagh,

Thank you for your explanation, i just have one query for D
Why dont we have a 'comma' in D before "Thelonious Monk"
IMO correct construction should be:
A jazz pianist and composer, Thelonious Monk
and not
Jazz pianist and composer Thelonious Monk
^^
DmitryFarber
RAHUL_GMAT This is a fairly common construction used to tell the reader who a person is. Our point is not that he did these specific things just because he is a jazz composer. Rather, the author is just adding some context for those unfortunate people who haven't had the pleasure of learning about Thelonious Monk yet. In similar fashion, we might say "Hollywood legend Tom Hanks" or "former UK prime minister Theresa May."


















35.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/although-she-was-considered-among-her-contemporaries-to-be-the-better-208881.html#p1549650
Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.

(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.

(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.

(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.

EducationAisle
raj44 wrote:
But doesn’t choice D have a pronoun problem? there's no noun for her/she to refer to , and also the noun that it intends to refer to appears in Apostrophe and pronoun cannot refer to a noun in an apostrophe?

This question has a historical significance in the annals of GMAT anthology [image: :)] .

For the first time in the available official sources, was it evident that GMAT is perfectly fine with a subject pronoun referring to a possessive noun.

It had been known for quite some time that GMAT was ok with an object pronoun referring to a possessive noun; however, most GMAT instructors continued to believe that GMAT would not be ok with a subject pronoun referring to a possessive noun.

This question proved otherwise and hence, continues to be a very cited question for this reason.

ENGRTOMBA2018
srikrishnans92 wrote:
Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

A, Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
B, Although Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
C, Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
D, Although Elizabeth Barrett browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
E, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his husband.

The correct idiom is Consider x y and not consider x as y or consider x to be y or consider x as y or any other form.

Text in green: correct
Text in red: reasons due to which those particular options were incorrect.

A, Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
B, Although Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
C, Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
D, Although Elizabeth Barrett browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
E, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his husband.

Additional reasons for eliminating incorrect options:

When you start a sentence with Although....., [X] .... ; [X] must logically and grammatically link with the part in "Although.....". This eliminates A as the first word after comma should be Elizabeth Barrett.

Similarly, C makes an illogical comparison between EBB's poetry and success of her husband. Does not make sense. Option E makes a similar logic error by comparing poetry with her husband (and not her husband's poetry!!).


ankurgupta03
Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

A, Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
The correct idiom is CONSIDER X Y and not Consider X to be Y
B, Although Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
The correct idiom is CONSIDER X Y and not Consider X as Y
C, Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
Comparison error. Elizabeth Browning was overshadowed by her husband, not her poetry.
D, Although Elizabeth Barrett browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
Correct
E, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his husband.
Comparison error. The poetry has to cosidered better than the poetry of the husband and the the husband himself

Key Takeaways:
Idiom is CONSIDER X Y
Always look out for comparison issues. Compare a person with a person only.
daagh
Pronoun reference is a vexatious issue. There are worse cases in which one can find many suitors for the antecedence for a given pronoun. So it is not possible to convincingly dismiss pronoun ambiguity or antecedence that easily.

Even so, in the given case, there is not even an element of equivocation in the given question. Elizabeth is the only female antecedent in the prompt and the pronoun ‘she’ can only refer to that lady. In other words, this is the way GMAC wants us to avoid too much nuancing on pronoun reference.

One may note that all other choices are idiomatically unacceptable as per GMAT norms.

HKD1710
raj44 wrote:
But doesnt choice D have a pronoun problem? there's no noun for her/she to refer to , and also the noun that it intends to refer to appears in Apostrophe and pronoun cannot refer to a noun in an apostrophe?
Hi raj44,

when ('s + .. pronoun) is used then in order to be sure of no ambiguity, Replace the pronoun with previous 's and see if the meaning is clear.
Note - This rule is applicable only when the Noun is in it's possessive form (Noun+'s) in the given sentence.

Following three sentences should clear this rule and choice "D":

example - 1:
wrong sentence - Seena's book was so successful that she decided to write a sequel.
this sentence is wrong because, the pronoun "she" needs Seena not Seena's as its referant but in our sentence Seena's is present not Seena.

example - 2:
Correct sentence - Seena's parents were happy with the success of her novel.
this sentence is correct because, the pronoun "her" needs Seena's not Seena for the correct meaning which is present in the sentence.

example-3: ABOVE RULE will not work in this sentence because possessive form of noun is not used.
correct sentence - Seena was happy with the success of her novel.
in this sentence we cannot replace her with Seena to check the meaning because Seena is not in possessive form. Here, Seena is the referant for the pronoun 'her' with no ambiguity because there is no other person mentioned in the sentence. Ambiguity would be when there are two person Seena, Elizabeth and her is used in the sentence.

In the choice "D" - Lets use the above RULE:
"Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband"
"Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of Browning's husband"

This is why choice "D" has no ambiguity.

UJs
I solved it based on comparison only + little Idiom
Can you see the problem in this (Comparison ) - Compare apple to apple not apple to oranges.

A, B, C - compare (EBB with his success)
D - a specific use of That of her should ring some bells
E - similar should give you a hint her success was overshadowed by his (Success). ~ E does omit success, not sure if its ok (but E was still close in comparison w.r.t A, B, C (hence out)

But E changes the meaning in first part (EBB's poetry was considered better than her husband).

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poety had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than her husband.
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet. - Correct
(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her comtemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.
(EBB's poetry was considered better than her husband ) Poetry --compare—husband

HKD1710
ngoctranphuong wrote:
Can anyone show me where in OG materials right idiom "consider X Y" or wrong "consider X as/to be Y" is mentioned? I have never seen such explanation or guide by GMAC for any question even this. Thank you!
1. Consider X to be Y
2. Consider X Y
3. Consider X as Y
These are all correct but in GMAT, use consider X Y. here are some examples:
Specific to GMAT:
RIGHT: considers X Y (e.g. I consider her a friend.)
SUSPECT: considers X to be Y (e.g. The judge considers the law to be unconstitutional.)
WRONG: considers X as Y. (e.g. The judge considers the law as (being)unconstitutional.)
This discussion may help you : https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/forums/idiom-consider-t2758.html

Consider X Y (no ‘to be’)
Correct: Most musicologists consider Joseph Haydn the father of the sonata.
Incorrect: Most musicologists consider Joseph Haydn to be the father of the sonata.
Incorrect: Most musicologists consider Joseph Haydn as the father of the sonata.
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2011/top-ten-most-common-gmat-idioms/

OG13: Please check the #Q119 with its explanation on page 763 in OG13. in this question GMAC says: "When consider means think of OR believe after careful deliberation, it does not require "as" or any other expression (to be) before that object. it says "most concise" form needs to be used.

Now look at this question http://gmatclub.com/forum/in-california-a-lack-of-genetic-variation-in-the-argentine-35018.html . In this questions every choice has used considered to be.

Till now i have always got a GMAT question correct if i preferred considered X Y over consider to be/as.
sayantanc2k
Nevernevergiveup wrote:
In terms of meaning and Idiom Consider XY aspects I agree that Choice D is the best option here.
But here "she" pronoun is referring to subject noun in possessive form.
Did Gmat relax its rules regarding possessive pronouns? Please explain 

The sentence also uses "her" to refer to "Browning's". Since all she / her must refer to the same person in a sentence, it is clear that "she" refers to Elizabeth Barrett Browning.

I have not come across an official question in which a personal pronoun refers to a possessive noun directly (i.e. without a possessive pronoun to make the reference clear).
EducationAisle
KARISHMA315 wrote:
Please explain why B is not correct

Hi KARISHMA315, this is where some knowledge on idioms can actually come in very handy. The correct idiom is considered and not considered as, as used in option B.

Quote:
also how D is correct.In D 'her' is referring to Elizabeth Barrett Browning’s success ,so how is it correct

Actually her (a possessive pronoun) is very perfectly referring to the possessive noun Elizabeth Barrett Browning’s.

However, more relevant question in this regard would be: How is a subject pronoun she referring to a possessive noun Elizabeth Barrett Browning’s? As this sentence depicts, this is allowed on GMAT as well! So, for the most part, the case of a pronoun (subject/object/possessive) is not something that should bother you, while analyzing an option.
zvazviri
hellosanthosh2k2 wrote:
I chose D after "consider X Y" split.
But I have question for choice D, what is the antecedent for pronoun "she", the possesive pronoun has antecendent "Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success"

'She' refers to Elizabeth Browning. While the antecedent is not explicitly stated, it unambiguously refers to Elizabeth Browning. Ultimately Sentence Correction is about picking the best answer among the choices. The best answer choice is not always perfect.
^^
DmitryFarber
Yeah, the GMAT seems to have abandoned the rather uptight "possessive poison" rule. As long as the meaning is clear, we can use a regular pronoun to refer back to a possessive noun.
egmat
hellosanthosh2k2 wrote:
I chose D after "consider X Y" split.
But I have question for choice D, what is the antecedent for pronoun "she", the possesive pronoun has antecendent "Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success"
Hello hellosanthosh2k2,
Yes, you are correct in saying that she in the correct answer choice does not seem to have a grammatical antecedent because this non-possessive pronoun seems to refer to the possessive noun Elizabeth Barrett Browning's.
However, I would treat this one as an atypical usage of a non-possessive pronoun. I would take this usage as an exception rather than the rule. I would still look for a non-possessive noun as a grammatical antecedent of a non-possessive pronoun.
Thanks.
Shraddha
Skywalker18
srikrishnans92 wrote:
Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.

The pronoun rule that is stated in MGMAT forum (https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/foru ... tml#p46683) is
* POSSESSIVE NOUN with NON-POSSESSIVE PRONOUN is NOT OK.
BUT
ALL OTHER COMBINATIONS are ok.

1. Jose's room is so clean that his mother praises him
"His" can refer to "Jose's" because they both are possessives
"Him" is a problem because an object pronoun CANNOT refer to a possessive.

2. Jose keeps his room so clean that his mother praises him.
- Both possessive and object pronoun(his and him) can refer to a subject noun.

Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success. -- But how does the subject pronoun She refer to possessive noun 'Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success'?

Pronoun rules that I can remember-
1. A pronoun can stand ONLY for a noun or another pronoun.- Number(singular/plural) of the noun makes sense with number of the pronoun
2. Pronoun ambiguity is not tested on GMAT.

"so here's the simplest way of making the decision: (From Thursdays with Ron)

1) if you see an AMBIGUOUS PRONOUN that is REPLACED BY THE CORRECT NOUN in OTHER ANSWER CHOICES, then ELIMINATE the ambiguous pronoun and keep the specific noun.
for an example, see problem 68 in the blue verbal supplement, in which ""them"" is split against ""these companies"".

HOWEVER,
2) if you see an ambiguous pronoun that is NOT replaced by the correct noun in any of the other answer choices, then DON'T eliminate!
for an example, see problem 21 in the blue verbal supplement (in which the correct answer contains a technically ambiguous pronoun).
or see the problem in this thread!

4. also:
in general, OBJECTS OF PREPOSITIONS are very rarely the antecedents of pronouns. (i won't say never -- but rarely enough that, if you have to make a random guess, this is probably a pretty good standard by which to make such a guess.)
for instance:
if you have ""the cat in the box"", then it is very unlikely that a pronoun will be able to stand for ""box""."






ChiranjeevSingh
Skywalker18 wrote:
srikrishnans92 wrote:
Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.
The pronoun rule that is stated in MGMAT forum (https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/foru ... tml#p46683) is
* POSSESSIVE NOUN with NON-POSSESSIVE PRONOUN is NOT OK.
BUT
ALL OTHER COMBINATIONS are ok.

1. Jose's room is so clean that his mother praises him
"His" can refer to "Jose's" because they both are possessives
"Him" is a problem because an object pronoun CANNOT refer to a possessive.

2. Jose keeps him room so clean that his mother praises him.
- Both possessive and object pronoun(his and him) can refer to a subject noun.

Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success. -- But how does the subject pronoun She refer to possessive noun 'Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success'?
This is a precedent-setting question in which a regular pronoun refers to a noun in the possessive form. What this question signifies is that the rule you mentioned is no longer correct (actually not correct since three years back when this question first appeared). If the rules don't agree with the official questions, the rules need to change. English is not a stagnant language; it is continuously evolving. What was considered incorrect yesterday may not be considered incorrect today. Such is the case with this usage.




MartyTargetTestPrep
patto wrote:
GMATNinja Hi!
I still don't get the point why SHE in option D is not incorrect... does this pronoun have any antecedent?
Reading other answers I got why HER is ok, but I can't figure out why SHE is correct..

Apparently, there is some debate regarding whether a possessive noun can correctly serve as the antecedent of a personal pronoun.

The GMAT seems to have come down on the side of the debate that says that a noun in the possessive form, such as "Elizabeth Barrett Browning's," can serve as the antecedent of a personal pronoun, such as "she."

So, in this case, "she" refers to "Elizabeth Barrett Browning" even though, in this sentence, the noun appears only in the form "Elizabeth Barrett Browning's."
EducationAisle
Dh4035 wrote:
The only correct idiomatic form here is ‘consider X Y’. All others are incorrect.
So the only correct option is C.
Hi Dh4035, this might not be a very reliable approach to solving this question. GMAT considers consider X to be Y fine as well, as is illustrated in the following officially correct sentence:

In California, a lack of genetic variation in the Argentine ant has allowed the species to spread widely; because they are so genetically similar to one another, the ants consider all their fellows to be close relatives and thus do not engage in the kind of fierce intercolony struggles that limit the spread of this species in its native Argentina.
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and narrow it down to the correct choice quickly! First, here is the original question with any major differences highlighted in orange:

Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.

While there is a lot we could focus on, there are 2 main areas we can start with:

1. How Browning is compared to her husband (Idioms)
2. How Browning was overshadowed by her husband (Parallelism)

Let's start with #1 on our list: how the sentence compares Browning to her husband. This is an issue of idiom structure with comparisons. We need to make sure that each sentence follows the general rules of how to compare two items:
X is better than Y
X is considered Y
X is considered to be Y

Let's take a close look at each sentence and determine if each uses the proper idiom formats. If not, let's eliminate them:

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
considered...to be = OKAY
she was...better than her husband = OKAY

(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
considered...as = WRONG
Browning was...better than her husband = OKAY

(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
considered...to be = OKAY
Browning's poetry had been...better than that of her husband = OKAY

(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
she was considered... = OKAY
she was...the better poet = OKAY

(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.
considered...as = WRONG
Browning's poetry...better than her husband = OKAY


We can eliminate options B & E because they use one or both idioms incorrectly. Now that we have it narrowed down to 3 options, let's tackle #2 on our list. We need to make sure that the items being compared in each sentence are parallel!

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

This is INCORRECT because it's not idiomatically correct to say that Browning is "the better poet than" her husband. It's best to say she is "a better poet" than her husband, or just say that between the two of them, she is "the better poet."

(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.

This is INCORRECT because it contains a misleading modifier. Who/what was overshadowed by the husband's success? The wife! It doesn't make sense to compare the husband's success to the wife's poetry - that's not parallel. The sentence needs to clearly contrast the husband's success with the wife's success to be parallel.

(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.

This is CORRECT! It uses parallel structure to compare Browning's success to her husband's success, and it correctly handles the comparison of their abilities as poets by saying she is "the better poet."
VeritasKarishma
priyanshu14 wrote:
EMPOWERgmatVerbal wrote:
Hello Everyone!
Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and narrow it down to the correct choice quickly! First, here is the original question with any major differences highlighted in orange:

Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.

While there is a lot we could focus on, there are 2 main areas we can start with:
1. How Browning is compared to her husband (Idioms)
2. How Browning was overshadowed by her husband (Parallelism)

Let's start with #1 on our list: how the sentence compares Browning to her husband. This is an issue of idiom structure with comparisons. We need to make sure that each sentence follows the general rules of how to compare two items:
X is better than Y
X is considered Y
X is considered to be Y

Let's take a close look at each sentence and determine if each uses the proper idiom formats. If not, let's eliminate them:
(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
considered...to be = OKAY
she was...better than her husband = OKAY
(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
considered...as = WRONG
Browning was...better than her husband = OKAY
(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
considered...to be = OKAY
Browning's poetry had been...better than that of her husband = OKAY
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
she was considered... = OKAY
she was...the better poet = OKAY
(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.
considered...as = WRONG
Browning's poetry...better than her husband = OKAY

We can eliminate options B & E because they use one or both idioms incorrectly. Now that we have it narrowed down to 3 options, let's tackle #2 on our list. We need to make sure that the items being compared in each sentence are parallel!

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
This is INCORRECT because it's not idiomatically correct to say that Browning is "the better poet than" her husband. It's best to say she is "a better poet" than her husband, or just say that between the two of them, she is "the better poet."

(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
This is INCORRECT because it contains a misleading modifier. Who/what was overshadowed by the husband's success? The wife! It doesn't make sense to compare the husband's success to the wife's poetry - that's not parallel. The sentence needs to clearly contrast the husband's success with the wife's success to be parallel.
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
This is CORRECT! It uses parallel structure to compare Browning's success to her husband's success, and it correctly handles the comparison of their abilities as poets by saying she is "the better poet."

Dear EMPOWERgmatVerbal,
I find option D to be the most suitable answer. but I feel that meaning of the sentence is changed in the phrase "among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet".

Actual meaning of the sentence should be she was considered better poet than her husband.
In the phase mentioned above, it means that she is better poet than the contemporaries

If a comparison involves multiple people, you have to use "best", not better.
Better specifies that two things are being compared so there is no confusion. Also she and her husband are being compared in the first part of the sentence.

"Among her contemporaries, she was considered the better poet" means "people of her time considered her to be better than her husband".

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
priyanshu14 wrote:
EMPOWERgmatVerbal wrote:
Hello Everyone!
Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and narrow it down to the correct choice quickly! First, here is the original question with any major differences highlighted in orange:

Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.

While there is a lot we could focus on, there are 2 main areas we can start with:
1. How Browning is compared to her husband (Idioms)
2. How Browning was overshadowed by her husband (Parallelism)

Let's start with #1 on our list: how the sentence compares Browning to her husband. This is an issue of idiom structure with comparisons. We need to make sure that each sentence follows the general rules of how to compare two items:
X is better than Y
X is considered Y
X is considered to be Y

Let's take a close look at each sentence and determine if each uses the proper idiom formats. If not, let's eliminate them:

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
considered...to be = OKAY
she was...better than her husband = OKAY
(B) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning was considered among her contemporaries as a better poet than her husband, she was later overshadowed by his success.
considered...as = WRONG
Browning was...better than her husband = OKAY
(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
considered...to be = OKAY
Browning's poetry had been...better than that of her husband = OKAY
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
she was considered... = OKAY
she was...the better poet = OKAY
(E) Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry was considered among her contemporaries as better than her husband, but her success was later overshadowed by his.
considered...as = WRONG
Browning's poetry...better than her husband = OKAY

We can eliminate options B & E because they use one or both idioms incorrectly. Now that we have it narrowed down to 3 options, let's tackle #2 on our list. We need to make sure that the items being compared in each sentence are parallel!

(A) Although she was considered among her contemporaries to be the better poet than her husband, later Elizabeth Barrett Browning was overshadowed by his success.
This is INCORRECT because it's not idiomatically correct to say that Browning is "the better poet than" her husband. It's best to say she is "a better poet" than her husband, or just say that between the two of them, she is "the better poet."

(C) Later overshadowed by the success of her husband, Elizabeth Barrett Browning's poetry had been considered among her contemporaries to be better than that of her husband.
This is INCORRECT because it contains a misleading modifier. Who/what was overshadowed by the husband's success? The wife! It doesn't make sense to compare the husband's success to the wife's poetry - that's not parallel. The sentence needs to clearly contrast the husband's success with the wife's success to be parallel.
(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.
This is CORRECT! It uses parallel structure to compare Browning's success to her husband's success, and it correctly handles the comparison of their abilities as poets by saying she is "the better poet."

Dear EMPOWERgmatVerbal,
I find option D to be the most suitable answer. but I feel that meaning of the sentence is changed in the phrase "among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet".
Actual meaning of the sentence should be she was considered better poet than her husband.
In the phase mentioned above, it means that she is better poet than the contemporaries.
Kindly suggest...

Hello priyanshu14!
Thanks for another great question! Let's look at option D more closely:

(D) Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet.

This sentences does NOT say that she's better than her contemporaries! It says that her contemporaries think she was the BETTER poet - which means she was better than only one other poet...her husband! If her contemporaries thought she was better than all of them, it would have said "among her contemporaries she was considered the BEST poet."

This sentence covers the intended meaning correctly:

Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband = Correct comparison of Elizabeth's success to her husband's success

among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet. = Her contemporaries thought she was a better poet than her husband; this is correctly reflected with the comparison term "better," which is only used when comparing 2 things or people.

I hope this helps!





Brego

I was wondering if now all pronouns can refer to possessive nouns (given there is no other logical antecedent). Is this now a new 100% correct rule?
Are these examples correct?

Ex – George’s diet made him fat.
Ex - John's knowledge was appreciated by followers, and he was happy to help them.
Thank you very much! I am changing my notes now since GMAT is changing the rules [image: :(]
^^
EducationAisle
Indeed; as this sentence illustrates, mismatch in pronoun case (subject, object, and possessive) should not be a reason for you to eliminate an option.
EducationAisle
rinrada wrote:
"The subject here is EBB's poetry, not EBB, so the antecedent of ‘her’ in her husband could comically be taken to be EBB's poetry"
Hi rinrada, that's a completely different context. The rule is:
A pronoun in an introductory modifier refers to the subject of the of the succeeding clause.

So, in C, pronoun (her) in introductory modifier (Later overshadowed by the success of her husband) refers to the subject (Elizabeth Barrett Brwoning's poetry) of the succeeding clause.

This is clearly absurd. This is what OA for C is talking about.
generis
akash7gupta11 wrote:
Hello generis
N option D can you help me understand id the relationship between the pronoun ‘her’ and ‘she’ is connected to the correct antecedent. Thanks

Hi akash7gupta11 , you are asking about what is known as the "possessive poison" rule in which a subject (she) or object (her) pronoun allegedly may not refer to an antecedent noun that is possessive.

After a lot of research, I wrote a whole post on this issue.
At least six official questions exist that violate the guideline.
In the post, I talk about four of those official questions. This question is one of those four.

In that post I explain that as long as meaning is clear, subject and object pronouns may refer to possessive nouns.
Please read that post, and if you are still confused about this question, post again and tag me.
I am happy to try to help.
The post about GMAC's position on the "possessive poison" rule is here.

I hope that post helps. If not, as I said, come back and ask again. [image: :)]

generis
eswarchethu135 wrote:
Consider/Considered + Noun is the correct structure. Consider to be, Consider as, are all wrong. Consider+bare form of the noun is the correct structure.

Only option D says "considered the better poet". Rest all choices say considered as, considered to be.
OPTION: D

eswarchethu135 , I would not be quite so certain that you can eliminate options on the basis of consider to be.

An official question that uses consider to be in the correct answer choice is HERE.
Another official question, HERE uses consider to be in its non-underlined part.

Consider to be is probably not a basis upon which an answer should be eliminated. Those options have other errors.

TheUltimateWinner
patto wrote:
GMATNinja Hi!
I still don't get the point why SHE in option D is not incorrect... does this pronoun have any antecedent?
Reading other answers I got why HER is ok, but I can't figure out why SHE is correct..

In D, possessive noun (Elizabeth Barrett Browning's) with possessive pronoun (her) is perfectly fine. But, the problem is in "possessive noun" ( Elizabeth Barrett Browning's ) with "non-possessive pronoun" ( she ). We did not directly get this "non-possessive pronoun" (she) from "possessive noun" (Elizabeth Barrett Browning's); we got "possessive pronoun" (her) first. From my understanding, "possessive pronoun" (her) with "non-possessive pronoun" (she) make sense at least for this case!

^^
DmitryFarber
There is no need to distinguish between possessive and non-possessive in evaluating the antecedent of pronouns. There is only one female in the sentence, and so the antecedent of both "she" and "her" is completely clear.
EducationAisle
hero_with_1000_faces wrote:
I am sorry I respectfully disagree.
The structure is such that it creates ambiguity.

Hi! I respectfully disagree with your disagreement:).

By your logic, the following sentence:

Peter's parents are more affectionate to Peter than to Maria.

Can be interpreted as:

Peter's parents are more affectionate to Peter than (Maria's parents are affectionate) to Maria.

That would not be correct.
The only way to interpret the original sentence would be:

Peter's parents are more affectionate to Peter than (Peter's parents are affectionate) to Maria.
AjiteshArun
Skywalker18 wrote:
To eliminate option B, do we use
1. idiom(Consider X Y) ?
2. Comparison issue - she was later overshadowed by his success? (We also have a similar construction in option A, though A is incorrect because Although.. should be followed by EBB)

AjiteshArun , GMATNinja , MagooshExpert , GMATGuruNY , VeritasPrepBrian , MartyTargetTestPrep , DmitryFarber , VeritasKarishma , generis , EducationAisle , other experts - please enlighten
Hi Skywalker18,

I'd go with the meaning issue that you mention in (2), as I try to start with something other than idiomatic usage (especially consider X Y!). By the way, option A also has the better poet than. The better poet is fine, as is a better poet than, but the better poet than is incorrect.
DmitryFarber
hero_with_1000_faces There is absolutely no way to read B the way you describe in #1. You are referring to ellipsis, but that can't be what's going on here. The simplest reason is that "among her contemporaries" is in the wrong place for that. It is clearly describing how contemporaries view her in comparison to her husband. Also, ellipsis can only go so far. If we have a specific modifier such as "by her contemporaries," it can't be repurposed to mean something totally different. For instance, I can say "She earns more money than I do," with "do" standing in for the act of making money. But if I say "She makes more money selling insurance than I do," then we seem to be comparing our relative earnings from selling insurance. It would be odd to say this if that's not my job. Even if our jobs are similar, we can't just swap another concept in. For instance, if we are in different fields, I can't say "She is more prominent in her field than I am," and expect someone to fill in that this means "than I am in mine."

DmitryFarber
Skywalker18, Both are good reasons. "Consider as" is not a favored idiom, but more importantly, she wasn't overshadowed by his success. She can be overshadowed by him, or her success can be overshadowed by his success, but we don't want to mix those.

MentorTutoring
Kritisood wrote:
Hi in option choice D, shouldnt it be Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by that of her husband's, among her contemporaries she was considered the better poet?
Husband's and not husband. If not, what is the reasoning for the same?

The problem, Kritisood, with opting for a possessive husband's is that that of already draws the comparison. The correct sentence is expressing the notion that Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by the success of her husband...

Without that of, we would indeed need a possessive apostrophe to compare success to success:
Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by her husband's success...

When you stick the two together, though, what you are really saying is that
Although Elizabeth Barrett Browning's success was later overshadowed by the success of her husband's success...

I think you would agree that this last sentence is nonsensical and redundant. How can her husband's success be doubly successful? I hope that helps resolve your query. If not, feel free to follow up with another question.

MartyTargetTestPrep
shanks2020 wrote:
Hi Daagh or any other expert,

There was another official question in which "considered to be" was used in all the options. Hence, how do we know which is a "Bigger error" which warrants rejection?

Clearly, if the same flaw appears in all the choices, you don't have to worry about that flaw, because it's not a decision point if it appears in all the choices.

Regarding your question, when faced with a Sentence Correction question with five flawed choices, the move is to compare issues and, hopefully, find a clear difference.

For instance, if one choice has a subject-verb agreement error, while another uses "considered to be," the one with the subject-verb agreement error is blatantly and unarguably incorrect, while the one that uses "considered to be" has a minor flaw, and in fact, in using "considered to be," uses an expression that many people use often.

So, in that case, there is a clear difference between the two issues, and you'd choose the one that uses "considered to be" over the one with the subject-verb agreement error.

Generally, you can find that kind of difference between the flaws.

If, somehow, you are forced to choose between choices that are flawed in ways that are not clearly different in terms of egregiousness, then you have to do your best to figure out which the writer of the question felt to be the better choice. Doing so is not always easy, but generally, there's some aspect of the wording of one choice or a theme in the question that tips you off to the fact that a certain choice is the one that the question's writer considered correct.










36.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/although-the-first-pulsar-or-rapidly-spinning-collapsed-star-to-be-89791.html#p680454
Although the first pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, to be sighted was in the summer of 1967 by graduate student Jocelyn Bell, it had not been announced until February, 1968.

(A) Although the first pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, to be sighted was in the summer of 1967 by graduate student Jocelyn Bell, it had not been announced until February, 1968.
(B) Although not announced until February, 1968, in the summer of 1967 graduate student Jocelyn Bell observed the first pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, to be sighted.
(C) Although observed by graduate student Jocelyn Bell in the summer of 1967, the discovery of the first sighted pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, had not been announced before February, 1968.
(D) The first pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, to be sighted was observed in the summer of 1967 by graduate student Jocelyn Bell, but the discovery was not announced until February, 1968.
(E) The first sighted pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, was not announced until February, 1968, while it was observed in the summer of 1967 by graduate student Jocelyn Bell.

GMATNinja
This is a classic case of an SC question with a terrible-sounding correct answer. (And if I remember correctly, I got this !&$!^$%ing question wrong the first time I saw it a decade or so ago, for exactly that reason.) But in case you aren’t tired of hearing me say it yet: sound doesn’t matter on SC, right?
Quote:
(A) Although the first pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, to be sighted was in the summer of 1967 by graduate student Jocelyn Bell, it had not been announced until February, 1968.
We have all sorts of problems here. For starters, “it” seems to refer to “the first pulsar”, and that makes no sense: “the first pulsar had not been announced until February, 1968”? What the heck does it mean to “announce a pulsar”? You could announce a sighting, but not the pulsar itself.

The use of the past perfect tense (“had not been announced”) also isn’t great in (A). That verb tense needs to describe an action that happens BEFORE some other action in the past. But in this case, it’s backwards: the pulsar was observed in 1967, but then it was announced later, in 1968 – so it’s awfully strange to use the past perfect tense to discuss the 1968 announcement, given the context of the sentence.

That’s enough to eliminate (A). But for whatever it’s worth, there’s other goofy stuff here: why would you say that the “first pulsar… to be sighted was in the summer of 1967”?? You could say that it “was observed in the summer of 1967” or “was first seen in the summer of 1967” or maybe even “was first sighted in the summer of 1967”, but the version in (A) doesn't make much sense.
But even if you ignore everything I said in that last paragraph, we still have plenty of reasons to eliminate (A).
Quote:
(B) Although not announced until February, 1968, in the summer of 1967 graduate student Jocelyn Bell observed the first pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, to be sighted.
The biggest problem with (B) is that funky modifier at the beginning of the sentence: “Although not announced until February, 1968….” needs to be followed by the thing that was (eventually) announced – presumably, the observation of the pulsar. But that doesn’t really happen. Instead, the phrase is followed by “in the summer of 1967 graduate student Jocelyn Bell…” And that makes no sense, because neither the summer of 1967 nor Jocelyn Bell was announced in 1968.

So (B) is gone, too.
Quote:
(C) Although observed by graduate student Jocelyn Bell in the summer of 1967, the discovery of the first sighted pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, had not been announced before February, 1968.
(C) has some of the same problems as (A) and (B). That opening modifier is still a problem: the opening phrase “Although observed… in the summer of 1967, the the discovery of the first sighted pulsar…” suggests that the discovery was observed in the summer of 1967, and that’s nonsense.

I’m also still uncomfortable with the use of past perfect tense (“had not been announced”) at the end of the sentence. It’s odd to say that the discovery “had not been announced before February, 1968” unless that action comes before some other action – and it doesn’t, since the pulsar was first observed in 1967.

Finally, I don’t love the way the word “sighted” is used here. It’s structured as an adjective in (C), and “sighted” generally means “having the ability to see” (i.e., not blind) when it’s used as an adjective. So if we say “the first sighted pulsar”, we’re literally saying that the pulsar has eyesight. Sounds cool, but not terribly reasonable.
So we can get rid of (C).




Quote:
(D) The first pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, to be sighted was observed in the summer of 1967 by graduate student Jocelyn Bell, but the discovery was not announced until February, 1968.
I’ll be honest: I think this sounds lousy. That initial clause (“the first pulsar… to be sighted was observed in the summer of 1967”) SOUNDS redundant. I mean, it just doesn’t SOUND right to say that the pulsar was both “sighted” and “observed.”

But if you’re answering SC based on sound, you’re not doing it right (more on that here). In this case, there’s actually a pretty good reason the sentence is written the way it is: if it just said “the first pulsar was observed in the summer of 1967”, that would imply that the pulsar Bell observed was the first pulsar that ever existed. And that makes no sense.
So we actually need the phrase “to be sighted” in order to understand which pulsar Bell observed.
And I don’t see anything else that’s really a concern. Let’s keep (D).

Quote:
(E) The first sighted pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, was not announced until February, 1968, while it was observed in the summer of 1967 by graduate student Jocelyn Bell.
For starters, it’s illogical to say that “the first pulsar… was not announced until February, 1968.” You might announce the discovery of the pulsar; you wouldn’t announce the pulsar itself.

Second, we still have that problem with the adjective “sighted.” See answer choice (C) for more on this, but it literally suggests that the pulsar has eyesight; if we want to say that it was the first pulsar anybody had ever seen, then we could say something like “the first pulsar to be sighted” or “the first pulsar ever seen”… or something along those lines.

And finally, the sequencing of the sentence is odd. When you read the first half of the sentence – telling us that the “pulsar… was not announced”, we have no context for it yet, since we don’t know when it was first observed by Bell. This isn’t a dealbreaker, but it’s one more reason that (E) isn’t awesome.
So (E) is out, and (D) is our answer.
daagh
Step 1. The use of past perfect for the later event is totally illogical and inappropriate and hence A and C are out
Step 2. B suffers from bad modification; after the modifier phrase, “Although not announced until February, 1968”, the modified noun 'the discovery of the first pulsar' should be mentioned. Hence B can be dropped.


To decide between D and E, I feel that the phrase ‘the first sighted pulsar’ as used in E rather changes the original meaning of the text which uses the phrase ‘the first pulsar to be sighted’. To be sighted in the context does not mean yet to be sighted but simply that has been sighted. In addition, the term ‘sighted pulsar’ may in a weird sense mean a pulsar that is blessed with the power of sight.
Second, the term ‘discovery’ is a crucial factor that is conspicuous by its absence in E. IMO, we should also appreciate the chronological sequence maintained in D and therefore D is superior to E.

EducationAisle
smartyguy wrote:
what is wrong with E please explain ?? [image: :roof]
E says: The first sighted pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, was not announced until February, 1968, while it was observed in the summer of 1967 by graduate student Jocelyn Bell.

So, it basically says: The first sighted pulsar was not announced until February, 1968
It is nonsensical to say that pulsar was not announced; pulsar cannot be announced/unannounced.
Actually the observation/discovery (about the sighting of pulsar) was not announced until February, 1968. This is what E says.

sayantanc2k
DeepikaV wrote:
In the option c, is it not correct to use ' had not been announced before/until 1968' ? because to emphasize that ' announcement' has not been made before 1968. 'no announcement' is before 1968 so i thought it should be past perfect tense. i understand first sighting in 1967 and then announcement in 1968 . so, use of past perfect for announcement is wrong. but, without the first clause is it right to use past perfect for the second clause?

Use of past perfect is redundant when using "before".
Correct: I left home before my father arrived.
Wrong: I had left home before my father arrived.

The following is an excerpt from Manhattan SC guide:

"Note that we do not always use the Past Perfect for earlier actions. In general, you should use Past Perfect only to clarify or emphasize a sequence of past events. The earlier event should somehow have a bearing on the context of the later event. Moreover, if the sequence is already obvious, we often do not need Past Perfect.

‘Laura LOCKED the deadbolt before she LEFT for work.’
broall
pooja k wrote:
'To be sighted' and 'was observed' are they not redundant in option D ? or do they take different stance here ? Why not simply say 'was observed'?


They can't be redundant. The sentence focuses on the time of the observation of the first special star that was sighted. "To be sighted" means the first one was sighted from the Earth. "was observed" is simply the main verb in that sentence.

Also, if you combine them: "The first pulsar was observed in the summer of 1967", this sentence distorts the meaning. First, "the first pulsar" means first of what? Second, this sentence indicates that people observed that star in 1967, this observation is not necessarily the first observation of that star.
DharLog
nithinjohn wrote:
'To be sighted was observed' does sound redundant actually. GMATNinja, could you please explain that?
But nevertheless, D sounds better than the other choices, so would go with that!
Do not agree.
The first pulsar to be sighted was observed.

"the first to be sighted" is an attribute of this pulsar. it was the first pulsar that somebody has been seen.
And then we say that it was observed. In some year, by some guy and so on.
So no redundancy.

GMATNinja
Samakshkapoor92 wrote:
GMATNinja
I have a question, in answer choice d, isn't "sighted was observed " redundant?
nithinjohn wrote:
'To be sighted was observed' does sound redundant actually. GMATNinja, could you please explain that?
But nevertheless, D sounds better than the other choices, so would go with that!

Sorry for the wait on the OE, Samakshkapoor92 & nithinjohn! I think the potential redundancy is actually the hardest thing about this question, and I say quite a bit about it in the explanation. Though DharLog is spot-on, and beat me to it. [image: :)]

GMATNinja
zoezhuyan wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
The use of the past perfect tense (“had not been announced”) also isn’t great in (A). That verb tense needs to describe an action that happens BEFORE some other action in the past. But in this case, it’s backwards: the pulsar was observed in 1967, but then it was announced later, in 1968 – so it’s awfully strange to use the past perfect tense to discuss the 1968 announcement, given the context of the sentence.
---
Dear @GMATNinja,mikemcgarry, GMATNinjaTwo, GMATNinja, MagooshExpert Carolyn,
sayantanc2
VeritasPrepKarishma
I genuinely need you experts' help
verb tens is so hard for foreigners.
As GMATNinja explains above, I think I can understand what your point.
but, I am still confused.
I read a correct example from Manhattan guide,
Quote:
The band U2 WAS just one of many new groups on the rock music scene in the early 1980s, but less than ten years later, U2 HAD fully ECLIPSED its early rival in the pantheon of popular music.
my interpretation of HAD fully ECLIPSED is the timeframeless than ten years later,
more important point of this sentence is that a past perfect HAD fully ECLIPSED is not earlier action in the sentence,
similarly, in this case, I think HAD not BEEN ANNOUNCED is not a earlier action although HAD fully ECLIPSED is correct because the timeframe "UNTIL FEBRUARY 1968",
So I think the meaning is sound.
First, you want to be very, very careful about interpreting a non-official sentence as an authoritative representation of how the GMAT handles a certain concept. If you want to analyze official GMAT sentences in an effort to figure out how, exactly, the GMAT handles the past perfect tense, that would be fine. But I think it's a mistake to assume that questions written by a test-prep company (my own included!) -- perfectly mimic the GMAT's handling of any particular grammar issue.

In other words: official GMAT sentences are a good authority on the GMAT's usage of past perfect tense; non-official sentences are not.
So I won't analyze the U2 example, but let's get back to the original sentence:
Quote:
Although the first pulsar... to be sighted was in the summer of 1967 by graduate student Jocelyn Bell, it had not been announced until February, 1968.
I think that part of the confusion is that the action in past perfect ("had not been announced") isn't really an action at all -- it's the absence of any action, since the discovery "had NOT been announced". But still, the sentence is very clearly trying to draw a distinction between two time periods: in 1967 (the earlier period), the discovery was made, and in 1968 (the later period) the discovery was announced. And it's just nonsensical to use past perfect to describe what happened -- or didn't happen -- in the LATER period (1968).
And even if you don't believe a word of that, there are still plenty of other reasons to eliminate (A). [image: :)]
MartyTargetTestPrep
zoezhuyan wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:

The use of the past perfect tense (“had not been announced”) also isn’t great in (A). That verb tense needs to describe an action that happens BEFORE some other action in the past. But in this case, it’s backwards: the pulsar was observed in 1967, but then it was announced later, in 1968 – so it’s awfully strange to use the past perfect tense to discuss the 1968 announcement, given the context of the sentence.
I genuinely need you experts' help
verb tens is so hard for foreigners.

As GMATNinja explains above, I think I can understand what your point.
but, I am still confused.
I read a correct example from Manhattan guide,
Quote:
The band U2 WAS just one of many new groups on the rock music scene in the early 1980s, but less than ten years later, U2 HAD fully ECLIPSED its early rival in the pantheon of popular music.
my interpretation of HAD fully ECLIPSED is the timeframeless than ten years later,
more important point of this sentence is that a past perfect HAD fully ECLIPSED is not earlier action in the sentence,
similarly, in this case, I think HAD not BEEN ANNOUNCED is not a earlier action although HAD fully ECLIPSED is correct because the timeframe "UNTIL FEBRUARY 1968",
So I think the meaning is sound.
please help explain further.

In the sentence about U2, "had fully eclipsed" is an earlier action. What is it earlier than? "less than ten years later."

Consider the following alternative, which also has an action occurring before ten years later.

By the 1990's, the band had eclipsed its earlier rivals.

Now, the action the band's eclipsing its rivals precedes the 1990's.
VeritasPrepHailey
varotkorn wrote:
Dear AjiteshArun GMATGuruNY MartyTargetTestPrep VeritasPrepHailey,
Why is HAD NOT BEEN ANNOUNCED in choice C. wrong?
I think past perfect correctly describes an event earlier than an event in the past "February 1968"
Hi varotkorn!

This one's a bit tricky, but we'll want to keep in mind that we use the past perfect to address something that happened in the past at some point before another past tense event / action. Here, saying "the discovery had not been announced before February, 1968" should place that event in the past, at some point before another past tense event - but the announcement was the later of the two events in our sentence's timeline!

So, we could have used the past perfect in some construction to address the earlier of the two events... but certainly not the latter of them.

I'd also point out that the modifier in (C) definitely makes this one means for elimination as well. "Although observed by graduate student Jocelyn Bell in the summer of 1967" should refer to the pulsar itself, but here it seems to refer to the discovery... and that doesn't make much sense!
I hope this helps!
GMATGuruNY
varotkorn wrote:
Why is HAD NOT BEEN ANNOUNCED in choice C wrong

C: Although observed in the summer of 1967, the discovery had not been announced.
Here, the past perfect action in red seems to be completed before the later past event in blue, implying that the ANNOUNCEMENT did not occur before the OBSERVATION.
This meaning is so obvious as to be nonsensical.
Clearly, an event cannot be announced before it is observed.
Eliminate C.
GMATGuruNY
varotkorn wrote:
(C) Although observed by graduate student Jocelyn Bell in the summer of 1967, the discovery of the first sighted pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, had not been announced before February, 1968.

However, if the intended sequence is between the red and blue above, will it make sense?
In other words, is this sentence grammatical correct: BEFORE Feb 1968, the discovery HAD NOT BEEN ANNOUNCED?
I'm just confused whether I have the right past perfect concept.
The purpose of the past perfect is to express a past action that is completed before another past action or event and that somehow AFFECTS that later action or event.

OA: The personal income tax did not become permanent in the United States until the First World War; before that time the federal government had depended on tariffs as its main source of revenue.

Here, the past perfect action in green is completed before the First World War and affects the time of the war in that -- during the war -- the government NO LONGER DEPENDED ON TARIFFS.
Since the green action has a clear effect on a later past event -- the First World War -- the usage of the past perfect is justified.

C: The discovery of the pulsar had not been announced before February, 1968.
Here, it is unclear how the lack of an announcement affected February. 1968.
Thus, the usage of the past perfect seems unwarranted.
Note:
It is very common to use the perfect tenses to refer to KNOWLEDGE.

OA: The first trenches have yielded strong evidence that centrally administered societies arose simultaneously with celebrated city-states.
Here, have yielded (present perfect) affects our present knowledge of centrally administered societies.
OA: By 1999, astronomers had discovered 17 nearby stars.
Here, had discovered (past perfect) affected our knowledge of astronomy in 1999.

JonShukhrat
varotkorn wrote:
My question comes from:
Quote:
OA: BY 1999, astronomers had discovered 17 nearby stars that are orbited by planets about the size of Jupiter
Quote:
OA: The personal income tax did not become permanent in the United States until the First World War; BEFORE that time the federal government had depended on tariffs as its main source of revenue.
According to choice C: ...the discovery of the first sighted pulsar had not been announced BEFORE February, 1968.
Choice C. is similar to the examples above where "February, 1968" is the later event and "HAD NOT BEEN ANNOUNCED" is the earlier event.
Why is HAD NOT BEEN ANNOUNCED in choice C. wrong, whereas OAs above are right?

Hi varotkorn

Not so long ago I did small research on the use of the Past Perfect tense (PP) in sentences with “before”. It might be interesting for you too. Your thoughts are welcome as well.

There is quite interesting and simple rationale behind such use. You may have read that “before” already clarifies the sequence of events, and therefore PP is redundant. Well, not always so. There are two things to consider first:
I. whether two events are compatible or mutually exclusive;
II. whether the earlier event is non-continuous;

Case 1: Compatible events – events that may happen together.

Could you take a look at the two examples from GMATGuruNY below (here) and tell the difference in meaning?

1. Before John became a painter, he studied music.
2. Before John became a painter, he HAD studied music.

The first merely states which action started first, but doesn’t clarify whether John stopped studying music before becoming a painter. He may have very well continued to study music even after becoming a painter. i.e, he could do both. The second, in contrast, tells that John STOPPED studying music before becoming a painter. Another set of examples:

3. Before John became a painter, he left his town.
4. Before John became a painter, he HAD left his town.

The third sentence is different from the previous two in that - it already clarifies that “the action of leaving” was already over before John became a painter. In other words, both events such as “became” and “left” could NOT happen together. The reason behind is that “leave” is a non-continuous action while “study” is not. I mean, the event “leave” happens at one point in time - we either leave or stay. When we leave, we leave, so there is no need for PP to show that we left the town. On the contrary, the event “study” may continue for any period – days, weeks, or years - so we need PP to show that the study is over. Therefore, PP in sentence 4 is pointless.

In short: non-continuous verbs usually don't need PP in such cases, whereas the reverse is true for continuous ones. By the way, I made up the terms “non-continuous” and “continuous” just to deliver my point. I mean, you already know the difference between “hear” and “listen”, or between “see” and “watch”, right? The same story.
_______________________________________________________________________



Case 2: Mutually exclusive events – events that can NOT happen together, or the start of the one denotes the end of the second.
Try to analyze the difference in the meaning:
5. Before John became the president of the country, he served as a state senator.
6. Before John became the president of the country, he HAD served as a state senator.
7. Before John became the president of the country, he owned a multibillion dollar company.
8. Before John became the president of the country, he HAD owned a multibillion dollar company.

“Becoming the president” and “serving as a state senator” are mutually exclusive events. John could NOT do both. Logically, when he became the president, he already stopped serving as a state senator. Hence, PP in sentence 6 is pointless. Note that when events are mutually exclusive, whether the verb is non-continuous usually doesn’t matter. i.e., the verb “serve” is continuous, but PP is needless anyway.
However, John could “become the president” and still continue to “own a multibillion dollar company”, as in sentence 7. These events are compatible, so we need PP if we wish to show that he stopped owning such company, as in sentence 8.

In short: first we need to check whether the events are mutually exclusive. If yes, then no need for PP. If no, then further check whether verbs are non-continuous. If yes, then no need for PP. If no, then use or omit PP, depending on the meaning we want to convey.

_______________________________________________________________________
Now, you yourself can analyze why PP is valid or invalid in the following official problems you asked about:

1. The personal income tax did not become permanent in the United States until the First World War; before that time the federal government had depended on tariffs as its main source of revenue. (why PP is correct?)
2. The discovery of the first sighted pulsar, or rapidly spinning collapsed star, had not been announced before February, 1968. (why PP is wrong?)

The spoiler is in the following post.
JonShukhrat
Spoiler:

1. In the first sentence, “before that time” refers to the period in which PIT became permanent (PIT = personal income tax). It became permanent during First World War. So, the sentence simply means: “before PIT became permanent, the US had depended on tariffs as its main source”.

As we see, the two events are compatible. i.e., the fact that “PIT became the main source of revenue” does NOT necessarily mean that tariffs stopped being the main source too. There could be two main sources if each gave the same percent of the revenue.

Next, “depend” is NOT non-continuous. The US could depend for any period. So, PP is necessary to show that the US stopped depending on tariffs as its main source.
2. In the second sentence either, there is nothing mutually exclusive. No event denotes the end of the second. For example, “before Pupa became a butterfly, it was a caterpillar”. Becoming a butterfly denotes the end of being a caterpillar. Nothing similar here. So, we may need PP. Let’s check further.

Next, “announce” IS a non-continuous action. It is similar to “see”, not to ”watch”. Hence, as in sentence 3 in my previous post, the PP is pointless.


I hope I made some sense. You can bring other similar problems so that we can discuss them.





















37.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/according-to-scholars-the-earliest-writing-was-probably-not-a-direct-23872.html#p158060
According to scholars, the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of speech, but was more likely to begin as a separate and distinct symbolic system of communication, and only later merged with spoken language.

(A) was more likely to begin as
(B) more than likely began as
(C) more than likely beginning from
(D) it was more than likely begun from
(E) it was more likely that it began

GMATNinja
Let's start by putting (A) and (B) side-by-side:

Quote:
(A) was more likely to begin as
(B) more than likely began as

The verb tense in (A) is really confusing, and it's definitely not our best option. We have three different verbs in the sentence, all of which describe "the earliest writing", which:


· ..."was probably not a direct rendering of speech"
· "...was more likely to begin..."
· and "...later merged with spoken language."

That middle piece is wacky. All three of these things happened in the past, and need to be in the same version of past tense. So the underlined portion is odd: why would we say "was more likely to begin", when we could just say "more likely began as"? "Begin" is in present tense (i.e., a general characteristic), and "was more likely to begin" doesn't make much sense -- it's almost as if the earliest writing had some probabilistic quality or something, and there was a good chance that it would eventually begin "as a separate and distinct symbolic system."

That's so much messier than (B), which just says that according to scholars, it's likely that the earliest writing actually began "as a separate and distinct symbolic system."

So we can get rid of (A), and keep (B).




Quote:
(C) more than likely beginning from
There are two little problems with (C), particularly when we compare it with (B).

First, I don't know why we would switch the verb "began" to the participle "beginning", considering that the rest of the sentence features nice, simple, past tense verbs ("the earliest writing was... and later merged..." So in this sense, (B) is clearly better than (C).

The other issue is that it doesn't really make sense to say that the earliest writing was beginning "from a separate and distinct symbolic system." The earliest writing didn't evolve from some other separate and distinct system; the earliest writing WAS the separate and distinct symbolic system.
So we can ditch (C).

Quote: 
(D) it was more than likely begun from
We could make a lazy argument that (D) is wordy and awkward, and that's not necessarily wrong. (D) definitely sounds like crap, and I don't think that you could ever use the phrase "was begun" in a correct sentence. At least I can't think of one.

The more concrete argument is that that parallelism is wrong in (D):

"...the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of speech, it was more than likely begun from a separate and distinct symbolic system of communication, and only later merged with spoken language."

So we have a full independent clause, then another full independent clause, then an "and" followed by a verb phrase ("merged with spoken language"). That's not OK, partly because you can't just separate two independent clauses with a comma (a comma splice, if you like jargon), and partly because the "and" is followed by a verb phrase -- so the other parallel elements should also be verb phrases, not full clauses.

Plus, "from" doesn't make sense, for the same reasons as answer choice (C). See above for more on that issue.

Anyway, (D) is out.

Quote:
(E) it was more likely that it began
(E) features the same parallelism issue as (D), and that's enough by itself to eliminate (E).

Plus, there's no preposition after "began", so that tweaks the meaning: "[the earliest writing systems] began a separate and distinct symbolic system..." Huh? The writing system didn't "begin" a new symbolic system; it WAS a separate symbolic system, so we'd need to say that it "began as" a separate system.
And for bonus points, I'm not sure that there's a good reason to include an extra "it" at the beginning of the underlined portion -- it's a non-referential pronoun (classic example: "it is raining" is an acceptable sentence, but the "it" has no referent), and that's not necessarily wrong, but there's no reason to use that extra pronoun at all in this particular sentence.
So (E) is out, and we're left with (B).
soaringAlone
According to scholars, the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of speech, but was more likely to begin as a separate and distinct symbolic system of communication, and only later merged with spoken language.

a)was more likely to begin as -- more must be accompanied by than
b)more than likely began as -- correct
c) more than likely beginning from -- beginning from is not parallel with merged.
d) it was more than likely begun from -- begun is not the correct form, began must be used to make it parallel to merged.
e) it was more likely that it began. -- more must be accompanied by than.
thangvietname
cool_jonny009 wrote:
According to scholars, the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of speech, but was more likely to begin as a separate and distinct symbolic system of communication, and only later merged with spoken language.

(A) was more likely to begin as
(B) more than likely began as
(C) more than likely beginning from
(D) it was more than likely begun from
(E) it was more likely that it began

very hard and beautiful question.
the first pattern is
no A but B, both A and B are of the same type of word.

above pattern is very easy to remember. this pattern applies to every case.
but the problem happen with the verb to be

she is not beautiful now but begin to be beautiful.

now the pattern is: not+to be +but +verb.
this pattern is hard to remember. very hard. I miss this question.

ydmuley
According to scholars, the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of speech, but was more likely to begin as a separate and distinct symbolic system of communication, and only later merged with spoken language.

Let's try to understand the sentence, as we glance through we come to know that the sentence tense is most probably past tense because of the words - was & merged. In the underlined portion as well we should be looking for an option that is in past tense.

Also, in comparison questions, the word "more" is always followed by the word "than".

(A) was more likely to begin as

- more likely to begin is non-idiomatic, also the word begin does not go with the words - was and merged, begin should be in the past tense. We are also missing the word THAN after the word MORE.

(B) more than likely began as

- CORRECT - BEGAN is parallel with the words - was and merged (past tense), THAN is used after MORE
- IDIOM - Not X but more than likely Y

(C) more than likely beginning from

- missing verb here, beginning is not a verb, also does not go along with was and merged.

(D) it was more than likely begun from

- Begun - is not the correct tense here. Does not go along with was and merged.

(E) it was more likely that it began

In this awkward, unclear, and wordy construction, the first it must be followed by is, not was, because the theory is current; the second it acts as the subject of the subordinate clause, and this usage requires the omission of the comma after communication.
Shobhit7
This construction tests idiomatic usage of
'Not X But Y' where X and Y must be in parallel construction.

X: "a direct rendering of speech" is a phrase and hence Y cannot be a clause.

So, choices A,D and E are out.
Choice C is incorrect because it is using present participle 'begining' instead of past participle 'began'.

MagooshExpert
Skywalker18 wrote:
Hi GMATNinja,
In option D,

"...the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of speech, but it was more than likely begun from a separate and distinct symbolic system of communication, and only later merged with spoken language."
I think you might have missed the but after the comma.

1. Since ",but" is joining two independent clauses, there is no comma splice here. Also, isn't the pronoun it that follows but redundant?
Since, the independent clauses (the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of speech, but it was more than likely begun from a separate and distinct symbolic system of communication) have the same subject. Can we reject option because of redundancy due to repetition of subject in the independent clauses ?

2. For Not X, But Y parallelism --> Can we reject option A, D and E based on parallelism(Not X , but Y) ?

https://gmatclub.com/forum/qotd-as-crim ... 58304.html --> think of “not/but” as a parallelism trigger, not an idiom.

Whenever Not X , But Y appears in a sentence , should we ensure that X and Y are parallel ?

Hi Skywalker18!

You're right, GMATNinja missed the "but" in option D, but the parallelism issue is still there (you are correct that "Not X, but Y" should follow parallel structure). The extra "it" destroys the parallel structure:

...the earliest writing was not a rendering..., but it was begun from..., and only later merged...

You're correct that "it" is redundant here. So for either that reason, or the fact that it ruins parallelism here, it's incorrect. We can definitely eliminate D and E because they do not follow correct parallelism here, since we want three verb phrases, not clauses. However, A, B, and C all have verb phrases (rather than clauses), so we can't eliminate them based on parallelism alone.

-Carolyn
GMATNinja
XYZABCABC wrote:
Hi GMATNinja
Can you please resolve the following query:

1. Does the usage of "comma + but" always signifies an independent clause?
2. Can i conclude that in the following sentence we have an independent clause after ", but" and another independent clause after ", and" ?

"According to scholars, the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of speech, but more than likely began as a separate and distinct symbolic system of communication, and only later merged with spoken language."

1. No. I'm not sure that this the issue, but just to be clear: by definition, the word "but" turns an independent clause into a dependent clause.

· Independent: "Burritos are delicious." --> can stand alone as an independent sentence
· Dependent: "But burritos are delicious." --> definitely can not stand alone as an independent sentence

There are also other uses of the word "but" that don't introduce a clause at all. Here's an example:
"Jay Gould has argued that many biological traits are not the products of natural selection, but are simply random by-products of other evolutionary developments."
I simplified some things, but the heart of this sentence is actually in a GMATPrep question. You can see that "but" is NOT followed by a full clause at all -- it's just a verb phrase by itself (parallel to the phrase after the word "not" in this case). And that can be fine. More generally, "but" or any other conjunction (and, or, etc.) does not necessarily separate clauses from each other; those conjunctions can also separate verbs or verb phrases or items in a list.

So don't assume that "but" necessarily has to be followed by a full clause.

2. Also no. Again, an independent clause must be able to stand on its own as a complete sentence. "More than likely began as a separate and distinct symbolic system of communication" isn't a complete sentence, since there's no subject! The same is true of "only later merged with spoken languages." Notice that the OA contains two instances of "comma + conjunction," and neither introduces an independent clause.

So yes: if we're connecting two clauses with a conjunction such as "but," we'd need to use a comma, but conjunctions such as "but" and "and" have other uses, such as separating the elements in a list.
EducationAisle
rszarate wrote:
Hi Everyone,
I don't get the parallelism in answer (B). "a direct rendering of speech" and "more than likely began..." are parallel?

Hi rszarate, since right hand side is a verb (more than likely began), the parallel element on the left hand side, will be another verb (was in this case).

Parallelism is:

....the earliest writing:

i) was probably not a direct rendering of speech,
but
ii) more than likely began as...

So, parallel elements are was and began, both of them verbs.

rszarate
EducationAisle wrote:
rszarate wrote:
Hi Everyone,
I don't get the parallelism in answer (B). "a direct rendering of speech" and "more than likely began..." are parallel?

Hi rszarate, since right hand side is a verb (more than likely began), the parallel element on the left hand side, will be another verb (was in this case).

Parallelism is:
....the earliest writing:
i) was probably not a direct rendering of speech,
but
ii) more than likely began as...

So, parallel elements are was and began, both of them verbs.


Hi EducationAisle, thank you very much for you response!

Sorry bro, but I still don't get it [image: :(]
You are mention the parallel form generated by "BUT" ("X, but Y" in which X and Y are parallels)
I'm referring to the parallel trigger "NOT X, BUT Y," in which X and Y are parallels.

Really appreciate any kind of help!
^^
EducationAisle
Well, that's the learning from this sentence. The presence of a not does not always indicate a not X but Y structure.

It could as well be a X but Y structure, as is the case here.

For example, both the following sentences would be correct:

(i) He was not lazy but was active (X but Y).
(ii) He was not lazy but active (Not X but Y).

In statement (i), was after but may seem redundant (though not wrong), because the verb was is getting repeated.

However, in the sentence under consideration, the verb after but is not the same (was before but and began after but). Hence there is no redundancy issue as well.
CrackVerbalGMAT
thangvietnam wrote:
pls, explain why choice A is wrong? thank you.
I do not understand why "was more likely" in choice A is wrong.

Hi Thang

The problem lies not so much in "was more likely" than in what follows. We are talking about an event in the past (the early development of writing) and hence the "beginning" of this must be represented in some form of past tense. In Option (A), "begin" is in the present tense which indicates the present likelihood, which again must be represented by a present tense form of "was" ie; "is more likely to begin". This would result in a logical problem since early writing is clearly not "likely to begin".

If we use the construct "was more likely to" then it must be followed by the past perfect tense ie; but was more likely to have begun as....

Since this is not among any of the answer options, we go with the best option available ie; Option B: more than likely began as.

CrackVerbalGMAT
bitorbyte wrote:
hi everyone,

What does it mean to say "According to scholars, the earliest writing was probably not a direct rendering of speech, but more than likely began as.."

I am specifically confused on the meaning of 'more than likely'? What is the function of the word than here?

Hi

The sentence intends to say that in the early stages, writing probably began as a separate system of communication and not just as another form of communicating speech. The word "rendering" means "to make" or "to provide". The sentence means that writing was not simply used as a substitute for speech (for eg; currently I am typing all this because I cannot speak to you) but as a separate mode of communication by itself.

The word "than" plays its usual comparative role here. The clause intends to say that this idea of writing being a separate form of communication is not just "likely" (that is to say, just a mere possibility) but more than that ie; more than likely.

Hope this helps.













38.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/with-the-patience-of-its-customers-and-with-its-network-strained-to-242541.html#p1869058
With the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives trying to relieve the congestion that has led to at least four class-action lawsuits and thousands of complaints from frustrated customers.
(A) the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives trying to relieve
(B) the patience of its customers and its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives that try to relieve
(C) its network and the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try to relieve
(D) its network and with the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of initiatives to try relieving
(E) its network and its customers’ patience strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try relieving

EMPOWERgmatVerbal

Let's take a look at this question, and narrow down the options quickly to find the correct answer! To get started, here is the original sentence with any major differences between each option highlighted in orange:

With the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives trying to relieve the congestion that has led to at least four class-action lawsuits and thousands of complaints from frustrated customers.

(A) the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives trying to relieve
(B) the patience of its customers and its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives that try to relieve
(C) its network and the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try to relieve
(D) its network and with the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of initiatives to try relieving
(E) its network and its customers’ patience strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try relieving

After a quick glance over each option, only 2 major differences appear between each option:
1. The order of items in the beginning: customers + network / network + customers
2. Their endings: trying to relieve / that try to relieve / to try to relieve / to try relieving

#1 on our list will eliminate the most options quickly (either 2 or 3), so let's start there. Let's look at what each sentence means when we switch around the order of the customers and network:

With the patience of its customers and its network strained to the breaking point = the patience of its customers and the patience of its network

This is the WRONG option because it says that the patience of BOTH the customers and the network is strained, which doesn't make sense. The network is strained, but doesn't have the ability to be patient - it's not a person!

With its network and the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point = the network is strained and the patience of the customers is strained

This is the CORRECT option because it puts the emphasis on BOTH the network and the customers being strained, which is logical and true!

This means we can eliminate options A & B right away because they create an illogical parallel statement.

Now that we're left with only 3 options, let's tackle #2 on the list: their endings. For this, we need to know the difference between "to try to" and "try doing" something:

to try to do something = to put in an effort to do something you already know can be successful / "I want to try to learn the piano this year."
try doing something = to do something as an experiment; you're not sure it will be successful / "Try adding more salt to your cookie batter."

For this sentence, it makes the most sense to say that they company created initiative to try to relieve congestion because they know it's possible to do, but they just need to put in the effort. So let's see how each answer stacks up:

(C) its network and the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try to relieve

This option is CORRECT because the beginning of the phrase is in the correct order to make sense. It also uses the correct "to try to," which conveys the correct meaning that the company has to put in an effort to fix the problem they know can be fixed.

(D) its network and with the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of initiatives to try relieving

This option is INCORRECT because it uses the phrase "to try relieving," which suggests that the company isn't sure their initiatives will be possible or even work. It's much stronger to say "to try to" do something because it shows that success is definitely possible.
(E) its network and its customers’ patience strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try relieving

This option is INCORRECT for a couple reasons. First, it's not necessary to use the apostrophe in "customers'" because it's not being followed by a plural word (for example "customers' chairs" would be okay). It also uses the incorrect "to try relieving" which conveys the wrong meaning.

abhimahna
somtsat99 wrote:
Can anyone explain what is wrong in B

Hi somtsat99 ,

B has two probelms :

1. "the patience of its customers and its network strained to the breaking point". It is trying to convey the meaning with the patience of a) its customers b) its network. This is illogical meaning. There is not patience of its network.

2. "the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives that try to relieve". Look at the word 'that'. It means initiatives were trying to relieve something. Hence, again Illogical.

leanhdung
With the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives trying to relieve the congestion that has led to at least four class-action lawsuits and thousands of complaints from frustrated customers.

A. the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives trying to relieve
B. the patience of its customers and its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives that try to relieve
C. its network and the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try to relieve
--> correct.

D. its network and with the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of initiatives to try relieving
E. its network and its customers’ patience strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try relieving


daagh
A brainstorm

The preposition 'with' is not underlined. From A to E, the modified noun namely -the on-line service company- is supposed to have announced something jointly with its network and the patience of its customers. In other words, what are the role of the network and the patience of the customers in the company announcing some plans? I feel that the company together with the network and the patience did not jointly announce the new plans, an altogether pointless perception.

Wouldn't be the use of a subordinate clause using the conjunction 'as" have been better to elucidate the intent better than the with as the modifier?

The amended theme: As the patience of its customers and its network got strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives
mikemcgarry
leshwarnag wrote:
Can someone explain all the answers please?
My friend, because I care about your learning, I am going to chide you. This is not a very good question that you have asked. Think about it. How much thought and time and effort did it take you to write this question? You might have written it and posted it in, say, 30 seconds. There are a few problems with this question. First of all, how is an expert such as myself supposed to know what you understand or don't understand? More importantly, it doesn't demonstrate a tremendous amount of commitment to yourself. You are expecting almost all the energy & effort that will contribute to your learning about this to come from outside of you. Many students have the dangerous misconception that education is something that teachers & schools & test prep experts DO to them: in this benighted view, the teachers & instructors are the actors and the students are just the passive recipients. In fact, this is completely the opposite of the truth. Your education is 100% your responsibility: it is something you do to yourself, for yourself, by yourself, with the help and support of teachers & experts.

My friend, I am very ambitious for you. I want to see you pursue excellent. One of the habits of excellence is the art of asking excellent questions. See:
Asking Excellent Questions

I am going to challenge you. Come back to this page, and read carefully through my post above and every other post on this page, and then explain in great detail exactly what you understand and what you don't understand. Doing so will make it easier for an expert to answer you, but much more important, you deepen your own understanding when you thoughtfully evaluate what you comprehend and what is still fuzzy for you, and this pre-work prompts your mind to integrate a response at a deeper level. Finally, when you are practicing the art of asking excellence questions, you are also practicing self-responsibility, and few characters traits will win you recognition & promotions in your career as genuine self-responsibility will. The pay-off of the art of asking excellent questions is absolutely huge and very easy for unambitious students to underestimate.
mikemcgarry
muditagrawal wrote:
hellosanthosh2k2 wrote:
Hi Mike,
I have one question. Preposition + noun + participle is not preferred in GMAT as too much of action jammed into single modifier.
But each option for this question has this "Preposition + noun + participle" - "With the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point" modifier - is this correct?
---
Hi Mike
In your article written about the usage of above-mentioned sort of construction(With + Noun +Participle) the link for which I've shared, You've described 02 cases when these constructions would work. Link: https://magoosh.com/gmat/2015/with-noun ... orrection/
Case I: action by a different agent, where "With + Noun +Participle" is always wrong as per the article.
Case II: additional description: where the " With + Noun +Participle" phrase makes sense with the subject of the sentence and provides an additional description about it and the usage is correct.
However, I fail to see the usage of "With + Noun +Participle" in the problem of this thread falling into any of these categories. Kindly explain how the expression " With + Noun +Participle " makse sense with the clause here.

Dear muditagrawal & hellosanthosh2k2,

Yes, this is a good blog to cite:
with + [noun] + [participle] on GMAT Sentence Correction
Notice that the present participle is inherently active, so "with" + [noun] + [present participle] can sound like an action, and students may be tempted to use this as place to put action in a sentence. All the examples discussed in that blog involve present participles.

The past participle is inherently passive, so the "with" + [noun] + [past participle] structure is less likely to be construed as an action. Here, there is not really an action happening in the "with" clause, because the participle is a passive participle. This mitigates against classifying this as a Case I example. It's very hard to think of examples of the the "with" + [noun] + [past participle] structure that would be wrong. It's fine here.

Also--and this is something I discuss in that blog in the "One Test" section--does the fundamental logic of "with" obtain in this situation? Is the online company "with its network"? Yes, in some sense. Is the only company "with its customers"? Yes, in some sense. Is the only company "with the patience of its customers"? It sounds awfully odd to state it this way, but yes, theoretically, the company could be accompanies by the moral virtues of its customers. Fundamentally, there is nothing illogical about the use of the word "with."
Thus, this sentence is perfectly fine, and version (C) is the best version of it.
mikemcgarry
RooIgle wrote:
Hello Mike!
Would you be so kind as to explain me why the clause starting with "that" in choice B is wrong?
What I specifically mean is that, being supposed that the company didn’t try to relieve the congestion through announcing those initiatives BUT that, in fact, those initiatives were the ones directed to try to relieve such congestion, I don´t understand why the "that" as a vital-noun modifier is wrong here.

Dear RooIgle,

Think about it this way: who is doing the "trying"?

Of course, the "the on-line service company" is doing the "trying."

With this in mind, look at the answer choices.
(B) . . . the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives that try to relieve
(C) . . . the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try to relieve

Choice (C), in using the infinitive of purpose, correctly suggests that the "the on-line service company" is doing the "trying." By contrast, the "that" clause in (B) illogically suggests that the "series of new initiatives" is doing the "trying."

Does this make sense?

egmat
cicitang wrote:
for all answers, I can only find the mistakes using "try to do", are there any other points I have missed? Please explain.

Hello cicitang,

I am not sure if your doubt still persists. Here is the explanation nonetheless. [image: :-)]

Error in Choice A:

i. The parallel elements in this choice is:
With the patience of its customers and
with its network strained to the breaking point
The choice fails to convey that the patience of the customers also reached the breaking point.
Errors in Choice B:

i. The parallel elements in this choice is: With the patience of
its customers and
with its network
The word patience associates with the network too.

ii. Use of simple present tense verb try is incorrect because the sentence is actually set in the past context as evident by the usage of the simple past tense verb announced.

Error in Choice D:
i. The parallel elements in this choice are:
With its network and
with the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point
The choice fails to convey that its network also reached the breaking point.

---Shraddha
GMATNinja
duybachhpvn wrote:
GMATNinja
Regarding choice A in this question, in the OG it noted that "Trying could modify either "the company" or "initiatives", and it is not clear which one is intended".
As far as I know, if V-ing modifier is placed right after a noun or noun phrase without a comma, it should modify the immediate preceding noun or noun phrase. Why does GMAT explain that the V-ing can modify "the company" here?

Great question! This is an excellent illustration of why the OG explanations have to be taken with a grain of salt. I agree with you - because "trying to relieve" comes after "new initiatives", (A) seems to communicate that the initiatives are attempting to relieve congestion, when it seems more logical to write that the company is trying to do so. In other words, the problem with the modifier isn't really that it's ambiguous -- the problem is that it creates an illogical meaning.

However, there's a more concrete problem with (A). Take another look:
"With the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced..."
If I write, "With X and with Y," I'm referring to two independent phenomena. Now it sounds as though the online company made the announcement with 1) the patience of its customers, and it also made the announcement with 2) the network strained to the breaking point. So the network got together with the patience of its customers and made an announcement? That doesn't make any sense.

Instead, we want to communicate that the patience of the customers and the network are both strained to the breaking point. Because that opening modifier fails to do this, it's illogical, and we can toss (A) without worrying about the placement of "trying to relieve."

I hope that helps!

MartyTargetTestPrep
Skywalker18 wrote:
1. In option A, With the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point -- The modifier 'strained to the breaking point" applies to just "with its network" or both "With the patience of its customers" and "with its network" ?

First, let's notice that, read as if it were correctly written, that list uses "with" in two different ways.

"with the patience of its customers" would ordinarily mean something along the lines of "having the patience of its customers to make use of."

"with its network strained to the breaking point" means something along the lines of "having as an attribute its network being strained to the breaking point."

Anyway, regardless of whether the sentence makes sense, by using "with" twice, the list clearly separates the two items, because we have "with x and with y." The second "with" separates "x" from what follows the second "with." So, we don't have "with x and y strained to the breaking point." We have "with x and with y strained to the breaking point."

So, "strained to the breaking point" modifies only "network" in this version.

Using a preposition twice is actually a linguistic device that often has to be used to make clear how elements of a list are to be separated. In this case, the result of using "with" twice is an illogical separation of the elements.

Quote:
2. Since we have parallel marker "AND" in the prepositional phrase that starts with "WITH", so what is the level of parallelism we want in the 2 parts separated by the conjunction "AND" ? i.e. If the first part (preceding the parallel marker) has a prepositional phrase followed by a modifier, does the second part(following the parallel marker) SHOULD also have modifier ?
Or is it okay if both the parts that follow the preposition are nouns ?


'"Parallel" does NOT mean "exactly the same." Actually, it mostly means just "logical." So, of course, one element of a list could be composed of just a noun, while another is composed of a noun and a modifier.

Quote:
- Natalie studied ballet as a child, studies pilates now, and will study cooking someday.
** Verbs in parallel can belong to different tenses.
** But the parallel parts MUST make sense with the stem that precedes those parts.

- The angry politician, frustrated by the opposition's parliamentary tactics and screaming about the other parties unconstitutional behavior, is both a hypocrite and a narcissist. -- here both frustrated and screaming are modifiers that modify the politician, but we CANNOT replace screaming by "who screamed" because 'frustrated" will not be parallel to "who screamed".

The angry politician, who was frustrated by the opposition's parliamentary tactics and who screamed about the other parties unconstitutional behavior, is both a hypocrite and a narcissist.-- But this is correct because we have 2 who phrases in parallel ?

That sentence works.


Quote:
3. In option B, With the patience of its customers and its network strained to the breaking point --- here the With prepositional phrase "With the patience" will apply to both its customers and its network?
But since With the patience of its network DOES NOT make sense, we can read as With its network strained to the breaking point?

Interesting question, and the answer is that you can indeed use logic to determine how to read a sentence. In this case the sentence works, because, since a network would not have patience, there is no meaning ambiguity. If the second element of the list were one that could have patience, the sentence might have two possible meanings, and therefore, might not work.

MartyTargetTestPrep
TheRzS wrote:
Hi MartyTargetTestPrep,
Thanks for the excellent post.
Was just wondering, is the following an actual split based on which we can eliminate?

C: "..initiatives to try to relieve.."
E: "..initiatives to try relieving.."
Basically, is TRY + <-ing> format wrong?
Yes, it is, and not because "try relieving" is somehow always wrong.
The issue is that "try relieving" conveys the wrong meaning.


The point of the sentence that company is announcing initiatives that will involve attempts to relieve the congestion. That meaning is effectively conveyed by the expression "try to relieve," which means "attempt to relieve."

The expression "try relieving" means not to attempt to relieve but rather to see how relieving works, goes, or feels, as in, "Let's try relieving congestion, and see whether doing so makes a difference."

Since the idea that the company would announce initiatives to try relieving congestion - in other words, announce initiatives to see how relieving congestion works, goes, or feels - is nonsensical, choices can be eliminated because they use "try relieving."
MartyTargetTestPrep
yunbao wrote:
I think it is unidiomatic to use "announce .... to do", so I did not choose C. In dictionary, announce is used as "announce that" or "announce sth to sb".
Is it because of "try" that we can use "announce ...to try to do"? Or is it okay to generally say "announce...to do sth"?

The reason "announced" makes sense without "that" in this case is that they are not announcing that they are going to do something. They are announcing a series of initiatives. So the object of "announced" is not "that X." It's "a series."

Here's an analogous situation.

The economist pointed out that he was talking about interest rates, rather than about the rate of inflation. - uses "pointed out" + "that X"
The economist pointed out three areas of the economy that were showing strength. - uses "pointed out" + direct object ("three areas")

Now back to "announced."
The master of ceremonies announced that the band had arrived. - uses "announced" + "that X"
The master of ceremonies announced the arrival of the band. - uses "announced" + direct object ("the arrival")

So, certain verbs, such as "announced," can be followed by "that" in some situations and not followed by "that" in others.
NOW, here's one other thing to keep in mind. The truth is that "announced" has appeared in at least one official SC question without "that" in a situation in which "announced" would normally be followed by "that."

Why?
Because, SC question writers don't always make the "correct" answers ideal. Sometimes they use barely acceptable but less than ideal structures, often in order to obscure the fact that correct answers are correct. So, sometimes you have to pick the least flawed choice rather than a well written choice.
AjiteshArun
manishcmu wrote:
In C , why can't we read like this - With its network, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try to relieve ... and say that it doesn't make sense.
Why do we include "strained to the breaking point" as a modifier to the network? In A, We didn't attach this modifier to "With the patience of its customers" and said that it doesn't make sense.
Hi manishcmu,

It's best not to look at this as "why can't we...", as that is not how language (generally) works. Instead, we should ask "what is this likely to be interpreted as (by other people)?"

Let's take an example:

1. With his phone and his internet connection not working, he couldn't contact anyone.
vs.
2. With his phone and with his internet connection not working, he couldn't contact anyone.

The first one is more likely to be understood correctly by the listener:
With (his phone and his internet connection) not working, he couldn't contact anyone.

The second one seems to say:
(With his phone) and (with his internet connection not working), he couldn't contact anyone.

We should go for the one that we think other people will be able to understand more easily.

AjiteshArun
aidyn wrote:
Hi GMATNinja and other experts, I agree with all of your questions.
Just one question though - isn't the word "New" in "new initiatives" redundant?
I'm always under impression that the word "initiatives" means new development, or new plan.

That's a good point, although I don't think the GMAT is likely to test something like this.

More generally, when we identify multiple entry points in a question, it is important that we prioritize the more reliable splits. That's especially important when we come across questions in which the only thing we can say for the correct option is that it is better than the others. [image: :)]
GMATNinja
AjiteshArun wrote:
aidyn wrote:
Hi GMATNinja and other experts, I agree with all of your questions.

Just one question though - isn't the word "New" in "new initiatives" redundant?
I'm always under impression that the word "initiatives" means new development, or new plan.
That's a good point, although I don't think the GMAT is likely to test something like this.
More generally, when we identify multiple entry points in a question, it is important that we prioritize the more reliable splits. That's especially important when we come across questions in which the only thing we can say for the correct option is that it is better than the others. [image: :)]

I agree with AjiteshArun -- there are definitely more important issues in the question, so it's better to focus on those.

Also, you can certainly refer to old initiatives from the past. For example: "In 1990, the company proposed several initiatives aimed at reducing inefficiency."

In this question, the use of "new" clarifies that these are fresh/recent initiatives, as opposed to, for example, initiatives that were introduced years ago but never acted upon.

I hope this helps!

MentorTutoring
adkikani wrote:
VeritasKarishma egmat AjiteshArun MentorTutoring
Quote:
With the patience of its customers and with its network strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives trying to relieve the congestion that has led to at least four class-action lawsuits and thousands of complaints from frustrated customers.
Quote:
(C) its network and the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives to try to relieve
Am I correct in understanding that verb-ed modifier: strained is modifying correctly network and customers?

Yes, adkikani, in the context of the sentence, strained is modifying both its network and (notice the conjunction in the option at hand) the patience of its customers. It would not make sense to say either of the following independently of strained:

1) With its network, the on-line service company announced...
2) With the patience of its customers, the on-line service company announced...

Note that it would make perfect sense to describe either issue independently by adding strained:

1) With its network strained, the on-line service company announced...
2) With the patience of its customers strained, the on-line service company announced...

Linking the two key nouns together with and and adding a modifier that applies equally to both is fine, both in terms of the grammar and the intended meaning of the sentence. I hope that helps. If you have further questions, feel free to ask.


MentorTutoring
mdsaddamforgmat wrote:
a small doubt...

isn't the use of "new" in front of "initiative" is redundant?

Hello, mdsaddamforgmat. I know what you mean. This usage is kind of like saying first discovered. (Was X rediscovered at some later point?) Although new initiative might not strictly be necessary, neither is it unacceptable, just as first discovered is commonly used, even in official GMAT™ questions (such as this old CR question), and (D), the only choice that drops new, has other issues that are more problematic. You always have to go by what is on the screen, and if one element of an answer choice is okay but not optimal while another answer choice has more glaring issues, then go with the former.

- Andrew

MentorTutoring
mdsaddamforgmat wrote:
I got another SC with the same confusion
https://gmatclub.com/forum/elizabeth-ba ... 36795.html
although this was much easier to eliminate based on the parallelism issue, wanted to know whether the use of 'expert' in front of 'authority' is also redundant here?
Yes, expert authority is considered redundant and is not one of those accepted or common expressions. Welcome to the confusing world of English grammar and semantics, where fat and slim can, in certain circumstances, be used to convey a similar idea (when talking about chance), up and down can paint the same picture (in the expressions hold up or slow down), and expressions such as out into can appear without any qualms. I am unaware of any comprehensive list of such expressions, but for each one you encounter, you can add it to your own list of do's or do not's.

MentorTutoring
qoksar wrote:
I think it is unidiomatic to use "announce .... to do", so I did not choose C. In dictionary, announce is used as "announce that" or "announce sth to sb".

Is it because of "try" that we can use "announce ...to try to do"? Or is it okay to generally say "announce...to do sth"?

Thank you.

Hello, qoksar. We are not looking at an infinitive form to do here, but rather at the subordinating conjunction in order to, and you can use that construct to follow up just about any action you want, whether the verb is announce, think, or whatever. Consider sentence (C) and the implied meaning of to:

With its network and the patience of its customers strained to the breaking point, the on-line service company announced a series of new initiatives [in order] to try to relieve the congestion that has led to at least four class-action lawsuits and thousands of complaints from frustrated customers.

This usage is perfectly acceptable, and it is not uncommon to see the subordinating conjunction in order to in its disguised to form. You may find this Cambridge Dictionary article on the topic useful.
I hope that helps address your doubts. If you have further questions, feel free to ask.








39.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/while-most-of-the-earliest-known-ball-courts-in-mesoamerica-date-to-242373.html#p1867845
While most of the earliest known ball courts in Mesoamerica date to 900–400 b.c., waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attest to the fact that the Mesoamerican ballgame was well established by the mid-thirteenth century b.c.


(A) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attest

(B) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests

(C) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and ceramics painted with representations of ballplayers found at San Lorenzo attests

(D) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests

(E) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo attest...

egmat
dabhishek87 wrote:
Between A and E, I chose E.
Can someone please explain why E is wrong? Is it just because of concision?
I did not fully understood that in E, two phrases are not grammatically parallel as mentioned by @pusphitkc
Hello dabhishek87,
Let me bring in Choice E here: the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo attest

Let's first take a look at the parallel list per Choice E: the finding
of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and
of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo
Alright, so now the subject of the main clause is the singular noun the finding that has plural verb attest. So we definitely have the subject-verb number agreement error in this choice.
IMHO, the list is grammatical.
---Shraddha
pushpitkc
The sentence is correct as is.
The two items of the list, waterlogged latex balls.... and representations of ballplayers..... Attest(Plural verb)

In Option B, C and D, the singular verb 'attests' makes the answer choices incorrect.

The other option E, which uses plural verb has an imperfect list(items in the list are not grammatically parallel) and has awkward formation.

GMATNinja
Hm, they found waterlogged latex balls in Mesoamerica from 900-400 b.c.?!? Wow, the 2018 OG is more interesting than I expected. (My copy of it is looking at me right now. I'v barely had time to open it.  [image: :(]
TheMechanic wrote:
Eliminating option D took a while. Besides D being wordier than A, is there anything else in D which renders it incorrect?
I think we could also argue that (D) doesn't really convey the meaning of the sentence as clearly as (A). In each answer choice, what is it that "attests to the fact that the Mesoamerican ballgame was well established..."? In (A), it's the waterlogged balls themselves and the representations of the ballplayers that give us information about the ballgame -- and that makes a lot of sense. In (D), it's "the finding" (of the balls) and "the painting" (of the representations) that tells us about the history of the ballgame -- and that makes much less sense to me.
I'm not 100% sure that (D) would be absolutely wrong in isolation, but it conveys the meaning much less clearly than (A).

Sahil01
While most of the earliest known ball courts in Mesoamerica date to 900–400 b.c., waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attest to the fact that the Mesoamerican ballgame was well established by the mid-thirteenth century b.c.

(A) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attest
(B) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests
(C) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and ceramics painted with representations of ballplayers found at San Lorenzo attests
(D) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests
(E) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo attest
B, C, D -> out as "attests" does not work with plural subjects "waterlogged latex.." + "ceramics painted..."
E -> eliminated because "attest" does not work with subject "finding"
A -> therefore is CORRECT
GMATNinja
adkikani wrote:
Hi GMATNinja,
My query is regarding option D.
Does not attest means : to provide evidence of .. ?
As per my understanding, findings make more sense than waterlogged balls.
Can you please elaborate what I missed?
I'd still argue that the "balls... and representations of players" are much better evidence for "the fact that the Mesoamerican ballgame was well established" than "the finding of balls..." and "the painting of representations..." It's the balls and representations that provide the actual evidence -- not the fact that they were found and painted.

But you know what? I also made (D) much harder than it needed to be! As Sahil01 pointed out, "the finding... and the painting... attests" is totally wrong in (D). So I'd argue that my rant about meaning is still correct... but it's an unnecessarily painful and inefficient way to eliminate (D). Oops.

-10 kudos points for me!
sayantanc2k
Shiv2016 wrote:
Hello GMATNinja and @e-gmat

If the verb in both these options was 'attest', then which option would be correct?

(B) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests
(C) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and ceramics painted with representations of ballplayers found at San Lorenzo attests

Both would be correct - the meaning implied in the first case would be that the "painting" attests and in the second would be that the "ceramics" attest. Both these meanings make sense.

Note: The hypothetical subjunctive of verb "to be" is "were", NOT "was". Thus your sentence should be: If the verb in both these options was WERE 'attest'....



GMATNinja
Leo8 wrote:
To me Option A was a loud winner as it stands alone with S-V agreement.
But thinking on "Meaning" issue - bogged me down. and I forced myself to find issues in A
as I was confused about the verb "attest" which stands for " serve as Evidence"
How can the object itself attest of some view about a past event?
It has to be the finding of that object can attest the view.

I think you already answered your question! If the word "attest" means "serve as evidence", then it's completely fine to say that the object itself "attests", right? In this case: "... waterlogged latex balls serve as evidence for the fact that the Mesoamerican ballgame was well established by the mid-thirteenth century, b.c." It actually makes perfect sense, even if you just replace "attest" with its definition.

To be fair, it is a little bit unusual in real life (at least in American English) to use "attest" with an inanimate object, but when we think about the exact definition of "attest", it's completely fine.

egmat
scwong59 wrote:
Could any expert revise if I am wrong?
Option E is out because of the SV agreement.
If I revise option E in the following way, is it right gramatically?

(E) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and the finding of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo attest
There are 2 findings together to attest. The subject is plural.

Hello scwong59 / Laurie,

Following is the structure of the sentence with Choice E:

While most of the earliest known ball courts in Mesoamerica date to 900–400 b.c.,
the finding
of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and

of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo
attest to the fact
that the Mesoamerican ballgame was well established by the mid-thirteenth century b.c.

The sentence intends to say that there was one finding. Two items were found, but there was one finding that took place. Hence, we need singular verb attests for the finding.
From grammar stand-point, the finding applies to both of waterlogged... and of representations.... Hence, this singular subject needs singular verb attests.

---Shraddha
EMPOWERgmatVerbal

Let's take a look at this question to find any ways to quickly rule out options to get us to the correct answer! First, here is the original question with the main differences between each option highlighted in orange:

While most of the earliest known ball courts in Mesoamerica date to 900–400 b.c., waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attest to the fact that the Mesoamerican ballgame was well established by the mid-thirteenth century b.c.

(A) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attest
(B) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests
(C) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and ceramics painted with representations of ballplayers found at San Lorenzo attests
(D) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests
(E) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo attest

Right away, we see 3 places where there are differences between each option:

1. How they begin (waterlogged latex balls found / the finding of waterlogged latex balls)
2. How they end (attest / attests)
3. How they deal with the ceramic paintings of ballplayers

To answer this question as quickly as possible, start with an item on our list that will eliminate 2-3 answers right away. For us, the easiest way to do this is by dealing with #2 on our list: attest / attests.

The verb "attest/attests" is referring back to BOTH the waterlogged latex balls and the ceramic paintings; therefore, we MUST use the plural verb "attest" to agree with its plural subject! Let's see how each option stacks up:

(A) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attest
(B) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests
(C) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and ceramics painted with representations of ballplayers found at San Lorenzo attests
(D) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests
(E) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo attest

We can eliminate options B, C, and D quickly because they use a singular verb with a plural subject!
Now that we only have options A & E to choose from, let's look at both answers to see which one is the better choice:

(A) waterlogged latex balls found at El Manati and representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attest
This is the CORRECT answer because it uses the correct plural verb "attest" to agree with its plural subject. It also uses clear and concise wording to convey the intended meaning: the two types of artifacts found are proof the game existed at that time!

(E) the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo attest
This is INCORRECT because it changes the original meaning. The phrases "the finding of waterlogged latex balls" and the finding "of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics" change the focus. By saying "the finding of" these two artifacts is the proof of how long this game existed, we're ignoring the important fact that the existence of these two artifacts is the proof - NOT the action of someone finding them!

GMATNinja
kablayi wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
Hm, they found waterlogged latex balls in Mesoamerica from 900-400 b.c.?!? Wow, the 2018 OG is more interesting than I expected. (My copy of it is looking at me right now. I've barely had time to open it. [image: :(] )
TheMechanic wrote:
Eliminating option D took a while. Besides D being wordier than A, is there any thing else in D which renders it incorrect?
I think we could also argue that (D) doesn't really convey the meaning of the sentence as clearly as (A). In each answer choice, what is it that "attests to the fact that the Mesoamerican ballgame was well established..."? In (A), it's the waterlogged balls themselves and the representations of the ballplayers that give us information about the ballgame -- and that makes a lot of sense. In (D), it's "the finding" (of the balls) and "the painting" (of the representations) that tells us about the history of the ballgame -- and that makes much less sense to me.

I'm not 100% sure that (D) would be absolutely wrong in isolation, but it conveys the meaning much less clearly than (A)
In D plural subject does not agree with "attests"

Yes! And I proudly(?) accepted my demerits above: https://gmatclub.com/forum/while-most-o ... l#p1877969.
GMATNinja
skycastle19 wrote:
Can not "the finding of ... and the painting of..." and
"the finding of ... and of the painting of..." mean the same thing?
If a finding contains two things, the "of" before the second thing cannot be omitted?
Could someone please help explain?

There's no general rule governing this issue. Context is everything here.

Take another look at (D): "the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests..."

In this option we have two things attesting to the fact that this game was established by the 13th century B.C.: (1) the finding of waterlogged balls at El Manati and (2) the painting of representations of ballplayers found at San Lorenzo.

If we had an "of" before the second element, the parallelism would change. Now, the two elements in bold would be parallel to each other: "the finding (1) of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and (2) of the painting of representations of ballplayers on ceramics found at San Lorenzo attests..." Take a look at that second element now: "the finding... of the painting of representations found at San Lorenzo." We could refer to "the finding of X at San Lorenzo". We could refer to "X found at San Lorenzo". But we can't refer to "the finding of X found at San Lorenzo". That's redundant.

(Of course, others have pointed out that (D) has a subject-verb disagreement: X and Y attests, and this is probably the easiest way to get rid of this option.)

Now let's revisit (E): "the finding of waterlogged latex balls at El Manati and of representations of ballplayers painted on ceramics at San Lorenzo attest..." The structure is different here: "found" doesn't appear in the second element, so we don't have the redundancy issue anymore. But we still have a subject-verb disagreement: "the finding... attest." So (E) is wrong regardless.

Takeaway (shouted very loudly from a snowy rooftop): it's impossible to memorize every acceptable construction or idiom on the GMAT. With a few exceptions, you're far better off relying on the logic, grammar, and structure of a given option than attempting to rely on an ironclad rule.

I hope that helps!




40.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/while-many-of-the-dinosaur-fossils-found-recently-in-northeast-china-s-205345.html#p1572401
While many of the dinosaur fossils found recently in northeast China seem to provide evidence of the kinship between dinosaurs and birds, the wealth of enigmatic fossils seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than settle them.

(A) seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than
(B) seem more likely that it will inflame debates over the origin of birds at this stage than
(C) seems more likely to inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage rather than
(D) seems more likely at this stage to inflame debates over the origin of birds than to
(E) seems more likely that it will inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage than to
EMPOWERgmatVerbal

This is a great example of a GMAT question that focuses on verb tenses and idioms! Let's start by taking a quick look at the question and highlight any major differences between the options in orange:

While many of the dinosaur fossils found recently in northeast China seem to provide evidence of the kinship between dinosaurs and birds, the wealth of enigmatic fossils seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than settle them.

(A) seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than
(B) seem more likely that it will inflame debates over the origin of birds at this stage than
(C) seems more likely to inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage rather than
(D) seems more likely at this stage to inflame debates over the origin of birds than to
(E) seems more likely that it will inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage than to

After a quick glance over the options, we have a few things we can focus on:
1. seem vs. seems (Subject-Verb Agreement)
2. they will inflame / it will inflame / to inflame (Subject-Verb Agreement & Idioms)
3. than vs. than to (Idioms)

Let's start with #1 on our list, which focuses on subject-verb agreement. The verb we're dealing with here is seem/seems, so we need to look to the original sentence to find our subject:

While many of the dinosaur fossils found recently in northeast China seem to provide evidence of the kinship between dinosaurs and birds, the wealth of enigmatic fossils seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than settle them.


Since "wealth" is singular, we need to find the options that use the singular "seems," and then rule out the ones that use the plural "seem."

(A) seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than
(B) seem more likely that it will inflame debates over the origin of birds at this stage than
(C) seems more likely to inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage rather than
(D) seems more likely at this stage to inflame debates over the origin of birds than to
(E) seems more likely that it will inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage than to

We can eliminate options A & B because the subject and verb don't agree. Now that we have this narrowed down to only 2 options, let's move on to the idiom issue. Again, if we look at the entire sentence, we can figure out which idiom we're working with:

While many of the dinosaur fossils found recently in northeast China seem to provide evidence of the kinship between dinosaurs and birds, the wealth of enigmatic fossils seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than settle them.

The idiom we're dealing with is:
more likely to X than to Y

Let's see which options use the correct idiom, and rule out those that don't:
(C) seems more likely to inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage rather than --> more likely to X than Y = WRONG
(D) seems more likely at this stage to inflame debates over the origin of birds than to --> more likely to X than to Y = CORRECT!
(E) seems more likely that it will inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage than to --> more likely that it will X than to Y = WRONG

dentobizz
The subject of the main clause is Wealth (of... fossils).So we need a singular verb 'seems' for subject -Wealth. A and B options are out.

In C and E there is a misplaced modifier 'at the stage ' which should modify the timing/stage of discovery of the fossils not the origin of birds. Only D has this right. Also, to maintain parallelism 'than to' should be used not 'rather than'. Answer is D





HardWorkBeatsAll
amatya wrote:
While many of the dinosaur fossils found recently in northeast China seem to provide evidence of the kinship between dinosaurs and birds, the wealth of enigmatic fossils seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than settle them.

(A) seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than
(B) seem more likely that it will inflame debates over the origin of birds at this stage than
(C) seems more likely to inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage rather than
(D) seems more likely at this stage to inflame debates over the origin of birds than to
(E) seems more likely that it will inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage than to
Please press Kudos if you like the post
The wealth (singular) needs "seems" to properly modify it. Use of "seem" is incorrect. So (A) and (B) are wrong.
In (C), "more likely to X rather than Y" is incorrect usage. Also, "birds at this stage" is incorrect. The stage is not about birds.
(D) correctly uses "seems". It also has the right usage of "more likely to X than to Y". Additionally, "at this stage" is correctly placed.
(E) seems more likely that is incorrect here. "more likely that.... than to" is ALSO incorrect.

ping1
amatya wrote:
While many of the dinosaur fossils found recently in northeast China seem to provide evidence of the kinship between dinosaurs and birds, the wealth of enigmatic fossils seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than settle them.

(A) seem more likely at this stage that they will inflame debates over the origin of birds rather than
(B) seem more likely that it will inflame debates over the origin of birds at this stage than
(C) seems more likely to inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage rather than
(D) seems more likely at this stage to inflame debates over the origin of birds than to
(E) seems more likely that it will inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage than to

(Edited the question stem.)

"The wealth of something" is singular and therefore needs a singular verb form. This eliminates A and B.

In both C and E the modifier "at this stage" is misplaced as it incorrectly modifies the birds.


Moreover, there are additional errors in C and E:

In C, "more likely to do X RATHER than do Y" is both unidiomatic and not parallel (Infinitive + Working Verb).

In E, "X seems more likely THAT it will do X than to do Y" is both unidiomatic and not parallel (Simple Future + Infinitive)

This leaves D: The verb seems has the correct form, the modifier "at this stage" is placed correctly, "X is more likely to do Y than to do Z" is idiomatic and parallel (Infinitive + Infinitive).
egmat
aceGMAT21 wrote:
mikemcgarry GMATNinja egmat
Is there a difference between Debate Over and Debate On ? Can someone elaborate on this?
Hello aceGMAT21,
The word debate is not necessarily followed by a particular preposition. The context of the sentence decides which preposition will appears after debate.

IMHO, in the context of this sentence, both the phrases debates over and debates on work equally fine.
Thanks.
Shraddha
egmat
aceGMAT21 wrote:
Hi egmat,
Thanks for the reply! [image: :)]
Can you please elaborate more on the context part, on the basis of which we can decide whether to use DEBATE OVER or DEBATE ON? As I am still not clear about that. You can take examples to explain the same.
-Varun
Hello Varun aceGMAT21,

Well, as I have already mentioned, the word debate need not be followed by any particular preposition.

So we can say:

The debate on the Education Bill is attracting a lot of attention. 
OR, The debate over the Education Bill is attracting a lot of attention.

But I certainly do not mean to say that debate over and debate on can be used interchangeably.

The debate on Tuesday will have a lot of participants.

We can never replace on with over in the above-mentioned sentence.

Moreover, I do not think on GMAT SC, such expressions are tested any which way.

---Shraddha

alitariquet
The sentence presents a contrast using the word ‘while’. It says whereas many recently found dinosaur fossils seem to provide evidence of kinship between dinosaurs and birds, these fossils seem:

more likely to inflame debates over the origin of birds
than settle these debates
There are four errors in the given sentence:

In the main clause, “the wealth of enigmatic fossils” is the subject – ‘the wealth’ is singular – and the verb is “seem”, which is plural. Therefore, there is a subject verb agreement error.
The structure “X seems more likely that X will do something” is incorrect. Either of the below two structures is correct:
It seems more likely that X will do something…
X seems more likely to do something
Given the context of the sentence, “they” should refer to “the wealth of enigmatic fossils”. So, we have a plural pronoun “they” for the singular antecedent.
We are making a comparison using “more” in the sentence. “more” should be followed by “than” and never by “rather than”.

thangvietnam
it seems that
I seem to be...
It is likely that
I am likely to do...

after some adjective and verb, that-clause or to do is used. but remember if that-clause is used, the subject must be it as fake subject.
so, choice A, B and E are gone because that-clause go with a real subject.



AjiteshArun
teaserbae wrote:
Can you please brief in E what is the antecedent of "it" ?
Option E is

... the wealth of enigmatic fossils seems more likely that it will inflame debates on the origin of birds at this stage than to...

I suppose that the it refers to the wealth of enigmatic fossils, but the structure (the wealth of enigmatic fossils seems more likely that it) itself is not correct.















41.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/although-some-had-accused-smith-the-firm-s-network-manager-of-neglig-294385.html#p2266181
Although some had accused Smith, the firm’s network manager, of negligence when the crucial data went missing, the CEO defused a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault.

A. a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
B. a situation that was quite tense, by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
C. a situation, which was quite tense, by stating publicly that Smith was not responsible for the debacle
D. a quite tense situation with a public statement about the debacle not being Smith’s fault
E. a quite tense situation by publicly stating the debacle not to have been Smith’s fault
EMPOWERgmatVerbal

Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and narrow it down to the correct choice! To start, let's take a quick scan over the options and highlight any major differences in orange and purple:

Although some had accused Smith, the firm’s network manager, of negligence when the crucial data went missing, the CEO defused a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault.

A. a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
B. a situation that was quite tense, by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
C. a situation, which was quite tense, by stating publicly that Smith was not responsible for the debacle
D. a quite tense situation with a public statement about the debacle not being Smith’s fault
E. a quite tense situation by publicly stating the debacle not to have been Smith’s fault

After a quick glance over the options, it appears there are a lot of differences. However, we can narrow it down to 3 main issues:

1. a situation that was quite tense / a situation, which was quite tense / a quite tense situation (Clarity & Meaning)
2. with her public statement / by publicly stating / by stating publicly / with a public statement (Clarity & Meaning)
3. that the debacle... / that Smith was not responsible... / about the debacle... / the debacle not to have been... (Wordiness)

Let's start with #1 on our list because it should eliminate 2-3 options rather quickly. We need to determine if it's better to say "a situation that was quite tense" and "a quite tense situation." This is an issue of clarity. WHAT did the CEO diffuse? A situation. To make sure that's absolutely clear, it makes more sense to keep those two things together. This becomes even more important when the word "quite" is involved:

Mandy passed an exam that was quite difficult. --> OK
Mandy passed a quite difficult exam. --> WRONG

So - let's see how each option handles this particular issue:
A. a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
B. a situation that was quite tense, by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
C. a situation, which was quite tense, by stating publicly that Smith was not responsible for the debacle (different problem - save for later)
D. a quite tense situation with a public statement about the debacle not being Smith’s fault
E. a quite tense situation by publicly stating the debacle not to have been Smith’s fault

We can eliminate options D & E because they don't use the proper construction when describing the situation. Notice how I left option C off the table? It's also incorrect, and here is why:

C. a situation, which was quite tense, by stating publicly that Smith was not responsible for the debacle

This is INCORRECT because the addition of "which" turns this phrase into a non-essential modifier. This sentence tells us that the phrase "which was quite tense" isn't important information to the overall meaning of the sentence. In this sentence, it IS important to know that the situation the CEO diffused was tense - otherwise why would she bother dealing with it?

We can eliminate option C because it created a non-essential phrase that then changed the overall meaning and clarity.
Now that we only have 2 options left, let's take a closer look at each one to determine which is better:

A. a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
This is INCORRECT because the phrase "with her public statement" is problematic. By not giving clear credit to the CEO for making the statement, readers might think that the CEO diffused the situation with a public statement made by someone else, or by not actually making the statement herself. This isn't a strong enough way to say what they mean, so it's not the best choice.

B. a situation that was quite tense, by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
This is CORRECT. It's clear that the CEO made a public statement herself with the phrase "by publicly stating." It gives credit where it's due, and it's absolutely clear what the writer intended to say.

GMATGuruNY
Bunuel wrote:
Although some had accused Smith, the firm’s network manager, of negligence when the crucial data went missing, the CEO defused a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault.

A. a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
B. a situation that was quite tense, by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
C. a situation, which was quite tense, by stating publicly that Smith was not responsible for the debacle
D. a quite tense situation with a public statement about the debacle not being Smith’s fault
E. a quite tense situation by publicly stating the debacle not to have been Smith’s fault

A: a situation that was quite tense with her public statement
Here, the referent for the red portion is unclear.
While the red portion is intended to modify defused (expressing how the CEO defused a situation), a reader might construe that the red portion is serving to modify the portion in blue (expressing why the situation was tense).
Also, it is not crystal clear whether her refers to Smith or to the CEO.
Eliminate A.

A which-clause provides NONESSENTIAL information.
If a which-clause is removed, the remaining words must convey a clear and complete meaning.
If we remove the which-clause from C, we get:
The CEO defused a situation by stating publicly that Smith was not responsible for the debacle.
Here, it is unclear what situation is being diffused.
Since removing the which-clause yields an incomplete meaning, eliminate C.

Generally, a VERBing modifier expresses a TEMPORARY action happening at the same time as the main action.
D: the debacle not being Smith's fault
Here, the usage of being implies that the debacle was TEMPORARILY not BEING Smith's fault at the same time as the CEO defused.
This meaning is nonsensical.
It is illogical to convey that the situation was not Smith's fault only temporarily.
Eliminate D.

E: by publicly stating the debacle not to have been Smith's fault
Here, the red portion seems to be an adjective describing the debacle.
As a result, the following meaning is conveyed:
The CEO was stating the debacle.
What KIND of debacle?
A debacle NOT TO HAVE BEEN SMITH'S FAULT.
This meaning is nonsensical.
It is not possible to state a debacle.
Eliminate E.
LINKING VERBS are forms of to be such as is, are, was, were, etc.
One purpose of a linking verb is to express a STATE-OF-BEING:
Mary IS tall.
The boys ARE happy.
The situation WAS tense.

by + VERBing serves to express HOW an ACTION is performed.
Since a state-of-being is not an action, by + VERBing cannot serve to modify a linking verb.

OA: The CEO defused a situation that was quite tense, by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault.
In accordance with the rule above, by publicly stating cannot serve to modify the linking verb was.
As a result, it is clear that by publicly stating is serving to modify DEFUSED -- the nearest preceding ACTION -- expressing HOW the CEO DEFUSED a situation.

AjiteshArun
janadipesh wrote:
Please clarify the below points
1. by publicly stating and by stating publicly ...both are ok?
2. usage of that or which . in this particular case , are both ok?
1. I think both are okay.

Before we take (2), remember that when we see a "comma + which", the information contained in the which clause is just additional information and is not used to define the noun that the which points to (it works the opposite way for that).

2. No. We'll need a that here (not a ", which"). The reason for this is that we want to say "the CEO defused a tense situation", and not "the CEO defused a situation". For example:

The mathematician solved a problem that was considered impossible to solve. ← We should read the whole thing as a unit.
The mathematician solved a problem, which was considered impossible to solve. ← Here we don't take a problem and the which clause as a unit.

The second one is not correct as the information about the problem is essential (it helps the reader understand that a particular type of problem, not just any problem, was solved)...




AjiteshArun
JS1290 wrote:
Could someone please explain why option E is incorrect?
There are two problems in option E:

... a quite tense situation by publicly stating the debacle not to have been Smith’s fault.

1. A quite tense situation is not the right way to express that idea. For example:

She solved a question that was quite tough. ← This one is fine.
vs.
She solved a quite tough question. ← This is not correct.

He watched a movie that was quite long. ← This one is fine.
vs.
He watched a quite long movie. ← This is not correct.

2. Stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault is better (more direct) than stating the debacle not to have been Smith’s fault.

daagh
Although some had accused Smith, the firm’s network manager, of negligence when the crucial data went missing, the CEO defused a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault.



A. a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault -- It may weirdly mean that CEO turned the situation tense by making the statement: funny!


B. a situation that was quite tense, by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault --- The correct choice. .. a situation, which was quite tense, by stating publicly that Smith, was not responsible for the debacle -- The non-restrictive 'which' is not correct since the meaning will be insensible without the situation being tense.The use of comma after Smith is wrong . we do not separate a subject from its verb


D. a quite tense situation with a public statement about the debacle not being Smith’s fault---' Debacle not being' , that is, --using being as a modifier-- is not in the vibe of GMAT.

E. a quite tense situation by publicly stating the debacle not to have been Smith’s fault --We must use 'that' after stating; 'The debacle not to have been' is too clumsy.
GMATNinja
Leonaann wrote:
just would like to clarify a doubt.
In option B, ' by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith???s fault' is modifying the action verb defused right? Could someone please help to confirm this? thanks

That's right! How did the CEO defuse the situation? By publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith's fault. "By publicly stating..." functions as an adverb, modifying the verb "defused".
AjiteshArun
jamalabdullah100 wrote:
Can someone help out with my latest question please?
Quite  cannot take that position in that structure. This is something that we'll have to remember.

a + quite + [adj] + [noun] ← This is not correct. We need to move that quite.

1. a quite tough question ← This is not correct.

2. a question that was/is quite tough ← This is fine.
3. quite a tough question ← This is fine.
AjiteshArun
EpilepticLearner wrote:
Wouldn't A be preferred for conciseness?
You're right, but you haven't used the word quite in those sentences.
AjiteshArun
thangvietnam wrote:
experts, pls, explain why choice c is wrong?
pls, explain whether "a quite tense situation" is wrong ?
thank you very much.
You're right: "a quite tense situation" is not correct.
GMATNinja
dcummins wrote:
I was very much thrown off by the comma in (B). Any advice on this would be appreciated.
I also failed to detect the error with "with" in (A), but after reading a few responses i realise i'm using my ear too much here.
"she defused a situation... with her (public statement)" is different from "she defused a situation, by publicly stating"
Public statement = the means by which she defused; publicly stating is essentially how she did it - what we want.
Generally, I'd try to avoid using a comma as a decision point -- the GMAT really isn't that interested in testing you on the presence or absence of commas. (More on punctuation in this video.) And in this case, the comma is just setting off a modifier, and that's a fairly typical usage.

Prepositions such as "with" are flexible modifiers - they can describe nouns or actions, depending on context. For example, if I order a hamburger with cheese, I'm not using the cheese to order the burger, but rather, "with cheese" is offering additional information about the burger I've ordered. Put another way, "with" is modifying the noun "hamburger," rather than the verb "order."

But if I perform a task with great enthusiasm, "with great enthusiasm" describes how I'm performing the task, rather than the task itself. In this case, "with" is modifying an action.

The biggest problem with (D) is that it can be hard to see which scenario applies. "With" could be a noun modifier or a verb modifier.

Take another look: "the CEO defused a quite tense situation with a public statement." It really isn't clear whether "with a public statement" is functioning as verb modifier explaining how the CEO defused the situation, or functioning as a noun modifier describing the situation itself.

In other words, a "defused a quite tense situation with a public statement," could be one in which a disastrous public statement was the very situation the CEO defused, or it could be the case that the CEO defused a situation by issuing a public statement. The possibility of two interpretations makes (D) more confusing than (B), in which it's crystal-clear that the public statement was how the CEO defused the situation. Clarity beats ambiguity every time, so (B) is a better option.

I hope that helps!

generis
Bunuel wrote:
Although some had accused Smith, the firm’s network manager, of negligence when the crucial data went missing, the CEO defused a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault.

A. a situation that was quite tense with her public statement that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
B. a situation that was quite tense, by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault
C. a situation, which was quite tense, by stating publicly that Smith was not responsible for the debacle
D. a quite tense situation with a public statement about the debacle not being Smith’s fault
E. a quite tense situation by publicly stating the debacle not to have been Smith’s fault
alicebling wrote:
Can someone please explain why a comma is needed in front of "by publicly stating that the debacle was not Smith’s fault." Is it stil correct if the comma is removed?? Thank you!

Hi alicebling , GMATNinja answered your question here.

You may have missed the explanation. The question is on page 1 of this thread, here.; GMATNinja 's answer is on page 2.
GMATNinja
gyanamaya wrote:
is the use of "comma" before "by" in the correct option B necessary?

Is it necessary? Probably not... but that's not something you really need to worry about.

What matters is that (B) is the best option out of the five in this question. There are no black and white rules dictating when you should and should not use a comma to set off a modifier.

The first part of this post might also help, and if you want a totally excessive video on GMAT SC punctuation, you can find it here.













42.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/early-administrative-decisions-in-china-s-ming-dynasty-eventually-caus-242622.html
Early administrative decisions in China’s Ming Dynasty eventually caused a drastic fall in tax revenues, a reduction in military preparedness, the collapse of the currency system, and failed to make sufficient investment in vital transportation infrastructure.

(A) the collapse of the currency system, and failed
(B) the collapse of the currency system, and failing
(C) and the collapse of the currency system, also failed
(D) the collapse of the currency system, as well as failing
(E) and the collapse of the currency system, as well as a failure
mikemcgarry
AbdurRakib wrote:
Early administrative decisions in China’s Ming Dynasty eventually caused a drastic fall in tax revenues, a reduction in military preparedness, the collapse of the currency system, and failed to make sufficient investment in vital transportation infrastructure.

A. the collapse of the currency system, and failed
B. the collapse of the currency system, and failing
C. and the collapse of the currency system, also failed
D. the collapse of the currency system, as well as failing
E. and the collapse of the currency system, as well as a failure

A great question about parallelism!
We have four elements
1) a drastic fall in tax revenues = fixed, before the underline
2) a reduction in military preparedness = fixed, before the underline
3) some form of "the collapse of the currency system"
4) something about failing "to make sufficient investment in vital transportation infrastructure"

The prompt has
[noun], [noun], [noun], and [verb] = an obvious failure of parallelism

Correct possibilities:
1) We could have parallelism with three nouns and then have a verb after it:
[noun], [noun], and [noun], and [verb]
That verb would be parallel to the first verb, so the parallelism of the nouns would be nested inside the parallelism of the verbs.
No answer choice does this.

2) We could have four nouns
[noun], [noun], [noun], and [noun],
No answer choice does this.
3) We could have three nouns in parallel and than an additive phrase
[noun], [noun], and [noun], as well as [noun]
Choice (E) does this. This is the only choice that does something correct.
OA = (E)

Vezax27
How can we be so sure that answer A) is incorrect? I was thinking of the following parallelism:

i) Decisions caused:
- noun
- noun
- noun
,and failed to make

Is this infeasible because of the 'to make' and especially the 'to', which would ne parallelism?
mikemcgarry
CorporateFinancier wrote:
Hi, could you please clarify 2 things:
1) Why "failing" couldn't be considered as a noun? Or if we want to use it as a noun, then we need an article?
2) Isn't the use of both "and" and "as well as" in option E redundant? I would be much better to eliminate "and" in this case, in my view.
I chose D instead of E because of these 2 considerations.

Dear CorporateFinancier,

1) First of all, let's use the proper terminology. When a verb form ending in -ing is used as a noun, this is called a gerund. Just "failing" by itself is a simple gerund. When we add an article, "the failing," then it becomes a complex gerund. As a general rule, we put only complex gerunds in parallel with ordinary nouns, not simple gerunds. Furthermore, there is something incredibly awkward about using a complex gerund form when there's a very clear ordinary noun form of the same word. We wouldn't say "the failing of X" because we can say "the failure of X."

2) The use of "and" and "as well as" in (E) is not redundant, because there's a subtle distinction at work here--it's not pure parallelism. When we say "both P and Q as well as R," we are putting P & Q at the same level, side-by-side, but we are saying that somehow R is a slightly different thing, not quite the equivalent of P & Q. 
In this sentence we have:
Early administrative decisions in China’s Ming Dynasty eventually caused
(P1) a drastic fall in tax revenues,
(P2) a reduction in military preparedness,
and
(P3) the collapse of the currency system,
(additional) as well as a failure to make sufficient investment in vital transportation infrastructure.
The three elements in parallel, P1, P2, and P3, were all immediate and pressing problems that the early Ming Dynasty had to face. The addition item is something that might not have seemed immediate and pressing at the time, but later evolved into a big problem, as infrastructural debt became to mount. Because of the different moments in time when these played out, the author logically separated out this additional element to distinguish it.


mikemcgarry
Vezax27 wrote:
How can we be so sure that answer A) is incorrect? I was thinking of the following parallelism:
i) Decisions caused:
- noun
- noun
- noun
,and failed to make
Is this infeasible because of the 'to make' and especially the 'to', which would ne parallelism?

Dear Vezax27,

My friend, the problem with this interpretation is that, for the three nouns in parallel, we would need an additional "and" before the third noun. We would need
Decision caused:
Noun #1
Noun #2
and
Noun #3
and failed to make . . . .
The "and" already in (A) is for the parallelism between the two verbs, "caused" & "failed." The second "and" would have to be added for the parallelism of the three nouns.

If we added that additional "and," then (A) would become correct.
Early administrative decisions in China’s Ming Dynasty eventually caused a drastic fall in tax revenues, a reduction in military preparedness, and the collapse of the currency system, and failed to make sufficient investment in vital transportation infrastructure.

Does this make sense?



egmat
PurpleDrank3000 wrote:
For A: In this case, we would have grammatical parallelism, but not logical parallelism, correct? With your changes, if I get rid of all the fluff, the sentence would say “Decisions caused...” and “Decisions failed to make sufficient investment”. The second part is illogical, right? Decisions can’t make investments.

Hello PurpleDrank3000,

I must say you have done a brilliant analysis of Choice A with regards to the parallelism between caused and failed.

Your meaning-based analysis is absolutely correct. Even of we add ‘and’ before the third noun entity the collapse of the currency system, then also the choice will remain incorrect because decisions cannot make investments.

So yes, as rightly pointed out by you, caused and failed are can be grammatically parallel, but they cannot be logically parallel in the given context of this official sentence.

--Shraddha
egmat
ankitmining wrote:
Your post reminds me of your video lessons [image: :)]
How to eliminate C? Is it because of the same reasoning mentioned above.
Choice C is incorrect because although the three nouns are parallel and connected properly by the marker and, the verb failed that is supposed to be parallel to the verb caused is not connected with caused by any connector.

The verb failed is preceded by ‘also’ that is not a connector. And there can be no parallel list without a marker.
Take a look at the following structure per Choice C:

Early administrative decisions in China’s Ming Dynasty eventually caused
a drastic fall in tax revenues,
a reduction in military preparedness, and
the collapse of the currency system,
also failed to make sufficient investment in vital transportation infrastructure.

However, the fact remains that logically failed CANNOT be parallel to caused because decisions cannot make investments. Hence, use of verb failed is incorrect in the context of this sentence.

Piggu18
Can some one explain me How "Caused" and "and failed" are not logically Parallel.
Would it be something like this :
Early Decisions also failed to make ......
Please correct if i am wrong .
^^
DmitryFarber 
Piggu18 Two reasons:
1) The verb doesn't match the subject. Decisions can't fail. People failed because of the decisions.

2) Even if we wanted to match "failed" with "decisions," we'd still need to close out the parallel list first. We can't say "Decisions CAUSED x, y, z, and failed." We need "Decisions CAUSED x, y, and z, AND FAILED."
VeritasPrepBrian
nitesh50 wrote:
AbdurRakib wrote:
Early administrative decisions in China’s Ming Dynasty eventually caused a drastic fall in tax revenues, a reduction in military preparedness, the collapse of the currency system, and failed to make sufficient investment in vital transportation infrastructure.

(A) the collapse of the currency system, and failed
(B) the collapse of the currency system, and failing
(C) and the collapse of the currency system, also failed
(D) the collapse of the currency system, as well as failing
(E) and the collapse of the currency system, as well as a failure
Hi
Can any expert please help me in this question:

The decisions have failed to make investments in infrastructure.
This sentence is incorrect because it doesnot make sense. Decisions cannot fail. Administration/person can.

The decisions have caused a failure to make investments in infrastructure.
If the above is not logical, why is this sentence correct?
how could decision cause a failure.
This is option E of the above question.
Notice that pretty huge difference between the examples you gave. "The decisions have failed to make investments" --> "to make investments" is an active verb. Someone has to make those investments, and decisions cannot actively do that - the decision makers can, but not the decisions.


"The decisions caused a failure" --> that's expressing a cause/effect relationship, which isn't necessarily an active verb situation. "My untied shoelace caused me to trip" doesn't mean that the shoelace actively, consciously tripped me, but I did trip as a result of the shoelace. Just like the failures happened as a result of the decisions, even though the decisions weren't actively choosing the failures (the way that the other option suggests that they were actively making investments).
























43.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/by-devising-an-instrument-made-from-a-rod-wire-and-lead-balls-and-220698.html#p1699983
By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, in 1797–1798 Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him to arrive at an astonishingly accurate figure for the weight of the earth.

(A) By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, in 1797–1798 Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him

(B) In 1797–1798, by devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him

(C) Henry Cavendish devised an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employed uncommonly precise measurements, and in 1797–1798 was able

(D) Having devised an instrument from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employment of uncommonly precise measurements, Henry Cavendish in 1797–1798 was able

(E) By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, Henry Cavendish was able in 1797–1798

anox
By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, in 1797–1798 Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him to arrive at an astonishingly accurate figure for the weight of the earth.

Issues: Parallelism | Modifier | Construction

Analysis:
1. The sentence talks about how Henry Cavendish was able to at a figure. Hence, the actions "devising" and "employing" should point to correct noun i.e. Henry Cavendish and not "Henry Cavendish's apparatus" because "apparatus" can not perform those actions. Also, "Henry Cavendish" should immidiately follow the modifier "By devising...,"
2. In the clause "By devising..." there are two sub-clauses for the two actions i.e. "By devising.. and employing...". The correct chioce should have those actions in parallel.

A. By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, in 1797–1798 Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him
- "Henry Cavendish’s apparatus" creates meaning issue with modifier that precedes it
- "him" does not have an antecedent.


B. In 1797–1798, by devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him\
- "In 1797–1798" is mis-placed
- "Henry Cavendish’s apparatus" creates meaning issue with modifier that precedes it

C. Henry Cavendish devised an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employed uncommonly precise measurements, and in 1797–1798 was able
- Meaning issue with the option. (Looses the causality between the two parts of the sentence)

D. Having devised an instrument from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employment of uncommonly precise measurements, Henry Cavendish in 1797–1798 was able
- "Having devised... and employment..." has parallelism issue

E. By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, Henry Cavendish was able in 1797–1798


mikemcgarry
royrijit1 wrote:
Dear Mike, I selected E using POE but my question is.....is it okay to have a split in able + to?
For e.g.:
Ver#1: After trying for several years, Sam was able to pass the GMAT in 2016
Ver#2: After trying for several years, Sam was able in 2016 to pass the GMAT.
Is is valid? "Sam was able in 2016 to pass the GMAT" ?

Dear royrijit1,
My friend, not only is it allowable to split the idiom able . . . to do X---in fact, splitting it is one of the GMAT's favorite tricks.

In your examples, both versions are idiomatically correct, but Version #2 sounds awkward. It sounds much more natural to communicate this particular information using version one. Splitting the idiom is perfectly fine: this just isn't a very good example. It sounds much more natural in the phrasing of (E) here. Here's another example, in GMAT-like sentence.

The structure of the fugue, which came completely naturally to J.S. Bach, utterly eluded Beethoven early in his career, but Beethoven was able, after years of determined efforts, to produce virtuoso fugues in each of his final five piano sonatas.





mikemcgarry
manhasnoname wrote:
Should " in 1797–1798" be set off by commas to make it non-essential modifier? Otherwise, it sounds awkward. Doesn't it? Could someone please clarify? Thanks!
Dear manhasnoname,
My friend, the entire issue of "essential" vs. "non-essential" modifiers applies only to noun modifiers. The Touch Rule also applies only to noun modifiers.

Verb modifiers are a completely different world. It doesn't make sense to talk about an "essential" or "non-essential" verb modifier, and placement of verb modifiers is considerably freer than that of noun modifiers.

The preposition "in 1797-1798" is a verb modifier. It is an adverbial phrase, playing the role of an adverb. It is fine in (E), not set off by commas. As a verb modifier, it is neither "essential" nor "non-essential." There is absolutely no problem with its placement or use in (E), the OA.


mikemcgarry
oishik2910 wrote:
AbdurRakib wrote:
By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, in 1797–1798 Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him to arrive at an astonishingly accurate figure for the weight of the earth.
D. Having devised an instrument from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employment of uncommonly precise measurements, Henry Cavendish in 1797–1798 was able

"sir I am generally confused with usage of "having" and consider the same as wrong but in option D if both parallelism had a structure of: "having devised" and "having employed" would it have been correct."

Dear oishik2910,
Here is the version you suggest:
Having devised an instrument from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and having employed uncommonly precise measurements, Henry Cavendish in 1797–1798 was able . . .
This is 100% grammatically correct, but it is still awful. Rhetorically, this sounds too stilted and hyper-formal--it doesn't sound natural at all. No native speaker would say this.
Remember that the GMAT SC is not simply a test of grammar. On the GMAT SC, grammar & logic & rhetoric all work together to bring forth meaning.


mikemcgarry
kawaljeet wrote:
Very well Explain Buddy.. But I have a doubt and because of this, I have directly eliminated option E.
" Henry Cavendish was able in 1797–1798 " is this the correct wording??? "Was able in this to this " It seems its not concise and that's why i Chose C.

Dear kawaljeet,
The short answer is: yes, that's perfectly fine. The prepositional phrase "in 1797-1798" is a verb modifier, an adverbial modifier. Unlike noun modifiers, adverbial modifiers are much freer in the rules about their placement. It's perfectly fine to put this modifier between "able" and "to arrive." In fact, this is a sophisticated structure that is slightly rarer, and these facts can make it particularly challenging for non-native speakers to accept.

mikemcgarry
Bounce1987 wrote:
What all would comprise rhetoric? Since rhetoric is important would there be certain conventions to keep in mind in order to make sure the sentence is rhetorically correct in addition to being correct in terms of grammar and logic?

Dear Bounce1987,
For starters, I will recommend this blog article:
Rhetorical Construction on the GMAT Sentence Correction

A sentence is rhetorically effective if it is clear, direct, powerful, and persuasive. If a sentence is too wordy, that's a rhetorical issue. If the sentence is neither direct nor forceful, that's a rhetorical problem. For example, does the sentence make the focus the subject and does it locate the main activity in the main verb? Having the action as a verb vs. a noun is often a rhetorical issue. Is the focus-noun the subject or hidden in a prepositional phrase? Also, verbs in the passive voice are 100% grammatically correct but often present rhetorical issues. Another issue, in a list, is: what governs the order of the list? Is it logical? chronological? or just random? Random organization is not rhetorically sound. Finally, there's that very hard-to-articulate realm of rhetoric—whether something would sound "natural" or "awkward" to a native speaker. This is particularly tricky: on the harder SC, the GMAT loves to create incorrect answer choices that are 100% grammatically correct but some combination that no native speaker ever would say.
The best way to improve one's understanding of rhetoric is to make a habit of doing challenging reading every day.

MartyTargetTestPrep
Skywalker18 wrote:
1. I understand that the meaning of C is different from that of E in that option C fails to convey the relation.( By devising .. and employing ).Usage of AND conveys independent actions
Is the usage of two 'AND' in option C correct? (AND bolded below)
Henry Cavendish devised an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employed uncommonly precise measurements, and in 1797–1798 was able
The use of two "and"s is not really incorrect and could be taken as a way for the author to indicate that the first two events occurred close to each other in time and the third followed later. In this case, the use of two "and"s doesn't result in a sentence that clearly expresses the point to be made. All the same, that move could be used effectively in some contexts.


Quote:
2. We can also eliminate option A based on pronoun issue?
‘him’ can't refer to possessive Henry Cavendish’s
Here's the relevant portion of choice (A).

in 1797–1798 Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him

In the past, in GMAT Sentence Correction, a subject pronoun may have been considered lacking an antecedent if the only possible referent were the possessive form of a noun. However, more recent questions seem to indicate that the convention has been changed, as the correct answers to these questions have contained subject pronouns that seem to refer to referents derived from possessive forms of nouns.

So, under what seems to be the current convention, there is no pronoun issue in choice (A).

generis
Skywalker18 wrote:
By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, in 1797–1798 Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him to arrive at an astonishingly accurate figure for the weight of the earth.

(A) By devising an instrument made from a rod, wire, and lead balls, and employing uncommonly precise measurements, in 1797–1798 Henry Cavendish’s apparatus enabled him- opening modifier error, him can't refer to possessive Henry Cavendish’s

2. We can also eliminate option A based on pronoun issue?
him can't refer to possessive Henry Cavendish’s


Skywalker18
Just to add some background to what MartyTargetTestPrep wrote about possessive antecedents.

It's not clear whether GMAC ever adhered to the rule.

It is now evident that on the GMAT, as long as meaning is clear, both object and subject pronouns may have a possessive noun as an antecedent.

After much research, I wrote a post that discusses the "possessive poison" guideline in which I cite four of at least six official questions whose correct answers violate the possessive poison guideline. That post is HERE















44.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/about-5-million-acres-in-the-united-states-have-been-invaded-by-leafy-242544.html#p1869087
About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle, displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering rangeland worthless.


(A) States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle, displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering

(B) States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering

(C) States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia having milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle and displacing grasses and other cattle food, rendering

(D) States, having been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle, displaces grasses and other cattle food, and renders

(E) States, having been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia that has milky sap giving mouth sores to cattle and displacing grasses and other cattle food, rendering
egmat
sevenplusplus wrote:
could anyone explain how A is wrong?
Hello sevenplusplus,
Let's take a look at the original sentence:

About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle, displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering rangeland worthless.

(Blue = subject, Green = verb, Pink = comma + verb-ing modifiers)

Let's understand what the sentence intends to convey. The sentence states that in the US, some 5 million acres of land have been invaded leafy spurge. Describing the leafy spurge, the sentence states that it's a plant from Eurasia. It has milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle. This leafy spurge displaces grasses and other cattle food and renders rangeland worthless.
However, the way this sentence is worded, it suggests that because leafy spurge gives mouth sores to cattle, it displaces grasses and other cattle food and has rendered rangeland worthless.

We get this illogical meaning from the sentence because of the incorrect usage of the comma + verb-ing modifiers* displacing and rendering.

The comma + verb-ing modifier must modify the preceding action logically and must also make sense with the doer of the modified action.

In this official sentence, the comma + verb-ing modifiers displacing and rendering illogically modifies the preceding action gives by presenting the result of this action. Grasses and other cattle food are not displaced and rangeland are not rendered worthless because leafy spurge gives mouth sores to cattle.

This is the reason why Choice A is incorrect.

From the context of the sentence, we can understand that because leafy spurge displaces grasses and other cattle food, rangeland are rendered useless. So we do have this logical cause-and-effect in the sentence that must be communicated in correct grammar.

Let's evaluate Choice B now:

About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.

This choice correctly conveys the logical intended meaning. The comma + verb-ing modifier displacing has been turned to simple present tense verb displaces. The comma + verb-ing modifier rendering correctly modifies the preceding action displaces, presenting the result of this action. Because the leafy spurge displaces grasses and other cattle food, it renders rangeland worthless.

Shraddha
egmat
sobby wrote:
In B , it seems like "that" is pointing to ‘Eurasia’ not ‘milky sap’
If B is correct,can some please justify usage of that here..
Comma + that is worrying me in option B ...
Hello sobby,
Let me bring in here the sentence with Choice B:

About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.

In the above-mentioned sentence, it is the phrase with milky sap that has been enclosed between two commas. If we were to remove this phrase from the sentence, we would also remove the comma before with and the comma after sap. Hence, it is not so that the that clause is preceded by a comma.

The placement of the phrase with milky sap between the two commas implies this is just an additional information. The milky white sap does not necessarily give mouth sore to the cattle. It is the plant that does so.

Now let's talk about how that correctly modifies the noun entity a herbaceous plant. There is no issue in that modifying a herbaceous plant because the phrase ‘from Eurasia’ modifies a herbaceous plant and cannot be placed anywhere else in the sentence. Here we see the case of a noun modifier modifying a slightly far away noun. We have a detailed article named Noun Modifiers can Modify slightly far away noun that deals with this concept. This article can be reviewed in the following link:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/noun-modifiers-can-modify-slightly-far-away-noun-135868.html

--Shraddha

GMATNinja
Full disclosure: I totally got punked by this one during our last verbal chat. Join us for the next one! https://gmatclub.com/forum/verbal-chat- ... 78-20.html I mean, it's fun to see a guy with an 800 get embarrassed, right? [image: :oops:] [image: :-D]

As some others have pointed out, this one is all about the intersection of structure and meaning. (And there are already some excellent explanations here, but, well, I promised to write one as penance, so here you go.)

Quote:
A. States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle, displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering

I really only notice two things in (A). "That gives mouth sores to cattle" seems to modify "milky sap", and I guess that's OK.

But then at the end of the sentence gives us a pair of parallel "-ing" modifiers, "displacing grasses... and rendering rangeland worthless." And what do they modify?
Hold that thought. We'll come back to that in a second.



Quote:
B. States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering

OK, so the added commas around "with milky sap" change things just a tiny bit: "that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses..." now clearly modifies "a herbaceous plant from Eurasia." Hm, that makes a lot of sense.

And now "rendering" clearly modifies the preceding clause, "that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food." That also makes a lot of sense: rangeland is rendered useless by this evil plant that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces their food sources.

Back to (A), then:
Quote:
A. States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle, displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering

So wait: in (A), it's the milky sap that gives the mouth sores to cattle -- not the leafy spurge itself, as (B) would indicate. In that sense, (B) seems to be a slightly better choice. It's a bigger problem, presumably, if the entire plant gives mouth sores to cattle.

More importantly: "displacing grasses and rendering rangeland useless", would generally modify the preceding clause. And that's pretty illogical in (A): "that gives mouth sores to cattle" has absolutely nothing to do with "displacing grasses." And in that sense, (B) is much clearer.

So (A) is gone. And the rest are easier to eliminate:
Quote:
C. States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia having milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle and displacing grasses and other cattle food, rendering
Parallelism in (C) is clearly wrong: "... and displacing grasses" is parallel to what, exactly? "Having milky sap", I guess? That's a mess. We can comfortably eliminate (C).





Quote:
D. States, having been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle, displaces grasses and other cattle food, and renders
I really don't love "having been invaded" in this case. In general, "having + verb" needs to be the first of two actions, and that's just not happening here. (For more on this topic, see our last chat transcript.)
Also, the parallelism at the end of the sentence isn't ideal: "... with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle, displaces grasses..., and renders rangeland worthless." The sap displaces grasses? That doesn't make sense. (D) is gone.
Quote:
E. States, having been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia that has milky sap giving mouth sores to cattle and displacing grasses and other cattle food, rendering
(E) is similar to (D): "having been" doesn't seem quite right, and "giving mouth sores to cattle" is parallel to "displacing grasses", suggesting that the milky sap displaces grasses -- and that doesn't make sense. (E) is gone, too, and (B) is our winner.
EducationAisle
RaguramanS wrote:
The question checks the meaning and parallelism.
Parallel elements are:
gives mouth sores to cattle...
displacing grasses and other cattle food and...
rendering....
Here the leaf spurge performs two actions:
gives mouth sores to cattle
displace grasses and other cattle food
The effect of the second action(displace grasses and other cattle food) causes the third rendering rangeland worthless.

Hi RaguramanS, this is a very good analysis. The key to this question is to understand that mouth sores to cattle have nothing to do with displacing of grasses.
In fact, parallelism with participial phrases is a very commonly tested concept on GMAT and is totally about understanding the intended meaning of the sentence.
egmat
sevenplusplus wrote:
I read another related post on this from you:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/verb-ing-mod ... 35567.html
Does this mean that A without comma before verb + ing phrase would have been correct?

About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering rangeland worthless.

in other words, in the above sentense, would "displacing" modify the preceding noun (cattle) or "leafy splurge"? would this sentence be correct?
Hello sevenplusplus,
About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering rangeland worthless.

No, the above-mentioned sentence is not correct because in this one, the verb-ing modifier displacing now modifier the preceding noun cattle.
---Shraddha
egmat
adkikani wrote:
Excellent explanation, Shraddha. I have a couple of doubts though. I am truncating part of your solution to lay stress on my doubts.
For choice A, there is no coma before rendering. How did you assume both rendering and displacing as coma + verb-ing modifier
when in fact coma is present only before displacing. Do you assume this because of parallelism?
Also want to understand if my noun + noun modifier is correct in option B: a herbaceous plant (noun) from euracia (noun modfier due to presence of from) modifies leafy spurge - a noun. Also let me know of you omit phrases between coma to understand meaning better. There are just two many (comas) to complicate things in option B.
Hello adkikani,
Whenever two comma + verb-ing modifiers make a parallel list, the comma appears only before the first verb-ing modifier. This is a common usage across the GMAT SC section.

And yes, the connector and between displacing... and rendering... is the indicator that since they are part of a list and since displacing... is preceded by a comma, hence rendering... is also a comma + verb-ing modifier.

The phrase a herbaceous plant from Eurasia is not a Noun + Noun Modifier because a prepositional phrase is not exclusively a noun modifier. It modifies either a noun or an action, depending on the context of the sentence.

But yes, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia is a noun phrase that modifies the preceding noun leafy spurge. Again usage of noun phrases to describe a noun entity is common on GMAT SC.
Let's take a look at the sentence with choice B: About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.
So, just treat these commas as a pause points to read and understand the sentence better. Of course, the comma before rendering... defines the role of this entity in the sentence. But the other commas are really the pause points so that you can relate all the information properly to understand what the author wants to convey.

---Shraddha

GMATNinja
RashmiT wrote:
Is the use of 'having been' always incorrect? If not, where all can we use it ?

Nope, it's not always incorrect, though you don't see it in correct answers all that often.

Here's a snippet from one of our old chat transcripts on this topic. Full transcript is available here: https://gmatclub.com/forum/verbal-chat- ... l#p1869642

Quote:
Q: Can you provide an explanation on the usage of 'having + verb'
A: The quick version is that "having + verb" ("having been", "having studied," "having eaten," etc.) is sort-of just another "-ing" modifier, but the timeline has to be correct.
Just like any other "-ing" modifier, it has to make sense with the noun it modifies. But the added twist is that the timeline has to make sense, too. The "having + -ing" has to occur before some other action. Sort of like past perfect tense.

1) Having been sick all day today, Amber called in sick to work this morning. --> Here’s the problem: the timeline is wrong in #1. The "having + verb" needs to be the first action, followed by another action. That’s not happening here. Logically, she wasn’t sick "all day today" before she called in sick this morning.

2) Having eaten dinner already, Amber immediately began drinking heavily at the dinner party. --> This one actually gets the timeline right. She ate dinner first, and then started drinking at the dinner party. That’s perfectly fine logically.

To be honest, I can’t think of any official questions that use this "having + verb" construction in a correct answer. It’s not inherently wrong, but GMAT doesn’t seem to use it much. In that sense, it’s sort of like "being" -- mostly used in wrong sentences, but there’s no reason why it couldn’t be used correctly.


I hope this helps!


egmat
hellosanthosh2k2 wrote:
Hi Shraddha Thanks for clarification.
I have one question for choice B. "that" after the non-vital modifier "with milky sap" what does it refer to, logically it should refer to ‘leafy spurge’. Because in one of my questions, when i chose a choice that had "that" modifier seperated from the noun by a non-vital modifier (as with choice B for the questions), i was marked wrong. So i rejected choice B for this question. I am kind of mis-guided.
Can you please help clarify the concept.
Hello hellosanthosh2k2,
I apologize for answering this question so late. But as they say better late than never, [image: :-)]

The noun modifier that in the correct answer choice refers to a little far-away noun entity leafy spurge. Take a good look at the structure of Choice B. Whenever that is used to modify the immediate preceding noun entity, it is NEVER separated with that entity with a comma.

But in this choice, here is a comma between milky sap and that. Basically, both the modifiers - a herbaceous plant from Eurasia and with milky sap - are enclosed between commas because they just provide some additional information about the leafy spurge that are not crucial to core meaning of the sentence.
Hence, the noun modifier that jumps over the preceding modifiers and modify leafy spurge.

Please review our very famous article Noun Modifiers can Modify slightly far away noun to learn when noun modifiers can modify a slightly far-away nouns by clicking on the following link:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/noun-modifiers-can-modify-slightly-far-away-noun-135868.html

---Shraddha
egmat
rma26 wrote:
egmat
I have a question. You wrote " The comma + verb-ing modifier displacing has been turned to simple present tense verb displaces. The comma + verb-ing modifier rendering correctly modifies the preceding action displaces, presenting the result of this action. Because the leafy spurge displaces grasses and other cattle food, it renders rangeland worthless. "
But I thought in correct ssentence "rendering" modifies its previous clause's two actions that are "gives mouth.. " and "displaces". However, from your sentence it seems to me that only "displaces" is the reason.So I feel confused. If two verb are jointed by and, will modifier only modify last verb?!
Hello rma26,
Per the rule, the comma + verb-ing modifier modifies the IMMEDIATE preceding action. So if there are two verbs associated with and, as we see in this official sentence, the comma + verb-ing modifier will modify the closest action.
This is the reason why in this official correct sentence, comma + rendering... modifies the closest action displaces.

Following correct official sentence is another example of the same usage:
To map Earth's interior, geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior, traveling most rapidly through cold, dense regions and more slowly through hotter rocks.
Shraddha....

egmat
gwaitforitmat wrote:
Thank you for your brilliant explanation. I have a few questions which I can use your help with. My questions are mainly about verb-ing modifier.
In the wrong answer choice A, you pointed out that both displacing and rendering would refer to the action, in the preceding clause, gives. That leads me wonder why we cannot do the same for the following sentence, for which your team has offered excellent explanation.

As a result of record low temperatures, the water pipes on the third floor froze, causing the heads of the sprinkler system to burst, then releasing torrents of water offices on the second floor.
My question here is that why releasing cannot modify the action, similarly in the preceding clause, to burst. Especially as you mentioned that
"Verb-ing modifiers
1. When separated by comma modifies the preceding clause
2. When not separated by comma modifiers the preceding noun or noun phrase"
My question is that which action or part of the sentence or which action the verb-ing modifiers refer to?
Looking forward to your reply.
Best regards,
Li
Hello gwaitforitmat,
Usage of the word then is very important in Choice D.
It seems to suggest that some entity first caused something and then released torrents of water. This the reason why comma + releasing... does not modify to burst
Thanks.
Shraddha


egmat
thingocanhnguyen wrote:
Hi Shraddha,
Nice to read your answer. I also chose B because I have same logic with you, except the modifier " that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food". IMO, this modifier modifies for milky sap.

I don't understand why above modifier modifies for "leafy spurge". If we summarize the sentence, it should be "About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering...".
Please correct if I'm wrong. Thanks.

Hello thingocanhnguyen,
Please pay attention the meaning of the sentence.

Per the context of the sentence, we may think that the milky sap gives mouth sores to cattle. However, there is no confusion in understanding that leafy spurge displaces grasses and other cattle food.

Now look at the structure of Choice B. The verb gives and displaces are parallel and must belong to the same subject. The subject for these two verbs is that.

So logically, that must refer to leafy spurge because both the verbs make sense with this subject. It is absolutely logical to say that leafy spurge gives mouth sores to cattle, may be because of the milky sap it has.

In addition, whenever that is used to modify the immediate preceding noun entity, it is NEVER separated with that entity with a comma.


But in this choice, there is a comma between milky sap and that. Basically, both the modifiers - a herbaceous plant from Eurasia and with milky sap - are enclosed between commas because they just provide some additional information about the leafy spurge that are not crucial to core meaning of the sentence.

Hence, the noun modifier that jumps over the preceding modifiers and modify leafy spurge.

Thanks.
Shraddha




MagooshExpert
Skywalker18 wrote:
AjiteshArun , GMATNinja , mikemcgarry , egmat , sayantanc2k, RonPurewal , DmitryFarber , MagooshExpert , ccooley , GMATNinjaTwo , mcelroytutoring  other experts -- please enlighten.

Hi Skywalker18!
Skywalker18 wrote:
1.In OA - B , that modifies a herbaceous plant from Eurasia or leafy spurge? I understand that CAN'T refer to "with milky sap" since its enclosed between commas.
The sentence is saying: leafy spurge = herbaceous plant with milky sap. So "milky sap" is technically modifying "plant", which in turn is part of a noun phrase modifying "leafy spurge".

Skywalker18 wrote:
2. The below is the perfect version stated by mcelroytutoring -
About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap, which gives mouth sores to cattle, displaces grasses and other cattle food, and renders rangeland worthless.
Is the parallelism here okay?

Yes, the parallelism here works [image: :-)] We can interpret "gives...", "displaces...", and "renders..." as all modifying "leafy spurge", and so the parallelism here is consistent and makes sense.

Skywalker18 wrote:
3. In OA- B, the verb-ing modifier rendering modifies the preceding verb displaces or both the verbs gives and displaces that are parallel ?
About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.

Here, "rendering" is modifying the whole phrase: "gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food".

-Carolyn



Skywalker18
Thanks AjiteshArun for your inputs
AjiteshArun wrote:
Hi Skywalker,
1. The that refers to a herbaceous plant from Eurasia. It cannot refer to leafy spurge as we want a specific type of plant, not a specific type of leafy spurge (which happens to be the name of a particular thing). For example:
(a) ...farmland has been invaded by leafy spurge that affects cattle.
(b) ...farmland has been invaded by leafy spurge, a plant that affects cattle.

2. Yes, there is both ambiguity and loss of meaning in this version. The sentence is really trying to say that the plant does something, and as a result, renders something worthless. If we switch to a series of 3 verbs, the sentence will imply that the plant separately renders rangeland worthless.

3. Even though in this case it does makes sense to view the rendering... bit as being the result of the displacing of grasses and other cattle food, I am not aware of any rule restricting the impact of the ing to one specific element in the sentence.
Ajitesh...

MagooshExpert wrote:
Skywalker18 wrote:
3. In OA- B, the verb-ing modifier rendering modifies the preceding verb displaces or both the verbs gives and displaces that are parallel ?
About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.
Here, "rendering" is modifying the whole phrase: "gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food".
-Carolyn

1. So whether a verb-ing modifier modifies only the preceding action or both actions will depend on the logic of the sentence ?

e-gmat -->Per the rule, the comma + verb-ing modifier modifies the IMMEDIATE preceding action. So if there are two verbs associated with and, as we see in this official sentence, the comma + verb-ing modifier will modify the closest action.

To map Earth's interior, geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior, traveling most rapidly through cold, dense regions and more slowly through hotter rocks.

In the above official example, the Verb-ing traveling only makes sense with the verb ricochet.
2. Also , in OA- B and in general , is it possible for a THAT modifier to jump across two modifiers , a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, ?
I know that THAT modifier can jump when there is one modifier enclosed between two commas .

I 'm looking for a TV, with a remote, that costs less than $200. -- here the comma before "THAT" isn't actually part of the main structure at all . It's used only to block off the modifier.

About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.

RonPurewal
a student recently asked me about this question.

this question serves well to illustrate one of the most important features of GMAT SC: if you stay focused on FUNDAMENTALS — and stay aware of the common-sense INTENDED MEANING of the sentence (which you should always figure out as the very first step of any SC problem), you'll be able to solve the vast majority of SC problems — even the "hard" ones — without needing to consider anything beyond those basics.

for this problem, all we need is overall structure, parallelism, and the usage of comma + __ing modifiers (= the single most commonly tested type of modifier in GMAT SC).

OVERALL STRUCTURE:

the cue to think about overall structure is the difference between "HAVE been invaded" (a VERB), in choices A/B/C, and "HAVING been invaded" (a MODIFIER), in choices D/E.
(if you see this kind of difference, then one version MUST be wrong. if the verb works, then the modifier will create a sentence fragment with no verb; if the modifier works, then the verb will create a run-on sentence with two verbs "stuck together".)

here, choices D/E are not sentences — they're fragments, with no main verb.
eliminate these.

choices A/B/C, on the other hand, ARE constructed as legitimate complete sentences.
PARALLELISM & COMMA __ING modifiers:

each of choices A/B/C puts different elements in parallel. these choices also construct the comma + __ing modifier differently.
to decide which version is correct, we'll need to appeal to common-sense meaning.


CHOICE A:
in this choice, the comma + __ing modifier has two parts (which are written in parallel): "displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering rangeland worthless".
this modifier implies that BOTH of these __ing's modify "gives mouth sores to cattle" (the action of the preceding clause).
this is NONSENSE — it's clearly not possible for "displacing grasses and other cattle food" to be any sort of reasonable description or immediate consequence of the mouth sores.
eliminate.

CHOICE B:
this choice puts two actions in parallel: "gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food". also, comma + "rendering rangeland worthless" modifies "displaces grasses and other cattle food" (= the preceding action).
all of this MAKES SENSE!
• the parallel verbs are two DIFFERENT/SEPARATE things that leafy spurge does;
• "rendering rangeland worthless" is an IMMEDIATE CONSEQUENCE of the displacement of food, and thus makes sense as a modifier of that action.
CORRECT ANSWER

CHOICE C:
this choice puts two modifiers in parallel: "having milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle and displacing grasses and other cattle food".
this is NONSENSE.
in this sentence, the parallel elements SHOULD be the TWO ADVERSE ACTIONS of leafy spurge:
• it gives mouth sores to cattle,
• it displaces cattle food.
these items are NONparallel here. instead, this choice uses a parallel structure to connect two items that just don't make any sense as "two bullet points".
eliminate.
generis
raghavrf wrote:
In the original sentence with milky sap tends to modify Eurasia, Can we say this?
raghavrf , belated reply, sorry.

About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle

No, "milky sap" does not modify Eurasia.
Although a modifier should be as close to the noun as possible, if an essential modifier such as "from Eurasia" intervenes,
then the modifier (with) can "reach back" over the preposition to modify the noun.
The essential modifier "trumps" the non-essential one.
Further, the prepositional phrase cannot be placed elsewhere.

milky sap modifies a plant [from Eurasia]
generis
Akshi123 wrote:
Hiee , can anyone explain In the correct ans B.
how we can use displaces as the verb to grasses ?

Quote:
Correct answer B in the sentence
About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.
Hi Akshi123 - welcome to GMAT Club!

displaces is not the verb for grasses
displaces is the verb for that
that is the relative pronoun for leafy splurge

displaces needs a direct object
displaces WHAT?
displaces grasses and other cattle food.

grasses and other cattle food are direct objects of the verb displaces

leafy splurge/that . . . displaces . . . and gives . . .

leafy splurge (singular) . . .
that (singular)
(1) gives mouth sores to cattle
and
(2) displaces grasses and other cattle food

. . . leafy splurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives [mouth sores to cattle] and displaces [grasses and other cattle food],
rendering rangeland worthless.
Hope that helps.







generis
Quote:
Correct answer B inserted into the sentence:

About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.

NinetyFour wrote:
I have a question regarding the "milky sap" modifier here. In answer choice A, it seems like the ‘milky sap’ is the one that causes ‘mouth sores’, but in answer choice B, the meaning changes and it is now the ‘plant’ that causes the ‘mouth sores’. Because of this meaning choice I selected A, could someone briefly go over why my thought process was incorrect?

Hi NinetyFour , LordStark gave you an excellent head start.*

Posts on the thread deal with your question.

Are there parts of those posts that you do not understand?
Essential modifiers can never be removed from a sentence.
Non-essential modifiers can be removed from a sentence.

with milky sap is a non-essential modifier
(1) the phrase is set off by commas, and ONLY non-essential modifiers can be set off by commas.
(2) non-essential modifiers can be removed without changing the core meaning of the sentence
(3) remove the phrase. No kidding.
Take it and the commas out.
"With milky sap" is a prepositional phrase that adds some information.
It is set off by commas. If a modifier is set off by commas, it should be fair game for removal.**

We can also remove the other modifier set off by commas, a . . . plant from Eurasia.

About 5 million acres ... have been invaded by leafy spurge, a ... plant from Eurasia , with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.
Now we have

... leafy splurge ... that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering rangeland worthless.
The guideline is: that-clauses almost always touch the noun that they modify. That guideline is not a hard-and-fast rule, as this official question demonstrates.
Sometimes a descriptive phrase such as "with milky sap" cannot be placed in another part of the sentence. In such cases, it is okay for there to be separation between the noun plant, and its relative pronoun that.

Takeaway: is the information set off by commas?
The commas signal that the modifier is not essential.
Remove the information and the comma(s). See what happens.

In this case, what happens is that the leafy splurge gives mouth sores and displaces grasses.
Hope that analysis helps.
*I think that LordStark was hinting that "with milky sap" does not matter a whole lot to the meaning of the sentence. That hint is correct.
**There are a few exceptions to the comma rule such as dates, which must always be set off by commas. Not to worry. GMAC does not test whether information such as a date is essential.
GMATNinja
NinetyFour wrote:
I have a question regarding the "milky sap" modifier here. In answer choice A, it seems like the milky sap is the one that causes mouth sores, but in answer choice B, the meaning changes and it is now the plant that causes the mouth sores. Because of this meaning choice I selected A, could someone briefly go over why my thought process was incorrect?

Sorry, I'm maniacally late to the party here, but I'll throw in my two cents anyway, even though it's probably too late to be useful.

You're certainly right that (B) changes the meaning of the sentence, but this is not a reason to eliminate an answer choice. You can eliminate an answer choice if it creates an illogical meaning, but just “changing” the meaning isn’t necessarily a crime.

In this case, the question-writer doesn't expect us to come in with any prior information about leafy spurge, so the question about whether it's the plant or the sap that causes the sores can't be the deciding factor. We need to look for other, more concrete decision points.

Take another look at (A):

Quote:
…states have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle, displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering…
As several smart people have noted, this construction makes it sound as though "displacing grasses" is a consequence of the milky sap giving mouth sores to cattle. How would giving mouth sores to cattle make grass disappear? This makes no sense. And because this modification is illogical, (A) is out.
Takeaway: if one of the answer choices changes the original meaning, but it's better, that's a good thing.
MartyTargetTestPrep
testprep11 wrote:
Option B -
States have been invaded by leafy spurge, a herbaceous plant from Eurasia, with milky sap, that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering

I crossed out this option because I thought a 'that' was required before 'displaces' to have a 'that verb1 AND that verb2' parallelism. Of course in the hindsight I realise by POE , option B seems the 'best' option , but I would really appreciate your response on a 'that AND that' usage here.

Also in general is there any difference in meaning when we say -
1 - that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food
2 - that gives mouth sores to cattle and that displaces grasses and other cattle food

Essentially when do we use 'that AND that' parallelism.

In this case, the clause beginning with "that" is a relative clause that modifies "a herbaceous plant from Eurasia." This relative clause has a subject, "that," which clearly goes with the verbs "gives" and "displaces," just as the the noun "plant" does in the following clause. The plant gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses.

So, while repeating "that" would not make the sentence clearly incorrect, there is no need to repeat "that."

So, when do we have to repeat "that"? We have to repeat "that" when the meaning that we want to convey would not be effectively conveyed unless "that" were repeated.

Consider the following sentences.

I told John that I had seen a man peering into the windows of the building and that the man had been wearing a blue hat.
I told John that I had seen a man peering into the windows of the building, and the man had been wearing a blue hat.

These two sentences are pretty similar, but mean different things.

The first conveys that I told John two things, that I had seen a man and that the man had been wearing a blue hat.

The second contains only one "that," and so, it conveys that I told John one thing, that I had seen a man, and it conveys that, in addition to my telling John about the man, the man had been wearing a blue hat. Because the second "that" is not included, the sentence does not convey that I told John that the man was wearing a blue hat.

Either version is correct, but they convey different things. So, if you want to convey that I told John two things, you have to use "that" twice.

Overall, it helps to realize that analyzing parallel structures tends to be more about considering logic and effectiveness of expression than about checking to see whether a structure is constructed according to some rule.
GMATNinja
saurabh9gupta wrote:
GMATNinja... could you please explain the correct sentence or structure in which "Having been" would be correct. I understand it needs to be the first of two actions but i want to see how this same sentence would look like if we were to to use - Having been.
There's a pretty long rant about "having + verb" constructions in this transcript from our old verbal chats. The essence is basically what you suggested above: "having + verb" basically has to indicate the first of two actions.

For example, we could say "Having been angry all morning, Charlie ate a third breakfast and subsequently behaved more reasonably." That's fine, since "having been angry" was an action that Charlie "performed" before he ate his third breakfast.

I don't think there's a ton of value in contorting the original sentence to make "having been" work. But I'll give it a shot with a stripped-down version of the sentence, anyway: "Having been invaded by leafy spurge, about 5 million acres in the United States became unpalatable to cattle." In this version, the 5 million acres were invaded by leafy spurge first, and became unpalatable to cattle later. Fair enough.

MartyTargetTestPrep
Panoj wrote:
I have a doubt in this question.
About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge, "a herbaceous plant from Eurasia with milky sap that gives mouth sores to cattle", displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering rangeland worthless.

Isn't the quoted part a non-essential part of the sentence as it describes something on the spurge. Because if it is,then, the comma before and after the non essential can be erased with the non-essential modifier itself, giving rise to the following statement

About 5 million acres in the United States have been invaded by leafy spurge displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering rangeland worthless.
Where displacing is modifying spurge.

There are a multiple ways of looking at that situation. One is that, while you can remove the modifier that you quoted, you should leave a comma between "spurge" and "displacing."

A second way to look at it is that "displacing grasses ..." is part of the nonessential modifier(a herbaceous...?), and thus could be removed along with the part that you quoted.
A third is your way, which, to a degree, seems to make sense. However, the truth is that restrictively modifying "leafy spurge" with "displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering rangeland worthless" creates an awkward sentence with a not entirely clear meaning.

Are we meant to understand that there are multiple types of leafy spurge and that this one type, the type that is displacing grasses and other cattle food and rendering rangeland worthless is the one invading?
Probably not.

The version created via the use of choice (B), on the other hand, conveys one clear, logical meaning.

Quote:
I’ve also a doubt that the non-essential is more than a phrase because of verb "gives" is present in it

The entire quoted portion is a noun phrase that serves as an appositive modifying "leafy spurge."
Within that noun phrase, is the relative clause "that gives mouth sores to cattle," which seems to modify the noun "sap."
GMATNinja
chetansptl wrote:
GMATNinja , egmat, RonPurewal
In case of comma + verb-ing modifier, Verb-ing modifier makes sense with the subject of the preceding clause, and it:
i) Either provides additional information about the preceding clause
ii) Or presents the result of the preceding clause.
I agree that in choice A, 'displacing.. & rendering...' are not the results of preceding clause, but why they can't act as an additional information?
In a sentence "Tom killed the snake, using a stick", 'using a stick' acts as an additional information and makes sense with the subject (Tom killed snake by using a stick)
In same way, why it can't be "that (subject referring to plant) gives mouth sores to cattle by displacing grasses.....and rendering rangeland worthless (by starving the cattle)"
Is it that "that" in above sentence is not referring to plant, but acting as a modifier for plant?
Please help.
The word "that" is indeed a noun modifier here (modifying "plant"). If it were instead a pronoun, we would have, "... a herbaceous plant a plant gives mouth sores", and obviously that wouldn't work.
Also, the plant doesn't give mouth sores to cattle BY rendering rangeland worthless. Sure, I guess we could come up with some bizarre story for how the loss of value eventually, indirectly causes mouth sores in cattle (the cows lose value, and then lose self-confidence, and then start nervously chewing their own mouths...?). But that would be a serious stretch, and the meaning in (B) is MUCH better.
For more on that, check out this post.
GMATNinja
chrtpmdr wrote:
"that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses and other cattle food, rendering"

I thought there is a parallellism issue with this sentence, ultimately I wanted to see something like "that gives and that displaces"
Doesn't that have to be the case?
I've seen splits either way, is the use of two 'that's' only necessary if the once outside form would be ambigous?

Good question! Your understanding about how parallelism works isn't quite correct. It's true that "and" must connect like forms, but which two forms will be determined by context. Generally, the best place to start is immediately after the word "and."

Think of it this way: when you were evaluating (B), you didn't necessarily know that you were looking for a parallel construction until you came across this phrase: "...and displaces grasses..." Once you notice that the element following "and" is a verb, you'll want to go backwards to locate another verb that can be connected to "displaces."

So then we see "a herbaceous plant from Eurasia... that gives mouth sores to cattle and displaces grasses..." The verbs "gives" and "displaces" are grammatically parallel, as they're both performing the same function. So far so good.

Next, you'd ask yourself if the two elements are logically parallel. Does it make sense to say that the "herbaceous plant" 1) gives mouth sores to cattle and 2) displaces grasses? Unfortunately for the cattle and grass, it does make sense, so we have correct parallelism, and you can move on to other elements of the sentence.

Put another way, your job isn't to ask yourself what should be parallel - there are lots of ways a sentence can have parallel elements! - but instead, you want to evaluate what is parallel and then determine whether the construction is logical.

For much more on parallelism and meaning, check out this video.
I hope that helps!





45.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/a-professor-at-the-university-has-taken-a-sabbatical-to-research-on-222418.html#p1713117
A professor at the university has taken a sabbatical to research on James Baldwin's books that Baldwin wrote in France while he was living there.

(A) on James Baldwin's books that Baldwin wrote in France while he was living there
(B) about the books James Baldwin wrote in France
(C) into James Baldwin's books written while in France
(D) on the books of James Baldwin, written while he lived in France
(E) the books James Baldwin wrote while he lived in France

egmat
MadaraU wrote:
Shouldn't it be "the books that James Baldwin wrote while he lived in France" rather than "the books James Baldwin wrote while he lived in France" in choice E, because "wrote" comes out of nowhere.
Helllo MadaraU,
Following is the correct version of the sentence (with Choice E):

A professor at the university has taken a sabbatical to research the books (that) James Baldwin wrote while he lived in France.
(Blue = subjects, Green = verbs)
In the correct answer choice, that, the relative pronoun modifier that refers to the preceding noun entity the books is understood. It is so because that, the modifier, does not act as the subject of the dependent clause it starts. Let's take a few simple examples here to understand the usage:
I like the pizza that contains only vegetables.

In the above-mentioned sentence, that refers to the preceding noun the pizza and acts as the subject of the dependent clause that it starts. Hence, it must be explicitly mentioned in the sentence.
Now look at the following sentence:
I like the pizza that my mother makes at home.

In the above-mentioned sentence, that refers to the preceding noun the pizza but does not act as the subject of the dependent clause that it starts. The subject of the dependent clause started by that is my mother. Hence, it it not necessary to mention that in the sentence. The sentence can be written as follows:
I like the pizza my mother makes at home.
Same is the case with the correct answer choice of this official sentence. Since that does not act as the subject of the dependent clause it starts, it has been kept understood in the sentence.

thecriticalreader1
Quote:
can you please elaborate on why is research on , research about, research into wrong?

as research on also seems correct here as the books were written in past and the professor now is researching on those books not the books .. we generally ‘research on’ a topic not ‘research the topic’.

When "research" alone is used as a verb, no preposition should be used.

Correct: He researched the subject.

When a verb such as as "do" or "conduct" is placed before the word "research" (which is then used as a noun), a preposition should be used. "On," "into," and "about" are all acceptable.

Correct: He did research on the subject.
Correct: He did research into the subject
Correct: He conducted research about the subject.

MBAPrepCoach
Comparing the differences in the answer choices, I'm going to focus on the part that comes right before the underlined part. To research on? To research into? To research about? The only one that makes sense is to research the books.

If you're not familiar with that idiom, or rather, that there is no prepositional phrase comes after to research, separate the answer choices based on wrote or written.
The choices that say written make it ambiguous as to who was doing the writing. I would focus on ABE first.
At that point hopefully you will notice that to research on and to research about are both incorrect. E is the answer.
EducationAisle
adkikani wrote:
How can THAT refer to PLURAL noun - books? THOSE is correct pronoun for plural nouns.

Hi adkikani, actually when that is used as a relative pronoun (as is the case in the sentence under consideration), that can refer to either singular or plural nouns. In fact, this is true for all relative pronouns.

On the other hand, when that is used as a demonstrative pronoun, that can only refer to singular nouns.

abhimahna
StrugglingGmat2910 wrote:
sir Can you please clarify why A is wrong
according to pronoun rule :his/her can refer to apostrophes and he and she can only refer to noun
but in the above sentence when we use: that Baldwin wrote in France while he was living there . why can't the ‘he’ refer to the baldwin mentioned
Hey StrugglingGmat2910 ,
Problem with A is that we have two nouns to which "he" can refer to.
It could be either the professor or Baldwin. Therefore, the meaning is ambiguous here. Who was living in france?
Does that make sense?
VeritasKarishma
walker wrote:
A professor at the university has taken a sabbatical to research on James Baldwin's books that Baldwin wrote in France while he was living there.

A) on James Baldwin's books that Baldwin wrote in France while he was living there
B) about the books James Baldwin wrote in France
C) into James Baldwin's books written while in France
D) on the books of James Baldwin, written while he lived in France
E) the books James Baldwin wrote while he lived in France

Responding to a pm:
Quote:
My confusion--I know that when research is used as a verb, it CANNOT take preposition. Contrary to that, when *research* is used as a noun, it cannot take a preposition.

I am not able to find out that research is used as a verb in option E (OA). I thought that has taken is the verb here

In option (E), research is not the verb. "to research" is an infinitive, a verbal. It shows the purpose of the action "has taken" - the verb.
Read more about infinitives here: https://www.veritasprep.com/blog/2017/1 ... finitives/
alitariquet
Sentence Analysis
The sentence says that a professor has taken a sabbatical to do something i.e. to research books written by James Baldwin. He wrote these books while he lived in France.

The sentence has the following errors:
The sentence is redundant to the point of hilarity! Do we need to say that James Baldwin’s books were written by Baldwin?! Or do we need to say that ‘he wrote the books in France while he lived in France’? If he didn’t live there, how would he write the books there?
When ‘research’ is used as a verb, the object of the research should immediately follow the verb without any preposition. Therefore, “to research on the books” is incorrect. We need to have “to research the books”. (If ‘research’ is used as a noun, then ‘research on’ is fine e.g. He conducted research on fatty acids.)
MagooshExpert
Prateek176 wrote:
Can anyone please explain the POE. I am still not clear on this
Hi Prateek176,
Quote:
A professor at the university has taken a sabbatical to research on James Baldwin's books that Baldwin wrote in France while he was living there.

A) on James Baldwin's books that Baldwin wrote in France while he was living there
B) about the books James Baldwin wrote in France
C) into James Baldwin's books written while in France
D) on the books of James Baldwin, written while he lived in France
E) the books James Baldwin wrote while he lived in France
The POE is actually quite simple -- we can eliminate all the incorrect answers with a single split. As others have pointed out, when "research" is used as a verb, it must be followed directly by a noun. So "to research on", "to research about", and "to research into" are all incorrect, leaving only choice E. It's as easy as that [image: :-)]

Hope that helps! [image: :-)]
-Carolyn
EducationAisle
gmatman1031 wrote:
For example, it is a possibility that (E) could be read like this:
A professor at the university has taken a sabbatical to research the books. The books that James Baldwin wrote while the professor lived in France.
Hi gmatman1031, option E cannot be interpreted this way. If this were the intention, then the sentence would have been:
A professor at the university has taken a sabbatical to research the books James Baldwin wrote while he lives in France.
The usage of simple past tense books James Baldwin wrote while he lived in France indicates that sentence is talking about the time when James Baldwin lived in France.
EducationAisle
aditliverpoolfc wrote:
isn't the word *he* in A, D and E ambiguous?

Hi Aditi, indeed technically the pronoun he is ambiguous.

In case of ambiguity, the pronoun subject in one clause (he in this case) can be presumed to refer to the noun-subject of the previous clause (in this case James Baldwin).
CrackVerbalGMAT
Hi Dablu,

The sentence says that a professor has taken a sabbatical to do something i.e. to research books written by James Baldwin. He wrote these books while he lived in France.

The sentence has the following errors:

1. Redundancy - Do we need to say that James Baldwin’s books were written by Baldwin?! Or do we need to say that he wrote the books in France while he lived in France? If he didn’t live there, how would he write the books there?

2. When ‘research’ is used as a verb, the object of the research should immediately follow the verb without any preposition. Therefore, “to research on the books” is incorrect. We need to have “to research the books”. (If ‘research’ is used as a noun, then ‘research on’ is fine e.g. He conducted research on fatty acids.)
Option E is the correct pick here. The option is idiomatic and concise. Please note: ‘that’ has been skipped after ‘books’. The option, with ‘that’, will read “the books that JB wrote…”. ‘that’ can be skipped when ‘that’ is acting as an object in its clause.

generis
theodosiusadi wrote:
A professor at the university has taken a sabbatical to research on James Baldwin's books that Baldwin wrote in France while he was living there.

(A) on James Baldwin's books that Baldwin wrote in France while he was living there
(B) about the books James Baldwin wrote in France
(C) into James Baldwin's books written while in France
(D) on the books of James Baldwin, written while he lived in France
(E) the books James Baldwin wrote while he lived in France

In the option E, ‘he’ can refer to ‘James Baldwin’ or ‘the professor’, right?
Since this is ambiguous, why do we say this is the right in this sentence?
Hi theodosiusadi , belated welcome to GMAT Club. [image: :)] I wonder whether you have read the thread? (Sometimes new members don't know that their questions have been addressed.) Many posts address this issue.

Here's one more answer:

No, he cannot refer to James Baldwin or the professor. He can refer only to James Baldwin.
The two verbs used will not allow he to refer to the professor.

The sentence says, A professor at the university has taken a sabbatical [to research the books James Baldwin wrote] while he lived in France.
Ignore the phrase of purpose "to research" and substitute the noun for the pronoun.

In English, we do not say, "The professor has taken a sabbatical [to do something] while the professor lived in France."

That sentence is babble. No relationship exists between the verbs—none.
It is ungrammatical to pair has taken* and lived.

To indicate action by a person who lived somewhere in the past, we do not use present perfect.
Simple past would be the best tense to use. That is,
IF the sentence were supposed to indicate that the professor lived in France, it would be written this way:
While the professor lived in France, he took a sabbatical to research the books James Baldwin wrote.
(I must move lived away from the end of the sentence. If I do not do so, I suggest that the books at issue were (1) written by Baldwin while (2) the professor lived in France.)

For non-natives: Other languages may have a verb tense with a form similar to present perfect in English, but the meanings are not the same.

I hope that answer helps.

*Has taken is present perfect and indicates an action with some relationship to the present unless
• this action is habitual or repeated (He has taken several sabbaticals.)
• this action is one in which time is not important (He has visited Greece. She has read Crime and Punishment.)
Even these examples in which time does not matter do not fit with past tense verb lived.
She has read Crime and Punishment while she lived in England? No. English forbids the use of has in this context. It does not fit with past tense.



46.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/to-map-earth-s-interior-geologists-use-a-network-of-seismometers-to-206347.html#p1579941
To map Earth's interior, geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior, most rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower through hotter rocks.

(A) interior, most rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower
(B) interior, which travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions, and more slowly
(C) interior, traveling most rapidly through cold, dense regions and more slowly
(D) interior and most rapidly travel through cold, dense regions, and slower
(E) interior and that travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions and slower
sayantanc2k
rukna wrote:
I was stuck b/w C and E.
In C, I thought that there is ambiguity on who is travelling => the waves or geologists. So, I thought that was wrong. Can someone explain why is this right then.

A present participle modifier refers to the subject of the preceding clause or the entire preceding clause.
In this case the clause " that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior" is the preceding clause, and hence the present participle modifier "traveling most rapidly...." refers to the subject "that" of the previous clause; the pronoun "that" here is used to replace "waves".

Consider that the entire present participle modifier "traveling most rapidly...." is nested within the relative clause "that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its.......through hotter rocks."
You are right in thinking that there could be a bit of ambiguity since the present participle clause "travelling...." could refer to "Geologists", if one considers that it is outside the relative clause "that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its.......through hotter rocks." However in that case we would have to choose E as the correct answer, which has a more severe problem as follows:
E is wrong because two clauses are joined just with "and" not with comma + "and".

Wrong: I play and I sing
Right: I play, and I sing
Right: I play and sing.
Similarly,
Wrong: that originate and ricochet and that travel
Right: that originate and ricochet, and that travel
Right: that originate, ricochet and travel
Moreover option E does not depict the bearing between ricocheting and travelling and considers them as two different activities.
gagan0001
dipanjan_1988 wrote:
Ans E? A,B and C are modifying the interior and not the waves. D is not parallel.
C is not modifying the interior but it is modifying the whole preceding phrase.
the comma + ing phrase can be used to show cause and effect relationship as well as to give extra info about the preceding phrase.
Here the modifier is performing the latter part.

And between slower and more slowly we require adverb to modify travelling. So more slowly is correct
donkadsw
souvik101990 wrote:
To map Earth's interior, geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior, most rapidly traveling through cold. dense regions and slower through hotter rocks.

A. interior, most rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower
B. interior, which travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions, and more slowly
C. interior, traveling most rapidly through cold, dense regions and more slowly
D. interior and most rapidly travel through cold, dense regions, and slower
E. interior and that travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions and slower
I think it's C
Slower vs more slowly - it's the latter. hence, B or C. I don't see why there should be a comma in B after 'regions', so I go with C.

souvik101990
A, D and E: cold, dense regions and slower
Here, a reader might construe that ‘slower’ is an ADJECTIVE intended to be parallel with cold and dense (both adjectives).
The intended meaning is for ‘slowe’r to serve as an ADVERB modifying ‘traveling.’
B and C convey this meaning more clearly by using the parallel forms ‘most rapidly and more slowly’:
MOST RAPIDLY through cold, dense regions and MORE SLOWLY through hotter rocks.
Eliminate A, D and E.

The referent for which + PLURAL VERB must be the NEAREST PRECEDING PLURAL NOUN.
B: waves that originate...which travel
Here, which travel (which + PLURAL VERB) seems to refer to waves (the nearest preceding plural noun).
As a result, that and which both have the same referent (waves).
Two different pronouns cannot have the same referent.
Eliminate B.

Nevernevergiveup
gagan0001 wrote:
dipanjan_1988 wrote:
Ans E?
A,B and C are modifying the interior and not the waves.
D is not parallel.

C is not modifying the interior but it is modifying the whole preceding phrase.
the comma + ing phrase can be used to show cause and effect relationship as well as to give extra info about the preceding phrase.
Here the modifier is performing the latter part.
And between slower and more slowly we require adverb to modify travelling. So more slowly is correct


Here verb-ing part is modifying or defining the way seisomometers chart seismic waves. They do so by travelling through different routes in different ways.

The seismometers chart seismic waves by traveling
most rapidly through cold, dense regions and
more slowly through hotter rocks.

even if travelling is not mentioend near more slowly it is understood.
sayantanc2k
rukna wrote:
sayantanc2k wrote:
rukna wrote:
I was stuck b/w C and E.

In C, I thought that there is ambiguity on who is travelling => the waves or geologists. So, I thought that was wrong.
Can someone explain why is this right then.
A present participle modifier refers to the subject of the preceding clause or the entire preceding clause.
In this case the clause " that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior" is the preceding clause, and hence the present participle modifier "traveling most rapidly...." refers to the subject "that" of the previous clause; the pronoun "that" here is used to replace "waves".
Consider that the entire present participle modifier "traveling most rapidly...." is nested within the relative clause "that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its.......through hotter rocks."
You are right in thinking that there could be a bit of ambiguity since the present participle clause "travelling...." could refer to "Geologists", if one considers that it is outside the relative clause "that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its.......through hotter rocks." However in that case we would have to choose E as the correct answer, which has a more severe problem as follows:

E is wrong because two clauses are joined just with "and" not with comma + "and".
Wrong: I play and I sing
Right: I play, and I sing
Right: I play and sing.

Similarly,
Wrong: that originate and ricochet and that travel
Right: that originate and ricochet, and that travel
Right: that originate, ricochet and travel
Moreover option E does not depict the bearing between ricocheting and travelling and considers them as two different activities.
Thanks, that was useful.
I never considered comma as main decision point until now. Will note this point.

Nonetheless, in a real GMAT question I have never come across an answer being eliminated ONLY because of punctuation issues.
 
MBAPrepCoach
jbyx78 wrote:
Hi, is "slower" only used as an ajective or can it also be used as an adverb ? (I came across this issue on the following question) Thanks a lot ! [image: :-D]

To map Earth’s interior, geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic
waves that originate in the earth’s crust and ricochet around its interior, most
rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower through hotter rocks.
(A) interior, most rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower
(B) interior, which travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions, and more slowly
(C) interior, traveling most rapidly through cold, dense regions and more slowly
(D) interior and most rapidly travel through cold, dense regions, and slower
(E) interior and that travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions and slower


Keep in mind we need to compare like terms. In each answer, it says, "rapidly." So because there's a comparison, we need "slowly." Elim all but B & C.
C is correct because it's saying [subject] travelling most rapidly...and [implied subject] [implied verb] more slowly. I teach my clients that a common subject is like a fork, and the verbs are like the prongs. If there is a common subject we need verbs and other things to be parallel.
sleepynut
Hi expert,
I would like ask for your thought about option B.
In my 2 cents,"which" could rightly modifies seismic waves. What's wrong is that we now have two modifiers back-to-back--"that originate...," and "which travel most ...".

Is my reasoning correct?
Also,if we want to modifies the same thing, do we always have to use the same relative pronoun--either both "that" or both "which"?
^^
DmitryFarber
Normally we wouldn't stack two noun modifiers together like that, regardless of whether "which" or "that" is used. In this case, since the first modifier ends in a noun ("interior"), the second modifier ends up incorrectly modifying that noun. That's one of the main reasons we're not going to do well stacking modifiers.
In theory, you could have two modifiers, one essential (using that) and the other non-essential (using which):

The book that I wrote, which comes out this summer, describes my experiences in Iran.

Note that in this case, the first modifier ends in a verb, not a noun, so there's no confusion about what the second noun is modifying.
LakerFan24
To map Earth's interior, geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior, most rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower through hotter rocks.

A. interior, most rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower
- "rapidly" is NOT // w/ "slower"
B. interior, which travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions, and more slowly
- ", which" incorrectly refers to "interior". How can interior travel rapidly?
D. interior and most rapidly travel through cold, dense regions, and slower
- same as "A". "rapidly" and slower" are NOT //
E. interior and that travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions and slower
- same as "A". "rapidly" and slower" are NOT //

pretty easy here once you understand that they're testing parallelism. "rapidly" and "slowly" are both adverbs that need be parallel. once you get this, you've got a 50/50 shot!

DmitryFarber
There's a simple problem with E. It says "waves that originate AND richochet AND that travel." That looks like a mess of conjunctions and an unneeded second "that"! If we wanted to justify the last part by saying it's "that originate and ricochet" AND "that travel," we'd need to have a reason to separate that third verb out. The version in C makes much more sense. "Traveling rapidly/slowly" is what the waves do WHILE they're ricocheting, and an adverbial modifier ("traveling") is the way to express that.

As for "most rapidly/slower," that *can* be parallel. Fast and slow are funny words, in that they are used as both adjectives and adverbs. Language can be funny that way.


GMATNinja
hammypancakey wrote:
I got this question wrong and I hope someone can explain why the answer is (c).
So according to e-gmat (article link: https://gmatclub.com/forum/usage-of-ver ... 35220.html), if the verb-ing modifier appears after a clause and is preceded by a comma, then it modifies the entire preceding clause.
If this is true, shouldn't "traveling most rapidly through... slowly" in (c) should modify the clause "geologist use a network... around its interior"?
And if so, (c) doesn't make sense as a correct answer. I'm really confused, any help will be appreciated, thanks!

Your understanding of how VERB-ing modifiers operate when they follow CLAUSE + COMMA is correct, but in this case, you've got the wrong clause. Take another look at the relevant portion:
"...geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior, traveling most rapidly through cold, dense regions..."
The clause that precedes "traveling" is "that [waves] originate in the earth's crust and ricochet..." It makes perfect sense for "traveling most rapidly through cold dense regions," to provide additional context about what the waves are doing when they're ricocheting around, so (C) is fine.
The takeaway: when you see COMMA + VERB-ing, it's possible there will be multiple preceding clauses. Make sure you're evaluating the correct one.
EducationAisle
Brego7 wrote:
the clause that MAKES sense with it?
Hi Brego7, this is the position I would go with, though the nearest clause would be a preference.
In light of this, option C in the sentence under consideration is absolutely fine, since the nearest clause is:
that (seismic waves) originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior

So, the participial phrase (traveling most rapidly through...) is correctly modifying the subject (seismic waves) of the nearest preceding clause.





EducationAisle
anand0811 wrote:
so from this question can I infer that ambiguity in verb-ing's reference is allowed

Hi Anand, such participial phrases (that are used towards the end of a sentence/clause and are preceded by a comma) modify the subject of the preceding clause.
In option C, participial phrase traveling most rapidly.. correctly modifies seismic waves, the subject of the preceding clause.
ExpertsGlobal5

Here is a detailed explanation to this question-
souvik101990 wrote:
To map Earth's interior, geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior, most rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower through hotter rocks.

(A) interior, most rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower
(B) interior, which travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions, and more slowly
(C) interior, traveling most rapidly through cold, dense regions and more slowly
(D) interior and most rapidly travel through cold, dense regions, and slower
(E) interior and that travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions and slower


Choice A: In Option A, we observe a parallelism error between "rapidly traveling" and "slower"; the word "rapidly" is an adverb, while "slower" is primarily an adjective that is being used as an adverb in this case. Thus, Option A is incorrect.
Choice B: In Option B, we see a modifier error; the word "which" is preceded by a comma and a noun, meaning that "which" will refer to the noun "interior". This modification alters the meaning of the sentence by implying that "the interior" is what is traveling, rather than the "waves". Thus, Option B is incorrect.
Choice C: Option C maintains parallelism throughout the sentence. Moreover, this option avoids the modifier error found in Option B; it does so by utilizing the modifier ", traveling..." which affects the preceding action, rather than the preceding noun. Thus, Option C is correct.
Choice D: Option D repeats the parallelism error seen in Option A. Thus, Option D is incorrect.
Choice E: Option E repeats the parallelism error seen in Options A and E. Moreover, Option E is needlessly wordy as it includes a second conjunction and "that" to describe how the waves travel through the different regions. It would be more concise to apply a modifying phrase to the verb "ricochet", as this verb is a component of how the waves travel. Thus, Option E is incorrect.



GMATNinja
newspapersalesman wrote:
GMATNinja
Hi, Mr Ninja
I am not a native speaker so my writing can be confusing. I've been a big fan of you and Ron since I started preparing for GMAT.
Choice B：interior, which travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions, and more slowly

QUESTION 1: When we look at option B in this problem, should I think of "which travel most...." is trying to modify the noun "waves" and say "this construction is terrible because it puts two modifiers(modifying the same noun) together" or should I think of the rule that "which" modifies the preceded noun and say "the verb (travel) should be singular?

MY OPINION： I prefer the first thought process because "which" doesn't alway modify the preceding noun, it could sometimes jump around.
QUESTION 2
I also have another question, since "choose the answer that is most effective.... in conveying message" is mentioned in the OG,(OG instruction to SC I believe) should I consider construction when I eliminate 3 choices and end up with 2 choices(when I really have to pick one out of the two)?
Regarding your first question, I think you should consider BOTH of the points you mentioned when eliminating choice (B)!

You are right that "which" doesn't always modify the preceding noun, but in this case we have an entire clause in between the "which" and the thing it should modify. That alone is a pretty strong vote against (B). And, as you said, the "which" can't possibly modify the closest noun ("interior"), since that would require using a singular verb ("travels").

But let's say we're okay with that and assume that "which" correctly modifies "waves". In that case we'd want to use a parallel structure, i.e.: "... seismic waves (1) that originate and ricochet AND (2) that travel...". Instead, choice (B) essentially gives us, "... seismic waves (1) that originate and ricochet, (2) which travel...". The use of two different relative pronouns ("that" and "which") and the lack of an "and" to link the two modifiers makes this structure confusing, at best.
So instead of looking at individual grammar points in a bubble to figure out which "rule" (B) violates the most, just recognize that the logical meaning is much clearer in choice (C). [image: :)]
Grammar issues are, at heart, about clarity and logic. So when comparing two choices, you always want to think about meaning. Do the differences between the two options impact the meaning? Is the meaning more clear/logical/reasonable in one option?
For more on that, check out the our SC guide for beginners, if you haven't already.


MentorTutoring
jiaxin wrote:
Hi everyone, the verb after "which" is actually plural (travel instead of travels); therefore, shouldn't this imply that we are talking about seismic waves, the only plural subject in this entire sentence? So choice B would technically make sense? Thanks!

Hello, jiaxin. I would not eliminate (B) on the grounds of which travel, but instead because of the comma preceding and. Compare (B) and (C):

To map Earth's interior, geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior, most rapidly traveling through cold, dense regions and slower through hotter rocks.

(B) interior, which travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions, and more slowly
(C) interior, traveling most rapidly through cold, dense regions and more slowly

In the sentence at hand, cold, dense is acting as a coordinate adjective to modify regions. The comma is necessary because the sentence could just as easily reverse the order of the adjectives, as in, dense, cold regions. If you follow the shell of the sentence with each answer choice, you get a comma that cannot be justified in (B), since and is just acting to join two adverbs that describe how waves travel, A and B, rather than introduce the final item in a list or join two independent clauses. Consider:

1) Geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves, which travel most rapidly through cold, dense regions, and more slowly through hotter rocks.
2) Geologists use a network of seismometers to chart seismic waves, traveling most rapidly through cold, dense regions and more slowly through hotter rocks.

Although I have seen people place a comma in the slot I am drawing attention to in (B), I have NOT seen such usage in a correct SC answer on the GMAT™. I hope that helps clarify any lingering doubts you may have harbored; if not, I would be happy to discuss the question further.
RAHUL_GMAT
sayantanc2k wrote:
rukna wrote:
I was stuck b/w C and E.
In C, I thought that there is ambiguity on who is travelling => the waves or geologists. So, I thought that was wrong.
Can someone explain why is this right then.
A present participle modifier refers to the subject of the preceding clause or the entire preceding clause.
In this case the clause " that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its interior" is the preceding clause, and hence the present participle modifier "traveling most rapidly...." refers to the subject "that" of the previous clause; the pronoun "that" here is used to replace "waves".
Consider that the entire present participle modifier "traveling most rapidly...." is nested within the relative clause "that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its.......through hotter rocks."
You are right in thinking that there could be a bit of ambiguity since the present participle clause "travelling...." could refer to "Geologists", if one considers that it is outside the relative clause "that originate in the earth's crust and ricochet around its.......through hotter rocks." However in that case we would have to choose E as the correct answer, which has a more severe problem as follows:
E is wrong because two clauses are joined just with "and" not with comma + "and".

Wrong: I play and I sing
Right: I play, and I sing
Right: I play and sing.
Similarly,
Wrong: that originate and ricochet and that travel
Right: that originate and ricochet, and that travel
Right: that originate, ricochet and travel

Moreover option E does not depict the bearing between ricocheting and travelling and considers them as two different activities.

Dear sayantanc2k

The rule you told in the question
Wrong: I play and I sing
Right: I play, and I sing
Right: I play and sing.
is not complying to this below question can you please help

https://gmatclub.com/forum/many-states- ... 05883.html
^^
DmitryFarber
RAHUL_GMAT I addressed this in your other post, but the short version is that this is not a rule. E does not convey the meaning well, but there's nothing grammatically wrong with saying "that originate and ricochet . . . . and that travel," as long as there is a reason not to put all three terms into a simple list. For the record, we can also say "I play and I sing."




47.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/heating-oil-prices-are-expected-to-be-higher-this-year-than-last-becau-95234.html#p603196
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.

(A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were

(B) Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

(C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

(D) It is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher this year over last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil now than what they were

(E) It is expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

GMATNinja
Quote:
(A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were

The pronoun “they” always jumps off the page at me, and in this case, it seems to refer to “refiners”, the most recent plural. That’s fine.

I’m also OK with the comparison: “refiners are paying… more for crude oil than they were [paying] last year.” I don't think that it’s ideal, but it’s definitely not wrong, and the GMAT would argue that the word “paying” is implied after “were.” Again, I’m not crazy about it, but it conveys the meaning clearly enough.
So let’s keep (A), I guess.

Quote:
(B) Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

The phrase “expected to rise higher this year over last” is definitely a mess. You would never say that prices “rise higher.” They either just rise, or they just ARE higher. I’m also not sure why we would use “over last” instead of “than last.”

The placement of “more” is also really confusing. “More” modifies “pay about $5 a barrel”, and there’s no good reason to stick the word “more” so far away from the phrase it logically modifies.
But for whatever it’s worth: “they” still seems to refer perfectly reasonably to “refiners.” And the word “did” replaces the verb “pay” (or “paid”, since “did” is past tense). So those things are OK.

But I don’t think we can get over the silly placement of “more” and the "rise higher" mess at the beginning of the sentence. So (B) is out.

Quote:
(C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

(C) has a couple of problems right in the beginning of the sentence. First of all, I can’t understand why we would say “expectations are for… prices to be higher this year.” That’s a horribly indirect way to say that “prices are expected to be higher.” The prices are the focus of the sentence, and it’s best if the prices are the grammatical subject of the sentence.

The comparison is also pretty goofy. “… heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year’s…” The problem here is the possessive “last year’s.” We could say something like “this year’s prices are higher than last year’s”, or we could say that “prices are higher this year than last year.” But it makes no sense to say that “prices are higher this year than last year’s.”
So (C) is gone.

Quote:
(D) It is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher this year over last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil now than what they were

Like (C), (D) starts with an unnecessarily wordy expression: “it is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher this year…”. That’s not WRONG, exactly, but it’s definitely a crappier way to say “prices are expected to be higher this year…”

There’s also a problem with the phrase “higher this year over last.” You could say that prices were “higher this year than last”, but I can’t understand why we would use “over” in this context.
We also have an extra word that muddies the end of the underlined portion: “refiners are paying… more for crude oil now than what they were last year.” There’s absolutely no reason to include the word “what” in this sentence: “than they were last year” is enough by itself.
That’s enough to let us cross out (D).






Quote:
(E) It is the expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

(E) combines a bunch of problems that we saw in the other answer choices. “It is the expected” doesn't make any sense at all, especially when (A) gives us a much nicer option (“prices are expected to be higher…”). Also, there’s no reason to make “last year’s” possessive – see the explanation for (C) for more on this issue.
Finally, it doesn’t make sense to say that “prices will rise higher this year.” You could say that “prices will rise”, or that “prices will be higher”, but it’s redundant (and damned weird) to say “prices will rise higher.”
So (E) is out, and we’re left with (A).

SaraiGMAT
papillon86 wrote:
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.

(A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were
(B) Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(D) It is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher for this year over last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil now than what they were
(E) It is expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did


You've done a good job guys! Let me see if I can help you out with some of the confusion regarding comparisons and ellipses:

A. Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were
What is compared here are the times-- "this year" and "last" (meaning "last year"-- this is an ellipses).

When comparing time or place, you have two options for structuring the comparison:

1. Joe studies more at night that he does during the day. (The sentence compares Joe to himself.)

2. Joe studies more at night than during the day. (The sentence compares "at night" to "during the day.")

B. Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

Important Note!! The comparative structure requires that you use "than" after the "--er".

Correct: Tom is older than Bob.
Incorrect: Tom is older compared to/in comparison with/over Bob

You must use "than" after you've used a word ending with --er.

C. Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

You can stop reading as soon as you get to "for heating-oil prices" because that is not a correct description of the the expectations. The expectations are not for prices, but rather that prices will....

Important Note: Do not change a relative clause into a mere prepositional phrase!!

Ex. "I think that chickens fly" (relative clause: that+subject+verb) IS NOT EQUIVALENT TO "I think of chickens flying" (prepositional phrase: of chickens)

D. It is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher for this year over last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil now than what they were
Same problem as B.

E. It is expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

"prices will rise higher this year than last year's" uses ellipses that hide the logic problem. Complete everything that was left out, and the resulting sentence is: "prices will rise higher this year than last year's prices rose. This is not intended meaning of the sentence.
Second, the word "more" is not correctly placed.

Correct: I paid 5 dollars more for my sandwich today than I did yesterday.
Incorrect: I paid 5 dollars for my sandwich more than I did yesterday.

"More" describes $5 and must therefore be placed next to $5.


dwivedys
I have faced problems with these kinds of questions often...finally after reading Sara's note I am clear on how to handle these problems... would like to present a summary of my understanding to clear potential doubts in the minds of people who are struggling with these concepts...
---------------------------------------------
It is not correct to say -
HEATING OIL PRICES THIS YEAR ARE EXPECTED TO BE HIGHER THAN LAST YEAR – this way we are comparing heating oil prices of this year with the LAST YEAR (an illogical comparison) where as what we intend to compare are the prices of heating oil in each of the two years).

So we must rephrase it as - HEATING OIL PRICES THIS YEAR ARE EXPECTED TO BE HIGHER THAN THE HEATING OIL PRICE OF LAST YEAR

WHICH CAN BE ELLIPSED TO
Heating oil prices this year are expected to be higher than last year’s [price]   Or,
Heating oil prices this year are expected to be higher than they were last year

Another form similar to the one above is -
This year, the heating oil prices are expected to be higher than they were last year (not higher than last year)
Or ellipsed form:
This year, the heating oil prices are expected to be higher than last year’s [heating oil price]

Now if we reword the whole sentence as below – (we have removed THIS YEAR from the first part of the sentence and positioned it AFTER the main verb (are)

HEATING OIL PRICES ARE EXPECTED TO BE HIGHER THIS YEAR THAN LAST
Now the comparison focus shifts from Price to Time frame (this year versus last)
tgtharvard
Quote:
A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.
There is just one thing that is still bugging me:-
In option A ----- "Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were" last year,

shouldn't there be "paying" AGAIN after "were" to make it as:
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were paying last year.

How can we hide "paying" ? Is this also ellipses ?? If so, kindly explain as i have NOT understood this well !!
^^
SaraiGMAT
Hi tgtharvard,

Yes, this is ellipses. Since "paying" already appears in the sentence, there is no need to repeat it after the word "were".

Best,
Sarai

tgtharvard
SaraiGMAXonline wrote:
Hi tgtharvard,
Yes, this is ellipses. Since "paying" already appears in the sentence, there is no need to repeat it after the word "were".
Best,
Sarai

Dear Sarai ....

Thanks for clarifying that ..... !!

And now that it is indeed an ellipses, please bear with me as i have another doubt that comes to light if option A is correct. Please help me with this one as well !!! ....... Sorry for the trouble!!!! :-

In the last part of this sentence:
Quote:
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.
Who does THEY refer to ????

Isn't it a case of unclear antecedent reference as "they" could refer to both "Heating-Oil prices" as well as "Refiners" ???

I know that the use of "were" makes it refer to "prices" but if we had used "did" instead of "were" it could as easily have referred to "refiners". In any case, the use of "were" or "did" doesn’t stop "they” from being called "an ambigios referrent", does it ?!?!
I hope i have made my doubt clear and not confused you all further !! [image: :)]

And if that is NOT the case, then could u please explain as to where am I faulting in my logic !!!!


SaraiGMAT
Hi Sam,

The issue of ambiguous pronouns is more a matter of logic than a GMAT 'trick'. If the pronoun has more than one logical referent, there is ambiguity.

Ex. Computer A is next to computer B, and it is broken.

In this sentence both computers are logical referents for "it". When you are presented with an ambiguous pronoun you will have trouble understanding what your sentence is saying. A correct answer will be a version of the sentence that is easier for you to understand because it is clearer.

Ex. Computer A, which is next to computer B, is broken.

In the problem at hand, "refiners" are the only word that make sense as the subject for the verb "were (paying)". Nothing else in the sentence has the ability to pay, so there is no problem with ambiguity here.

Hope that helps! Lots of luck!!!

-Sarai
scheol79

This is a comparison question I often have trouble with, but I will do my best to explain.

Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.

A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than (heating-oil prices were) last (year) Parentheses are omitted. - correct compoarison
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last year's or last's (Heating-oil prices) -wrong comparison. We are comparing this year to last year.
If you want to use last year's, we must write
This year's heating-oil prices are expected to be higher than last year's or last's -correct

Let's say Heating-oil prices are just A. We can rewrite
A is expected to be higher this year than (A was) last (year). - correct
A is expected to be higher this year than last's (A) - wrong as this sentence is comparing this year to last year's A.
This year's A is expected to be higher than last year's/last's A - correct

B) Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
Higher over is unidiomatic. Higher...than is correct.
rise higher is redundant.

C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's becuase refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
are for heating-oil prices to be is wordy and confusing
last year's should be last year for the same reason mentioned in A.
‘are paying’ should be followed by ‘they were’

D) It is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher this year over last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil now than what they were
It is the expectation that is unnecessarily wordy. It is expected that is better.
'higher....over' is wrong. 'higher...than' is correct.
E) It is the expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
I think that you made a typo. Answer choice must be 'It is expected that' not 'it is the expected that,' which is correct. rise higher is redundant.
last year's is wrong for the same reason explained earlier in answer A.
EducationAisle
russ9 wrote:
Despite going through the whole thread, i'm stuck on one specific point about option E. I can see why E is wrong because of the usage of "more than" but I picked E because of "heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's..."

I felt that "year's" had to be a possessive because we are saying that " oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's oil prices" and we are NOT saying that "prices will higher than last year" because that would mean that we are comparing prices to year which is illogical.

For the most part, if last year's had to be correct, there should have been a similar structure on the left hand side of the comparison operator (than); something along the following lines:

...this year's heating-oil prices are expected to be higher than last year's...

Also, there is a significant meaning change that E introduces; original sentence is not talking about how much prices will rise this year (as E suggests); original sentence talks about how much the prices are expected to be this year.
sayantanc2k
goforgmat wrote:
papillon86 wrote:
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.

(A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were
(B) Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(d) It is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher for this year over last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil now than what they were
(E) It is expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
i have a doubt here...
If the original sentence were to read as below ,would that be correct?

Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they did last year?
sayantanc2k

Yes, simple past (did = paid) instead of past continuous (were paying) would also be alright. Note that in option A past continuous has been used ("were paying" - "paying" is omitted).
sayantanc2k
iMyself wrote:
papillon86 wrote:
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.

(B) Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(E) It is expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
>what is the difference between "this year than last" and "this year over last "
>In A, it is written that '' to be higher this year than last...... What? Should not it be last year in the blank?
>also, what is the problem in 'year's'?
N.B.: This thread is also seen in the another link, which makes us confused to make comments. So, can you please merge this two links so that we can make our comments without any hesitation? Thanks...
heating-oil-prices-80307.html

1. Since there is a comparative adjective ("higher"), "than" must be used.
2. It is alright to omit the repeated words from the second element of parallel items, if the meaning is not obscured.
3. "Prices are expected to be higher this year than last year's (prices)": Parallelism error - the correct statement is:
"Prices are expected to be higher this year than (prices) last (year)". The words in brackets are omitted as explained in point 2 above.
mikemcgarry
spc11 wrote:
Can somebody please explain why this sentence is correct (original)?

Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.
My doubts are in these two phrases: "this year than last" and " more for crude oil than they were last year "

Dear spc11,

My friend, you may find some answer to your question in the thread above, but I am happy to discuss this as well. One very tricky issue, particularly difficult for folks whose native language is something other than English, is the issue of dropping repeated words in the second branch of parallelism. See this blog article:
Dropping Common Words in Parallel on the GMAT

Consider an expanded version of the sentence:
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than the heating oil prices last year because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were paying for a barrel of crude oil last year.
That is the whole sentence, with absolutely nothing omitted, so that everything is perfectly clear. The GMAT would consider this completely redundant and much longer than necessary, because every single word in red is repeated. The words in red are words in the second branch or the parallelism that already appeared in the first branch. From the GMAT's point of view, it is redundant to repeat information in the second branch that we already know form the first branch. Thus, the GMAT recommends dropping all the words in red: when we do that, we get the prompt version, choice (A), of this SC problem, a sleek and elegant sentence. The GMAT loves elegance.

Your job on the GMAT SC is to see a sentence with the words already omitted in the second branch of parallelism and to figure out what words from the first branch would be needed to make sense of the second branch.
egmat
sajon wrote:
shouldn't "last year's" in option C indicates last year oil prices...??
how can the oil prices of this year be compared with only last year???
I am a little bit confused... please explain

Hello sajon,
From the context of the sentence, Choice C does suggest that the comparison is between the this year's price and last year's price.

But the grammar used to present this intended comparison is not correct. We can express the comparison in either way as follows:
oil prices will be higher this year than last year.
this year's oil price will be higher than last year's.

But Choice C uses a kind of mix of these two expressions. Usage of last year's is incorrect because the sentence does NOT use the expression this year's price.

---Shraddha
GMATNinja
blitzkriegxX wrote:
I am confused with the use of "than". I will try to elaborate my confusion with official examples.
OG 19 - 758.

Prices at the producer level are only 1.3 percent higher now than a year ago and are going down, even though floods in the Midwest and drought in the south are hurting crops and therefore raised corn and soybean prices.

(A) than a year ago and are going down, even though floods in the Midwest and drought in the south are hurting crops and therefore raised

According to the OG explanantion this comparison in (A) is INCORRECT because it seems to be comparing the "prices" to "last year" which is illogical.

OG 19 - 772. (this question)

Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.

(A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were

According to OG this comparison is CORRECT.
I fail to see the difference between the two and why one is correct and the other incorrect.

Great observation, blitzkriegxX. And I'm afraid that your question doesn't really have a great answer.

So here's a crappy-but-honest answer: the OG explanations are actually not very good. The people who write the OG explanations are generally random contractors who are NOT affiliated with GMAC in any way. (I interviewed an OG explanation-writer once. She was a long, long way from being an expert on the GMAT.) The questions that appear in the OGs are generally written years -- or even decades -- before they're released to the general public. So whoever writes the explanations is left to guess what the original question-writers' intent was.


That's why we see so many flaws in the explanations. There's a lot of lazy stuff in the OGs. For example, answer choices are often dismissed as "awkward", and that means basically nothing, since TONS of correct answers are pretty darned awkward. And if you look hard enough, you'll find plenty of contradictions from one question to the next -- for example, an idiom dismissed as "awkward" in one question might be identified as correct in another. [image: :idontknow:]

Back to answer choice (A) from the question from the other thread:

Quote:
Prices at the producer level are only 1.3 percent higher now than a year ago and are going down, even though floods in the Midwest and drought in the south are hurting crops and therefore raised corn and soybean prices.
I think the OG explanation is garbage here. The comparison you identified ("prices... are only 1.3 percent higher now than a year ago...") seems perfectly decent to me. But as pk123 mentioned, the verb tenses are a problem: "floods... and drought... are hurting crops and therefore raised... prices." Why the heck would those two things be in different tenses? It's saying that floods and draught raised prices in the past, but "are hurting crops" right now. That's nonsense.

To be fair, the correct answer changes the comparison to something that's arguably a little bit clearer: "prices are higher... than THOSE a year ago..." I just don't think that the comparison is the biggest factor, and the OG did a lousy job of communicating that.

Bottom line: take OG explanations with a grain of salt, because they're far from perfect.

I'm sure that this is among the least-satisfying things you've ever read on GMAT Club, but I hope it helps a bit, anyway!

generis
cici wrote:
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.
(A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were
(B) Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(D) It is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher this year over last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil now than what they were
(E) It is the expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

LordStark wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
But for whatever it’s worth: “they” still seems to refer perfectly reasonably to “refiners.” And the word “did” replaces the verb “pay” (or “paid”, since “did” is past tense). So those things are OK.
Hi GMATNinja generis
As per Manhattan SC guide
Quote:
The first instance of the verb should usually match the helping verb in tense. If you need to change tenses, repeat the whole verb in the new tense.
Wrong: I have never seen an aardvark, but last year my father DID.
Right: I have never seen an aardvark, but last year my father saw one.

So if we use the same principle in the options B, C, & E.
B. "did" can be replaced by "pay"
C. "did" can be replaced by "are paying"
E. "did" can be replaced by "pay"
and that is incorrect. As per meaning of the sentence, we need "were paying" in the last part of the sentence.
What is the gap in my understanding?
LordStark , there is no gap in your understanding. (And you are working really hard! I can't keep up with your posts:) )
The book is wrong.
Ron Purewal explains that those particular parts are wrong:
"that's not accurate. in fact, one of the prime uses of helping verbs in parallel constructions is to express the same verb in a different tense.."

we may already have gotten rid of that "rule" in the 5th edition books.
The authors did not get rid of the rule.
Take a look HERE.
The posts by Ron P in the next link are good. They are about helping verbs and the instances in which do, does, or did will work. (Almost always.)
The posts can be found here, on this thread

Finally GMATNinja 's explanation is really good. His explanation is HERE. The did in the other options is a red herring. GMATNinja explained the other options' errors.
HERE is an official question involving the use of did that might help more than this question.
Finally, here is a forum topic thread dedicated to ellipsis and substitution, a discussion that includes mikemcgarry and egmat.

I think that reading those two threads will be much more productive than staying with this one. [image: :-)]
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Hello Everyone!

Let's tackle this question, one issue at a time, and narrow it down to the correct answer quickly! To start, here is the original question with any major differences between the options highlighted in orange:

Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were last year.

(A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were
(B) Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(D) It is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher this year over last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil now than what they were
(E) It is the expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
Because almost the entire sentence is underlined here, there is a lot we can focus on:

1. Heating-oil prices... / Expectations are for heating-oil prices... / It is the expectation that heating-oil prices... (Conciseness/Meaning)
2. than last / over last (Idioms/Parallelism)
3. pay / are paying (Verb Tense/Meaning)
4. ...more for crude oil / ...for crude oil more (Parallelism/Meaning/Conciseness)

The first one that will eliminate 2-3 options right away is #2 on our list: than last vs. over last. This is an issue of idiom usage! We know that it's correct to say that one thing is "higher than" another, and that it is NOT okay to say one thing is "higher over" another. Therefore, we can eliminate the options that use "higher over."

(A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were
(B) Heating-oil prices are expected to rise higher this year over last because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(D) It is the expectation that heating-oil prices will be higher this year over last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil now than what they were
(E) It is the expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did

There you go! We can eliminate options B & D because they don't follow the proper idiom structure "higher than."
The next one that seems easy to tackle is #4 on our list: more for crude oil vs. for crude oil more. Each phrase is grammatically correct, but they mean two completely different things:

...refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil... = The price of each barrel of oil is $5 higher than before.
...refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more... = The price of each barrel of oil is only $5, but refiners are paying that $5 more often than before.

It makes more sense to say that the price of a barrel of crude oil increased by $5, rather than saying it's always been $5 and refiners just pay that more often. So let's eliminate the options that mess up the meaning here:

(A) Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel more for crude oil than they were
(C) Expectations are for heating-oil prices to be higher this year than last year's because refiners are paying about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
(E) It is the expected that heating-oil prices will rise higher this year than last year's because refiners pay about $5 a barrel for crude oil more than they did
There you have it - option A was the correct choice! It uses concise language, correct idioms, and logical meaning! We didn't even have to deal with the other 2 items on our list because we focused on the ones that eliminated 2-3 options at a time.
GMATNinja
rashwiniyer wrote:
Can someone explain how and when do we know about ellipses ? I am still not clear why A is correct. We have to assume lot of things for A to be correct.
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than (heating-oil prices were) last (year) Parentheses are omitted. --- Why do we assume this? and more than that how do we know about this?

For more on ellipses, check out the discussion in this thread.

Also, repeating what I wrote in this post:

"I’m also OK with the comparison: “refiners are paying… more for crude oil than they were [paying] last year.” I don't think that it’s ideal, but it’s definitely not wrong, and the GMAT would argue that the word “paying” is implied after “were.” Again, I’m not crazy about it, but it conveys the meaning clearly enough."

I hope this helps a bit!





48.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/in-1995-richard-stallman-a-well-known-critic-of-the-patent-system-te-22582.html#p149450
In 1995 Richard Stallman, a well-known critic of the patent system, testified in Patent Office hearings that, to test the system, a colleague of his had managed to win a patent for one of Kirchhoff's laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and now included in virtually every textbook of elementary physics.

(A) laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and
(B) laws, which was an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and it is
(C) laws, namely, it was an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and
(D) laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845, it is
(E) laws that was an observation about electric current, first made in 1845, and is
GMATNinja
Quote:
(A) laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and
The biggest thing that jumps out at me here is the word "and." Something has to be parallel with the phrase that follows the word "and." And I think we're in good shape: "... one of Kirchhoff's laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and now included in virtually every textbook of elementary physics." Cool, "first made in 1845" and "now included in virtually every textbook" both modify "an observation about electric current" -- and that makes perfect sense.

So let's keep (A).

Quote:
(B) laws, which was an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and it is
The "which" jumps out at me first in (B): "which was an observation..." modifies "one of Kirchoff's laws." That's OK, though we probably don't really even need the phrase "which was." It's not a big deal, but (A) is more succinct because it skips those extra couple of words. That's not a definite error, but it's a mild reason to prefer (A) over (B).

The bigger problem is the parallelism. Following the "and", we have a brand-new clause: "it is now included in virtually every textbook..." But I don't think that the clause is logically parallel to anything. And more importantly: there's no good reason to start a brand-new clause here, partly because we're just trying to describe the observation, so a simple modifier would be cleaner than a brand-new clause.

So (B) isn't a complete disaster, but it's definitely not as good as (A).


Quote:
(C) laws, namely, it was an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and
This is a classic comma splice:
· Independent clause #1: "In 1995 Richard Stallman, a well-known critic of the patent system, testified in Patent Office hearings that, to test the system, a colleague of his had managed to win a patent for one of Kirchhoff's laws..."
· Independent clause #2: "...it was an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and now included in virtually every textbook of elementary physics."

Those two independent clauses are separated by only a comma, and that's not cool. (Commas and comma splices are very briefly discussed in this YouTube video on GMAT punctuation if you're curious to learn more about that crap.) So we can eliminate (C).

Quote:
(D) laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845, it is

(D) has basically the same comma splice problem as (C):
· Independent clause #1: "In 1995 Richard Stallman, a well-known critic of the patent system, testified in Patent Office hearings that, to test the system, a colleague of his had managed to win a patent for one of Kirchhoff's laws..."
· Independent clause #2: "...it is now included in virtually every textbook of elementary physics."

So (D) is out, too.

Quote:
(E) laws that was an observation about electric current, first made in 1845, and is

(E) isn't a total disaster, but it's definitely not as good as (A).

For starters, I'm not sure why we would say something like "...one of Kirchoff's laws that was an observation about electric current..." First, there's no good reason to emphasize the past tense in this case: sure, the observation was first made in the past, but there's no good reason to suggest that the law itself somehow existed only in the past -- and that's exactly what seems to be happening in (A). Second, the phrase "one of Kirchoff's laws that was an observation about electric current" suggests that Kirchoff had other laws that were NOT about electric current, and we have no idea if that's actually the case.

The other problem is the placement of the modifier "first made in 1845." This is subtle and annoying, but because "first made in 1845" is surrounded by commas (an appositive phrase, if you like grammar jargon), it seems to modify ONLY the preceding noun, "electric current." So if we think about the sentence strictly and literally, it's saying that electric current was first made in 1845, and that's really not what the sentence is trying to say -- it's trying to say that the observation was first made in 1845, not the electric current itself.

So (E) can be eliminated, and (A) is the best we can do.
daagh
B states that laws which was an observation; laws is plural and was is singular . Secondly, the pronoun it has no antecedent. Does it refer to the observation or one of the laws or the patent or what? Therefore B is ruled out
GMATNinja
AsadAbu wrote:

I'm totally lost-I can't figure out the core of this correct choice (A)! Could you help me to find out the core of this sentence?
Thanks__

The easiest way to examine the main clause is to temporarily ignore some of the longer non-essential modifiers. The writer does us the favor of setting off some of these modifiers with commas, so we can see exactly what's crucial to the core meaning of the sentence and what's merely providing additional information.

Here's the sentence again, with the longer modifiers in red:

"Richard Stallman, a well-known critic of the patent system, testified in Patent Office hearings that, to test the system, a colleague of his had managed to win a patent for one of Kirchhoff's laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and now included in virtually every textbook of elementary physics."

So the main clause here is simply telling us that Richard Stallman testified in hearings that one of his colleagues won a patent for one of Kirchhoff's laws.

Notice the logical placement of each modifier, each right next to what it describes: "a well-known critic of the patent system" describes Richard Stallman; "to test the system" describes why the colleague won a patent; and " an observation..." describes one of Kirchhoff's laws.

I hope that helps!





TheUltimateWinner
Quote:
In 1995 Richard Stallman, a well-known critic of the patent system, testified in Patent Office hearings that, to test the system, a colleague of his had managed to win a patent for one of Kirchhoff's laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and now included in virtually every textbook of elementary physics.

GMATNinja wrote:
AsadAbu wrote:

I'm totally lost-I can't figure out the core of this correct choice (A)! Could you help me to find out the core of this sentence?
Thanks__
The easiest way to examine the main clause is to temporarily ignore some of the longer non-essential modifiers. The writer does us the favor of setting off some of these modifiers with commas, so we can see exactly what's crucial to the core meaning of the sentence and what's merely providing additional information.

Here's the sentence again, with the longer modifiers in red:

"Richard Stallman, a well-known critic of the patent system, testified in Patent Office hearings that, to test the system, a colleague of his had managed to win a patent for one of Kirchhoff's laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and now included in virtually every textbook of elementary physics."

So the main clause here is simply telling us that Richard Stallman testified in hearings that one of his colleagues won a patent for one of Kirchhoff's laws.

Notice the logical placement of each modifier, each right next to what it describes: "a well-known critic of the patent system" describes Richard Stallman; "to test the system" describes why the colleague won a patent; and " an observation..." describes one of Kirchhoff's laws.

I hope that helps!
Hey GMATNinja,
I did the same thing like you to find the core, but the green part from the "quote" makes me confused. Why the the green part is not written by "one of his colleagues" or by "a colleague of Richard"?

I, normally, can't write "the pillar's house"; I must write "house of the pillar". But, i can write: 1/ Richard's colleague and 2/ Colleague of Richard, both. The use of "colleague of his" is absurd to me.
Doesn't "one of his colleagues" or "colleague of Richard' makes more sense than "colleague of his". Actually, the uses of "colleague of his" is somewhat awkward to me.
GMATNinja
AsadAbu wrote:
Quote:
I did the same thing like you to find the core, but the green part from the "quote" makes me confused. Why the the green part is not written by "one of his colleagues" or by "a colleague of Richard"?

I, normally, can't write "the pillar's house"; I must write "house of the pillar". But, i can write: 1/ Richard's colleague and 2/ Colleague of Richard, both. The use of "colleague of his" is absurd to me.
Doesn't "one of his colleagues" or "colleague of Richard' makes more sense than "colleague of his". Actually, the uses of "colleague of his" is somewhat awkward to me.

In this case, the usage above: NOUN + OF + POSSESSIVE, is fairly standard. Think of common expressions like "a friend of mine." Nothing wrong with that. "A colleague of his" is the same construction.

But here's the broader point: try not to eliminate answer choices simply because they seem awkward. I feel your pain here. The Official Guide is full of explanations in which incorrect answers are dismissed because they're deemed "awkward". The problem with this is that what feels awkward to you might not have felt awkward to the question writer -- or to the random person writing the explanations for the publisher, often a decade or more after the original question was written. Frankly, those OG explanations misuse the word "awkward", and it's incredibly unhelpful.

Instead, try to find more concrete mistakes, such as grammatical errors and illogical meanings when whittling down your options. This way, you'll avoid having to read the mind of the question-writer. More on that general approach to SC in this article and this video.

I hope that helps!

varshikolla
Hi,
Can someone tell me how 'first made in 1845' modifies 'an observation about electric current' rather than just 'electric current'?
^^
DmitryFarber
varshikolla It's quite normal for a noun modifier to apply to an entire noun phrase, rather than just the last noun in the phrase, as long as the meaning is clear and unambiguous. This can include skipping over a prepositional modifier to apply to the preceding noun. In this case, we can be certain that electric current wasn't first made in 1845, so there's no danger of misunderstanding.
GMATNinja
willacethis wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
Quote:
(A) laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and

The biggest thing that jumps out at me here is the word "and." Something has to be parallel with the phrase that follows the word "and." And I think we're in good shape: "... one of Kirchhoff's laws, an observation about electric current first made in 1845 and now included in virtually every textbook of elementary physics." Cool, "first made in 1845" and "now included in virtually every textbook" both modify "an observation about electric current" -- and that makes perfect sense.

So let's keep (A).

...
Quote:
(E) laws that was an observation about electric current, first made in 1845, and is
(E) isn't a total disaster, but it's definitely not as good as (A).

For starters, I'm not sure why we would say something like "...one of Kirchoff's laws that was an observation about electric current..." First, there's no good reason to emphasize the past tense in this case: sure, the observation was first made in the past, but there's no good reason to suggest that the law itself somehow existed only in the past -- and that's exactly what seems to be happening in (A). Second, the phrase "one of Kirchoff's laws that was an observation about electric current" suggests that Kirchoff had other laws that were NOT about electric current, and we have no idea if that's actually the case.

The other problem is the placement of the modifier "first made in 1845." This is subtle and annoying, but because "first made in 1845" is surrounded by commas (an appositive phrase, if you like grammar jargon), it seems to modify ONLY the preceding noun, "electric current." So if we think about the sentence strictly and literally, it's saying that electric current was first made in 1845, and that's really not what the sentence is trying to say -- it's trying to say that the observation was first made in 1845, not the electric current itself.

So (E) can be eliminated, and (A) is the best we can do.

Hi GMATNinja

Referring to the part in the end of your explanation that I have highlighted in bold, I feel that the same modifier issue is also in option A so why are we considering it only in option E? Also, are we not sure that "first made in 1845" can't refer to "current", which is an eternal phenomenon, and thus sure about the fact that it unambiguously refers to "observation"?

The difference is that "first made in 1845" is surrounded by commas in choice (E). In (E) the comma usage leads us to believe that "first made in 1845" modifies ONLY the preceding noun.

Is that a smoking gun? No, but the correct meaning is more clear in choice (A), without the commas.

I hope that helps a bit!


















49.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/last-week-local-shrimpers-held-a-news-conference-to-take-some-credit-76039.html#p572411
Last week local shrimpers held a news conference to take some credit for the resurgence of the rare Kemp's ridley turtle, saying that their compliance with laws requiring that turtle-excluder devices be on shrimp nets protect adult sea turtles.

(A) requiring that turtle-excluder devices be on shrimp nets protect
(B) requiring turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting
(C) that require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets protect
(D) to require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets are protecting
(E) to require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting
souvik101990
Concept tested: SV agreement, Meaning.
Difficulty level: High
Illustration:
This question tests a very important aspect of meaning. First, we know that the main verb in the underlined portion “protect” is wrong as the main subject “compliance is singular. (Note that ‘protect’ is not being used as a command subjunctive in A. “be” is used as the command subjunctive).
According to this logic, A and C are wrong.
Now among B, D and E, “to require” indicates purpose of the law which is not the intended meaning
(please refer to the tip below). So, D and E are incorrect.
B is the correct answer.

Tip: “Laws to require” indicates purpose of the law, but “laws requiring indicates contents of the law. While this might sound very obvious to natives, but non natives might have to struggle to get this clearly. Consider the following examples.
1. Arms act is passed to discourage random public shootings. Correct
2. Arms act is passed to levy heavy fines on people who carry unlicensed
firearm. Wrong.

2 is wrong because the arms act is not issued to levy fines. It is issued to prevent
something by levying fines. So the correct option is B.

shalva
gurpreetsingh wrote:
IMO E

a and b not possible....wrongly used verb
between d n e....d not possible, is should be used instead of are
i m not sure about c but it lacks parallelism,
m quite weak in SC, so guys pls throw some input.
We have subject/verb agreement error (A), (C) and (D). Subject of the clause is "their compliance" - so verb should be in singular form; "protect" and "are protecting" are wrong

It leaves us with (B) and (E). Here the major problem is to choose the correct idiom: whether "laws requiring . . " or "laws to require . . ".

I consider "laws requiring" idiomatic and hence prefer (B).
Onell
garimavyas wrote:
ajit257 wrote:
Last week local shrimpers held a news conference to take some credit for the resurgence of the rare Kemp’s ridley turtle, saying that their compliance with laws requiring that turtle-excluder devices be on shrimp nets protect adult sea turtles.
(A) requiring that turtle-excluder devices be on shrimp nets protect
(B) requiring turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting
(C) that require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets protect
(D) to require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets are protecting
(E) to require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting
From my notes Hope it will be helpful.
Be sure to use ing form immediately after a legal noun used in objective case
Legal noun are law , ban , order, decree, contract , bill, Deed etc.
example :
GMAT enacted a ban prohibiting takers from posting live questions.
Ban is the object
However, if the legal noun is used as subject of the clause then it might be appropriate to use subjunctive form
The law requires that he perform well in GMAT.
Law is the subject
Let us consider the above problem
Laws is objective case and hence requires ‘Ing’ form
souvik101990
"laws to require..." isn't a correct idiom if you're discussing the actual text of the laws themselves. if you were discussing the ultimate purpose of those laws, then this could be idiomatic.
examples:
laws specifying long jail sentences for drunk drivers --> correct (___ing), since that's what the laws actually specify.
laws to specify long jail sentences for drunk drivers --> incorrect (that's not the ultimate purpose of the laws)
laws to discourage drunk driving --> correct (this IS actually the ultimate purpose of the laws)
Credits: Ron Purewal


egmat
adkikani wrote:
Hi sayantan2ck,
...let me know what do you call compliance in grammatical terms? Is it a noun? I haven't seen much pronoun together with noun placed adjacently as in option A.
Let me know if structure wise the sentence is correct other than SV no agreement in option A in OG.

Hello adkikani/Arpit,

The word compliance indeed is a noun. That is the reason why it can act as a subject in a clause.

Also, there is no issue in the expression of their compliance in Choice A. The pronoun their acts as a possessive pronoun that is followed by a noun. For example: my pen, your car, his project, her recipe, etc.

In Choice A, their compliance stands for the local shrimpers' compliance. Hence, choice A only one error - the Subject-Verb number disagreement error.

abhimahna
brandon7 wrote:
If in C, ‘protect’ was plural (protects). Would it have been correct? The OG answer says that "that require" is wordy and unnecessary, but that part sounds better to me. Again, assuming it didn't have the ‘protect’ issue.
1st Query:

Yes, in that case C would have been correct. But note that there is no reason to reject option B as well. So, a typical GMAT question will never have two such options at the same time. Hence, rest assured about that. [image: :)]

egmat
brandon7 wrote:
If in C, protect was plural (protects). Would it have been correct? The OG answer says that "that require" is wordy and unnecessary, but that part sounds better to me. Again, assuming it didn't have the protect issue.
Hello brandon7,

Choice C of this official sentence has only the subject verb number agreement error. While their compliance is a singular subject, protect is a plural verb.

Please note that protects is a singular verb that will agree in number with the singular subject their compliance.
egmat
abhimahna wrote:
Hi namrata88 / brandon7 ,
Welcome to GMATClub [image: :)]
Here I go:
1st Query:

Yes, in that case C would have been correct. But note that there is no reason to reject option B as well. So, a typical GMAT question will never have two such options at the same time. Hence, rest assured about that. [image: :)]

2nd Query:

Last week local shrimpers held a news conference to take some credit for the resurgence of the rare Kemp's ridley turtle, saying that their compliance with laws requiring turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting adult sea turtles.

The clause after 'saying that' is an independent clause.

their compliance with laws requiring turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting adult sea turtles.

Now, look at the above sentence, if you remove the fluff, you will find something as follows:

their compliance with laws requiring turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting adult sea turtles.

Can you see the subject now?
Compliance is the subject and is protecting is the verb.
Let me know in case of any concern. [image: :)]
Hello abhimahna,


You have presented very crisp analyses here. Great job there.

However, I would just like to let you know that what follows saying that is not an independent clause. It is a dependent clause because the connector that always starts a dependent clause.

The connector that always associates with the clause that it starts. So essentially, after saying, we have a dependent clause that reads: that their compliance with laws... is protecting adult sea turtles.

--Shraddha


egmat
longhaul123 wrote:
In this question I made an error of identifying the wrong Subject and said that the devices are the subject. But later realized that devices cannot be the subject because follows the prepositional phrase with and hence cannot be the subject. Is my reasoning correct?
Hello longhaul123,

I am not sure if you still have this doubt. Here is the explanation nonetheless. [image: :-)]

In Choice A, devices surely is the subject but not in any other choice.
Please note that those nouns cannot act as the subject that are immediately preceded by a preposition. But that is not the case with devices in any of the answer choices.

In all the other four answer choices, devices actually acts as the object of the action require.

--Shraddha
egmat
arvind910619 wrote:
Hi egmat

What is the difference between laws requiring and laws that require ?
Also i have seen question with such structure .
How can one identify the where to use them properly.

Regards,
Arvind

Hello Arvind / arvind910619,
I am not sure if you still have this doubt. But there is the explanation. [image: :-)]
There is no difference between the expressions laws requiring and laws that require. They both mean the same, and hence, we cannot choose one over the other.
Choice C is incorrect for the incorrect verb protect and not because of laws that require.






egmat
kimhoon27 wrote:
I chose B because it seemed the closest answer to me, but I don't understand why the correct answer should not "requiring turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets was protecting" instead of "on shrimp nets is protecting"? Can anyone explain it to me please?

Firstly, there is no answer choice that gives the option to choose was protecting. All the answer choices uses the present tense verbs.

Secondly, use of present tense verb in the original sentence that this action of protecting the turtles is prevalent in the present. It is not that the turtles were being protected in the past. They still are being protected by the local shrimpers.

--Shraddha

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Hello Everyone!

Let's tackle this question, one issue at a time, and narrow it down to the correct choice! To start, here is the original question with any major differences between the options highlighted in orange:

Last week local shrimpers held a news conference to take some credit for the resurgence of the rare Kemp's ridley turtle, saying that their compliance with laws requiring that turtle-excluder devices be on shrimp nets protect adult sea turtles.

(A) requiring that turtle-excluder devices be on shrimp nets protect
(B) requiring turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting
(C) that require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets protect
(D) to require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets are protecting
(E) to require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting

After a quick glance over the options, there are a couple places we can focus on:

1. requiring / require (Idioms)
2. protect / is protecting / are protecting (Subject-Verb Agreement)

Let's start off with #2 on our list: subject-verb agreement. No matter which way we go with this, it will eliminate at least 2 options rather quickly. The first thing we need to do is figure out what the subject is:

Last week local shrimpers held a news conference to take some credit for the resurgence of the rare Kemp's ridley turtle, saying that their compliance with laws requiring that turtle-excluder devices be on shrimp nets protect adult sea turtles.


Now that we know the verb needs to work with the singular subject "compliance," we can rule out any options that don't agree:

(A) requiring that turtle-excluder devices be on shrimp nets protect
(B) requiring turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting
(C) that require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets protect
(D) to require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets are protecting
(E) to require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting

We can eliminate options A, C, & D because their verbs are plural, and they don't agree with their singular subject! See - how easy was that?

Now let's go back to #1 on our list: to require / requiring. This is an issue of idioms! By using the wrong idiom here, it actually changes the overall meaning:

(B) requiring turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting

This is CORRECT! It's idiomatically correct to say that "laws requiring X" here. It's clear that the law currently requires these changes to be made already. It also uses proper subject-verb agreement (compliance / is protecting).

(E) to require turtle-excluder devices on shrimp nets is protecting

This is INCORRECT because the phrase "laws to require X" isn't idiomatically correct in English. It also changes the meaning somewhat - the law that exists today will require people to use turtle-excluder devices in the future? That doesn't really make sense with how laws work. Laws require actions to be taken immediately - not in the future.

generis
priyanshu14 wrote:
Bunuel wrote:
priyanshu14 wrote:
Dear Team,
I am not convinced why option E is wrong?

I request for detailed explanation
bb generis GMATNinja egmat EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Several deatiled expanations are given on previous THREE pages of discussion.
Hope it helps.
Dear Bunuel

Thanks for revert. I have gone through all previous explanation. It is mentioned that "laws to require" is unidiomatic. This doesn't convince me. I request if you can share detailed explanation on the same.

priyanshu14 , a number of other decision points exist.
You are focused on "laws to require," though.
Why are you not convinced?
Explain your reasoning, please?
Sources?
Argue your case. [image: :)] HERE.

"Laws to require" cannot be used in this context.
We cannot talk about the content of the already-passed law with the words "to require."
We can talk about
-- a law that requires
-- a law requiring

We can say that the purpose of a law is to require something.
But the content of an extant law cannot be described with "to require."
-- Doing so makes it sound as though the content is not yet in force.

Last week shrimpers were talking about laws with which they complied.
Those laws are laws THAT require X, Y, and Z.
They are laws requiring X, Y, and Z.

The content of the law requires something right now.
The content of the law does not "to require" something.
The law's content THAT requires something...
Reduce the relative clause: The law's content requiring something...

A law TO require something has not yet been passed.

If we want laws TO require A, B, and C, then we must write them.
• We should pass a law to require people who have their finger on a nuclear trigger to undergo routine psychiatric checkups.
• I hope that the legislature enacts a law to require skiers to wear avalanche signals.
• The wingnuts wanted to pass a law to require that schoolchildren be prevented from reading The Scarlet Letter.

The shrimpers did not comply a week ago with laws TO require XYZ. [image: :)]






shahjenil93
souvik101990 wrote:
(Note that protect is not being used as a command
subjunctive in A. “be” is used as the command subjunctive).
Hi Souvik,
Can you please help me as to why the option A is not referring to as the subjunctive mood?
The words "require + that" are valid acceptances for the subjunctive, isnt it?
^^
DmitryFarber
shahjenil93 Souvik didn't say that command subjunctive wasn't being used, but rather that "be" was the verb used to form the command subjunctive. Answer choice A says "REQUIRE THAT devices BE on nets."

In any case, we need PROTECT as the verb for COMPLIANCE, so anything else we do with PROTECT will render the whole thing a non-sentence.

Also, it's worth noting that if we do use the command subjunctive, we can't demand anything of the nets or the devices themselves. We can demand that devices be included, or that some kind of net be used, but we can't require the devices to be on the nets or require the nets to protect turtles, since the devices and nets aren't people that can follow our commands.
AjiteshArun
lakshya14 wrote:
Why "compliance" is being the subject in this rather "turtle-excluder"?
Hi lakshya14,
Let's take a look at that phrase:
1. their compliance with laws requiring turtle-excluder devices

Turtle-excluder just defines devices. That is, it tells us what kind of devices we're talking about.

2. their compliance with laws requiring some devices
is like
3. their compliance with laws requiring something

Requiring turtle-excluder devices just defines laws.

3. their compliance with laws requiring something
is like
4. their compliance with some laws
The shrimpers are not saying that some laws protect sea turtles. They're saying their adherence to those laws is what is protecting sea turtles.
50.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/heavy-commitment-by-an-executive-to-a-course-of-action-especially-if-10136.html#p58684
Heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.


A. Heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.

B. An executive who is heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that worked well in the past, makes missing signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting ones likely when they do appear.

C. An executive who is heavily committed to a course of action is likely to miss or misinterpret signs of incipient trouble when they do appear, especially if it has worked well in the past.

D. Executives' being heavily committed to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes them likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting them when they do appear.

E. Being heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that has worked well in the past, is likely to make an executive miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.
GMATNinja
This is one of the OG questions that causes the most trouble, partly because a lot of GMAT test-takers have an (occasionally incorrect) impulse to automatically eliminate any answer choice with the word "being."
But we'll get to that. Let's take these buggers in order:
Quote:
A. Heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.
That second "it" is the big problem here: "makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble..." I suppose that "it" could refer to "heavy commitment" or "course of action", but neither of those would make any sense. (A) is gone.



Quote:
B. An executive who is heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that worked well in the past, makes missing signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting ones likely when they do appear.
This is fairly subtle, but the subject doesn't make a whole lot of sense with the main verb here. "An executive... makes missing signs of incipient trouble... likely when they do appear." The pronoun "they" is OK, but it doesn't make logical sense to say that "an executive makes missing signs of trouble likely..." Also, I see no good reason use "ones" here -- in theory, "ones" would refer to very specific signs of trouble, and there's no good reason to use "ones" when a simple "them" would work. (B) is gone.

Quote:
C. An executive who is heavily committed to a course of action is likely to miss or misinterpret signs of incipient trouble when they do appear, especially if it has worked well in the past.
The "it" is a problem here: "it" generally refers to the nearest singular noun. In this case, "it" would seem to refer to "trouble," and that doesn't make a whole lot of sense. "Course of action" would work, but that's much farther back in the sentence.

To be fair, ambiguous pronouns aren't always wrong on the GMAT, so if you want to be conservative, you could keep (C) for now. But as we'll see in a moment, (E) is a much better option.

Quote:
D. Executives’ being heavily committed to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes them likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting them when they do appear.
"Them" is trying to refer back to a possessive pronoun, "executives'", and that's wrong on the GMAT. Non-possessive pronouns (they, them, he, she, it) can't refer back to possessive nouns on the GMAT. So (D) is gone.

Quote:
E. Being heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that has worked well in the past, is likely to make an executive miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.
There are lots of pronoun issues in the other answer choices, but we're all good with (E): the ambiguous "it" we saw in (C) isn't here at all, and "them" and "they" very clearly refer to "signs of incipient trouble." The subject "being heavily committed to a course of action" works nicely with the main verb phrase ("is likely to make an executive miss signs of trouble..."), so (E) is an upgrade from (B).


That leaves "being" as the only reasonable objection to (E). But "being" is absolutely fine here: it's just a noun, also known as a gerund in this case. "Being" is no different than any other gerund. So (E) is our answer.

Please see last Monday's Topic of the Week for more on gerunds and other "-ing" words on the GMAT: https://gmatclub.com/forum/experts-topi ... 39780.html.
ywilfred
A. Heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.
- second 'it' has no clear referent

C. An executive who is heavily committed to a course of action is likely to miss or misinterpret signs of incipient trouble when they do appear, especially if it has worked well in the past.
- 'who' introduces heavily commmitted to a course of action (modifying executive). 'they' modifies ‘signs’ correctly (plural). But 'it' again has no clear referent (is it pointing to trouble or action)

vasild
Ritesh, I actually believe that "Being heavily committed to a course of action" in E serves as a noun phrase and as a subject, not as a modifier.
(The state of) being heavily comitted is likely to cause ...
GMATPill
You can see a video explanation here: http://www.gmatpill.com/gmat-practice-t ... stion/2177
Note that usage of "who" in B and C is OK - the issue lies more in the structure of the remaining sentence.
(B) says that "an executive" makes "missing signs of incipient trouble" - which doesn't make sense.

With (C) - the phrase
"especially if it has worked well in the past."
We don't know what "it" refers to here. If anything - "it" should "they" - but even so the meaning of what follows doesn't make sense with the first half of (C).
daagh
A. Heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear. ---- Especially if it--- What does - it - denote? Commitment or action? Ambiguity –Antecedent and meaning of second - it - is also suspect. What does it likely make to miss signs?

B. An executive who is heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that worked well in the past, makes missing signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting ones likely when they do appear. ---- How to make missing signs – really funny.

C. An executive who is heavily committed to a course of action is likely to miss or misinterpret signs of incipient trouble when they do appear, especially if it has worked well in the past. --- The choice first says – signs and they – a plural noun and pronoun and in the next breath calls it in the singular- it -

D. Executives’ being heavily committed to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes them likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting them when they do appear. ---Executives’ being – rather awkward; No proper antecedent for ‘them’; first them must refer to ‘executives’, which is not there and the second – them- by logic should refer to ‘the signs’. A pronoun having two referents is ungrammatical

E. Being heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that has worked well in the past, is likely to make an executive miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear. __- being as part of a subject phrase is acceptable since we cannot form the subject without the being. Being is taboo, only when it is superfluous and dispensable.

GMATPill
vasild wrote:
Ritesh, I actually believe that "Being heavily committed to a course of action" in E serves as a noun phrase and as a subject, not as a modifier.
(The state of) being heavily comitted is likely to cause ...
Yes - that's the way to think about the usage of "being" - add the words "the state of" or "the act of" in front of it and see if it makes sense.

This is a good example of when the usage of the word "being" is actually used in the correct answer of a GMAT question. Most of the time, we call it a "red flag" word - it's not necessarily wrong, but you should look elsewhere first.
But this question fits the rare situation that would allow the usage of "being" to be correct.

You can see more details about "being" as a red flag word - and specific situations in which it is actually correct by looking at this PDF: http://www.gmatpill.com/ebook/GMATPill- ... atclub.pdf

Also, we've posted a video explanation for this question here (click show answer): http://www.gmatpill.com/gmat-practice-t ... stion/2177




KyleWiddison
TGC wrote:
I myself not favor rejection of 'being' just like that.
BEING is VERBING of the verb BE.
My query pertains to FACT that although option (C). as unclear pronoun antecedent for "IT", I found (E). not interesting either because 'BEING' is an INITIAL MODIFIER and should modify the following subject , but the sentence doesn't have a following subject.
Being heavily committed to a course of action, is likely to make an...

Who is BEING HEAVILY COMMITTED ???

I know we have to take best option in SC. However, a discussion will enhance our knowledge and what GMAC thinks [image: :)]
You have to be careful with present participles (-ing verb forms). Present participles are verbs when they have a helping verb, modifiers, or nouns (gerunds). In choice E, 'Being heavily committed' is a noun phrase led by the gerund 'Being'. That noun phrase is the subject of the sentence, not a leading modifier.

KyleWiddison
HarishLearner wrote:
I chose E, and it is the correct one.
By the way, in D, is there an apostrophe in the word "Executives"?
C should be rejected because of "it" being ambiguous.
D has no ambiguity problem, but the construction is so awkward.
There is an apostrophe on Executives' in answer choice D. 'Being heavily committed to a course of action' is a noun phrase and it is the executives who are heavily committed so we use the possessive form of executives - 'Executive's being heavily committed'. This is probably more easily seen if we use a simpler construction - "Executives' heavy commitment". The 'heavy commitment' is the noun and ‘executives’ needs the possessive.

The real problem with D is the antecedent shift with "them". The first "them" refers back to executives but the second "them" refers to signs. You can't shift antecedents with pronouns in the same sentence.

KyleWiddison
sach24x7 wrote:
In this...we have two antecedents for first "IT" but egmat solution does not point this error. Please somebody explain.
On the GMAT these days you may seen problems that have ambiguous antecedents (i.e. multiple potential antecedents). What the GMAT does consistently point to as an error is when the antecedent shifts within the sentence.

Example: I lost my bike this morning but I later found it, but it made me late for work.
Here the first "it" relates to my bike, but the second "it" is a generalization for losing my bike, not the bike itself. That shifting is incorrect on the GMAT.
sayantanc2k
DAakash7 wrote:
Good point, but I have two doubts -
1- "signs of incipient trouble" is similar to "flowers of rose" and we can not refer this phrase (flowers of rose) with "it" - similarly, can we refer "trouble" with "it"??
2- What function " miss signs of incipient trouble" serves in the correct answer option - Adjective or Adverb? And what does this phrase modify or limit?

KyleWiddison wrote:
sach24x7 wrote:
In this...we have two antecedents for first "IT" but egmat solution does not point this error. Please somebody explain.

On the GMAT these days you may seen problems that have ambiguous antecedents (i.e. multiple potential antecedents). What the GMAT does consistently point to as an error is when the antecedent shifts within the sentence.

Example: I lost my bike this morning but I later found it, but it made me late for work.
Here the first "it" relates to my bike, but the second "it" is a generalization for losing my bike, not the bike itself. That shifting is incorrect on the GMAT.

Following is my response to your question 2:

The phrase " miss signs of incipient trouble" functions somewhat similar to that of direct object of a verb (in this case the verb "make") rather than that of an adverb modifying the verb. "An executive" is the indirect object for the verb.

Compare with the following example:
The people made him president.

him = indirect object
president = direct object.

Could you please elaborate further on your query 1 ? The pronoun "it" can refer to "trouble", but not "signs of trouble", since the latter is plural.



sayantanc2k
Query 1:
There isn't probably any official rule that an object of preposition cannot be referred to by a pronoun. Rather I would cite an example in the contrary:

I was sitting on the top of the table before it broke.

I do not see any problem with the above example in which the pronoun ( blue font) refers to a noun within a prepositional phrase.
(From the official explanation, it can be concluded that GMAT allows the use of pronoun to refer to a noun within a prepositional phrase.)

Query 2:
In option E, "miss" is a verbal and the closest verbal that I can think of is an infinitive. In my opinion this phrase "miss signs of incipient trouble" comes closest to a nominal infinitive phrase used as an object.

DAakash7 wrote:
Thanks for asnwering my queries Sayantan; however, I have a follow-up question -
1- Clarification of the first query -
Can a Pronoun refer to a Noun that is a part of a prepositional phrase that acts as an Adjective?
Official example -
Heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.
Choice C -
C. An executive who is heavily committed to a course of action is likely to miss or misinterpret signs of incipient trouble when they do appear, especially if it has worked well in the past.

Official explanation of answer choice C - "The reference of preposition 'it' is unclear because many nouns have intervened between the appearance of the logical referent(course of action) and 'it' ".
My Doubt - How "it" can refer to "trouble" because "trouble" is a part of a prepositional phrase whose "head" is "signs". And, if "it" can not refer to "trouble", then there is no ambiguity. Why official explanation describes this usage as ambiguous?
2- The direct object of a verb is mostly a Noun phrase, but the phrase " miss signs of incipient trouble" doesn't seem a Noun phrase to me. Could you please help me understand this usage.

sayantanc2k wrote:
DAakash7 wrote:
Good point, but I have two doubts -
1- "signs of incipient trouble" is similar to "flowers of rose" and we can not refer this phrase (flowers of rose) with "it" - similarly, can we refer "trouble" with "it"??
2- What function " miss signs of incipient trouble" serves in the correct answer option - Adjective or Adverb? And what does this phrase modify or limit?

Following is my response to your question 2:
The phrase " miss signs of incipient trouble" functions somewhat similar to that of direct object of a verb (in this case the verb "make") rather than that of an adverb modifying the verb. "An executive" is the indirect object for the verb.

Compare with the following example:
The people made him president.
him = indirect object
president = direct object.

Could you please elaborate further on your query 1 ? The pronoun "it" can refer to "trouble", but not "signs of trouble", since the latter is plural.

sayantanc2k
anuj4012 wrote:
In option C, why the use of "it" is incorrect? Course of action is the only logical antecedent to it, replacing ‘it’ with ‘trouble’ does not makes sense.

If there are more than one possible antecedents for a pronoun, the sentence would be generally* considered wrong - even when one of the antecedents does not make a logical sense in real life but is grammatically correct in the sentence.

[*However there is an exception to this - When the pronoun is a subject of a clause in the sentence and one of the antecedents is also a subject of a clause, then the subject pronoun would refer to the subject antecedent by virtue of parallelism. Nonetheless, this example is not such a case.]

egmat
anuj4012 wrote:
In option C, why the use of "it" is incorrect? Course of action is the only logical antecedent to it, replacing it with trouble does not makes sense.

Hi Anuj,
The reason why the pronoun it appears to be ambiguous in Choice C is that apart from course of action, trouble is another singular pronoun in the sentence even though it is not the logical antecedent of it.
However, this is not the error that makes choice C incorrect. Choice C is incorrect because the modifier especially if it has worked well in the past must be placed next to the a course of action.

--Shraddha


billybealright

From Ron (Manhattan GMAT Instructor)
Quote:
A. Heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.
* "heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action" is awkward and difficult to read. (You may have to be a native speaker to pick up on this, though)

Much more importantly:
* makes it likely to miss...* (This doesn't work.)

Technically, this would mean that "it" - an unspecified entity - is likely to miss the signs.
If you use the "it is ADJ..." construction, and the verb has a specific subject, you MUST include that subject in the construction. It is likely that the executive will miss...

Quote:
B. An executive who is heavily committed to a course of action ... makes missing signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting ones likely when they do appear.


I've eliminated the modifier in this sentence, simplifying its structure a bit.

Once that modifier is eliminated, notice that you have a sentence that says that the executive him/herself makes missing the signs likely.

"misinterpreting ones" is also wrong. this should be "them", not "ones".

"an executive ... makes xxxx unlikely". That's nonsense; it's the exective's excessive commitment that makes certain undesirable things likely.

"Them" = the same things/people that were mentioned previously. I.e., the use of ‘them’ specifically indicates that you are NOT further narrowing the group.

"Ones" = used ONLY with a modifier/description that further narrows the group.

E.g., All of the houses were damaged, except the ones farthest from the shoreline.

In most of these cases, "those" can be used instead of "the ones", so, honestly, you won't see "the ones" very often. You'll only see it if it would be impossible (or extremely awkward) to use "those"
e.g., Leather jackets are expensive in general, but the most expensive ones can cost as much as new cars.

"being" is a gerund (= NOUN type -ing form).
In fact, "being committed" is the subject of this sentence!

i.e., here "being heavily committed" is like Swimming is fun.
That's a complete sentence -- "swimming" is a noun (gerund). Since it's a noun, it's not modifying anything.

You should avoid "being" when expressing the IDENTITY or CHARACTERISTICS of some individual or thing.
GMATNinja
Quote:
D. Executives’ being heavily committed to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes them likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting them when they do appear.

Also to note: miss signs and misinterpreting them are terribly unparallel - this is also an example of how GMAT pushes multiple errors in long complicated sentences such as these.
Yes! Totally with you on this, souvik101990 -- and actually, I'm a wee bit embarrassed that I didn't mention it in my explanation. Always grateful for these additions and clarifications. [image: :-D]

Quote:
Does the construction 'An executive.......makes misinterpreting ones/them' work? please ignore the problem of 'ones'. I find the construction somehow strange.
I think it could be---
'An executive.......makes misinterpretation of ones/them'
What do you think?
I think that construction would still have some logical problems. I think we'd have to be clear about who, exactly, is misinterpreting those signs. If we say "An executive who is committed to a course of action makes misinterpretation of signs likely when they do appear", the meaning still isn't great. Who is doing the misinterpreting here? It's not grammatically wrong, exactly, but something like answer choice (E) makes more sense, since it clarifies that the executive is the one missing the signs.
egmat
Harshani wrote:
Can we reject A, C, D on the basis of incorrect usage of if, then conditional verb?
I mean, don't we have to have a then clause for every "if" clause?

In this sentence, it is written as---
"especially if it has worked well". There is no "then clause" after it.
Please advise on this point.
Hello Harshani,

We need a then clause with an if clause when the intended meaning is to say If A happens, then B happens.
However, the context of this sentence is slightly different from what I have mentioned above.

In a way the main clause acts as the ‘then clause’ for the ‘if clause’ mentioned in this official sentence. Simple put, the sentence says that if a course of action has worked well for someone in the past, then heavy commitment towards the same makes the person miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.
Hence, there is no error in the usage of if clause in Choices A, C, and D.
----Shraddha

egmat
IWilWin wrote:
Could you please point out my gap in understanding the following statement :
E. Being heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that has worked well in the past, is likely to make an executive miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.

I think there is SV error with
'an executive' ... miss and
'an executive' ... misinterpret
Hello IWilWin,

Following is the "expanded" version of the correct answer Choice E:

E. Being heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that has worked well in the past, is likely to make an executive to miss signs of incipient trouble or to misinterpret them when they do appear.

Please note that neither an executive is a subject not miss and misinterpret verbs in this answer choice. In fact, an executive is the object of the verb phrase is likely to make. And objects do not take verbs.

Again the words miss and misinterpret are not verbs because they are preceded by the word to that remains understood in the original version of the correct answer choice.

This omission is not uncommon and is employed when the meaning is still clear with the omission. For example:

My friend helped me (to) finish the project in time.

And I am sure you know it that to verb phrases are NEVER verbs.
GMATNinja
brandon7 wrote:
GMATNinja- thank you for your response. Just to clarify: in D, the possessive part is also just wrong even ignoring that "them" can't refer to it. As in, there doesn't appear to be anything that should be possessive, so it's just wrong on its own, right? thanks!

Quote:
D. Executives’ being heavily committed to a course of action, especially if it has worked well in the past, makes them likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting them when they do appear.

Hm, good question. I think I agree that the possessive is just plain wrong here, because it doesn't really make sense to for executives (or anybody else!) to possess "being heavily committed" -- I can't think of a case in which it would be appropriate to have a possessive in front of a gerund or participle, and it certainly doesn't work in this particular case. But if this said "executives' commitment to a course of action...", I'd be OK with it -- there's no problem with possessing the noun "commitment."

sayantanc2k
Shivikaa wrote:
I chose B. I always get confused by questions like these. What all topics do I need to practice more inorder to gain strength in these.
Option B has meaning issue. The grammar topics would not cover this issue. Following could be a way to handle such issues:

In the first step, take the base sentence (after eliminating modifiers etc.) and consider whether it makes sense - if OK, then as the second step add the modifiers and then check the meaning.

If you had considered option B the above way, you would have caught the meaning issue in the first step itself. Base sentence:
An executive makes missing or misinterpreting likely.
Not really - the executive does not make missing / misinterpreting likely - his commitment (to a course of action) does.
GMATNinja
raunakme19 wrote:
I came across one of your post where you have mentioned the usage of a special pronoun 'it' with respect to its 'standalone' usage.
PFB link:

https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/foru ... tml#p49622
Please help me to understand the reference of "That second "it" is the big problem here: "makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble..." I suppose that "it" could refer to "heavy commitment" or "course of action", but neither of those would make any sense. (A) is gone" with respect to "The rain made it + quite challenging + to drive on the freeway".

Hm, that link didn't come through -- and I've never posted anything on the Manhattan website. Maybe you're confusing me with somebody else? Ron Purewal, maybe? We do have similar GMAT scores...?

"Standalone" pronouns do exist, but they're pretty darned rare on the GMAT. "Standalone" pronouns have no referent, so they're also called non-referential pronouns, if you like jargon.

The thing is, standalone pronouns only make sense in very limited circumstances. Your example is fine: "The rain made it challenging to drive on the freeway." We're not saying that the rain is challenging for anybody in particular. The rain just "makes it challenging" in general -- not for any particular person or group of people.

That's not what's happening in this question at all: "Heavy commitment by an executive to a course of action... makes it likely to miss signs of incipient trouble..." In this case, SOMEBODY has to actually miss the signs of incipient trouble, or else the sentence makes no sense. Logically, the "heavy commitment to a course of action" makes EXECUTIVES more likely to miss signs of incipient trouble. The pronoun actually needs a referent -- otherwise, the phrase doesn't convey the intended meaning.

So yes, it's true that some pronouns don't actually need a referent. But unless you're super-advanced in SC already, I don't recommend thinking about them at all. I can only think of one or two official SC questions that include "standalone" or "non-referential" pronouns, so they're not a major issue. But if you start to imagine that "normal" pronouns don't actually need a referent, that can cause all sorts of problems. More than 99% of pronouns on the GMAT require a referent, and the exceptions aren't worth worrying about too much.

AjiteshArun
susmitha2110 wrote:
i eliminated E , based on comma-subject rule. "Being heavily committed to a course of action, executives......" isn't this the correct form?
Can anyone please shed some light on this.
I'm not sure what the "comma-subject rule" is, but here the being is actually the subject of the sentence.

Being heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that has worked well in the past, is likely to make an executive miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.



AjiteshArun
Raxit85 wrote:
Can anyone please correct my understanding regarding rule of modifier (with respect to this question), which is mentioned below,

Ing- modifer............, Subject/noun................
e.g. Being an american, i enjoyed a lot of privileges in canada.

So, as per modifier rule, option E was first to be ruled out.

Thanks in anticipation!
The usage of being in the sentence you came up with is not impossible. That is, we should probably not use it in a "first to be ruled out" way. [image: :)]

The bigger point, however, is that in your sentence, being is a modifier, but in this question, being forms the subject of the sentence (option E).

Being heavily committed to a course of action, especially one that has worked well in the past, is likely to make an executive miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpret them when they do appear.
AjiteshArun
Raxit85 wrote:
What if i think in the below way,,
Who is heavily committed to a course of action? Then, name of person should come immediately after the comma.

Even though being acts as gerund in this example, how can one identify it as gerund? (According to me, answer to the what question is gerund; e.g. Smoking is injurious to the health. -- What is injurious to the health ? Answer to the question is -ing form, so it's gerund.)
That concept applies to the use of being as a (certain type of) modifier. In this case, it is not a modifier (it is the subject of the sentence). This means that we are not concerned about a who for the being. Instead, this being is used to communicate ~state. For example:

1. Being prepared is important.
2. Being too critical of the government may not be a good idea.

We can see that there is no "who" needed in either sentence.




AjiteshArun
Raxit85 wrote:
Thanks for prompt response.
But how can one easily identify that -ing form (at the very beginning of the sentence) works as a gerund or modifier??
We could identify the main verb and then take a call on what its subject is. Some patterns we could watch out for:

1. Being, clause ← This being could be the type of modifier (participle) at the very beginning of the sentence that needs the logical noun after the comma.

2. Being verb ← But if we don't have a comma, the being could be the subject of the sentence.

3. Being, modifier, verb ← When we have a modifier in between two commas, those commas don't exist as far as the being and the verb are concerned (Being, modifier, verb), so (3) is just a variation of (2).
GMATNinja
mykrasovski wrote:
Hi GMATNinja, I would like to challenge your explanation of why (D) is wrong. It turns out that subject / object pronouns (them, they, it, etc.) can refer back to possessive pronouns and there are quite a few OG questions that illustrate the situation. Please have a look at the post by generis:

https://gmatclub.com/forum/recent-studi ... l#p2116833

Subjectively, (D) is wrong because of a similar reason that makes (B) wrong.
"Executives’ being heavily committed to [blah-blah], makes them ..." - this piece just does not make any logical sense.
What are your thoughts?

Sorry for my slowness on this, S!

Yeah, our understanding of using non-possessive pronouns to refer to possessive antecedents has evolved. There used to be a consensus that because the construction could be confusing and we'd never seen it happen in a correct answer on the GMAT, it simply wasn't allowed.

And then...the construction showed up in a few official correct answers. So, you're right that we can't say it's definitively wrong to use a non-possessive pronoun to refer to a non-possessive noun. But it is worth bearing in mind that if doing so creates an unclear or confusing sentence, you still might prefer an alternative! (And I vaguely remember writing a mea culpa about this on another thread or two, but I'm not sure where, exactly.)


Fortunately, in (D) we have our pick of juicy problems. Consider the main clause:
"Executives' being heavily committed to a course of action makes them likely to miss signs of incipient trouble or misinterpreting them when they do appear."
First, "them" is used twice and seems to refer to different nouns - "executives" the first time, and "signs" the second. This is, at best, confusing. Better yet, the parallel marker "or" is followed by "misinterpreting," but there's nothing for "misinterpreting" to be parallel to!

Contrast this with what we see in (E): in which both "them" and "they" refer to "signs," and we get the correct parallel construction, "miss...or misinterpret." Clearly, (E) is the better option.

Takeaway: this is a good reminder that all of us (myself included) should get out of the habit of trying to memorize and apply esoteric rules about which constructions are acceptable, and focus instead on using either truly universal grammar rules or logic/meaning to determine which option is best.

AjiteshArun
9Karan3 wrote:
Hello,
I am still not sure why C is incorrect. I understand E is also correct. I have been advised to take the meaning and logical based approach for SC. In this sentence, in option C, "it" can logically only refer back to the action and "it" can not logically refer to the "trouble".
"especially if the trouble has worked well in the past" does not logically make sense. Can someone help.
Thanks
Hi 9Karan3,

There is no "meaning approach" to SC as such. Or, more accurately, that term is not meant to be taken as an absolute. Sure, SC tests meaning, but that's not the only thing it tests. Take the following sentence for example:

It seemed as if the ball reached the boundary even before it left Bumrah's hand.

There's a lot that goes into understanding even a simple sentence like that, and much of that processing work does not rely on absolute rules. You or I may feel that the it can logically refer back only to the ball, but the it is ambiguous. Does that mean that the sentence is unacceptable? No, but it does mean that it contains a possible error, and that we should choose a better option if a better option is available. In the case of this question, a better option is available, so that is what we must choose as the answer.

I support your decision to look for meaning issues, but we cannot say that pronoun ambiguity does not exist just because we want to lead with meaning.

51.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/traffic-safety-officials-predict-that-drivers-will-be-equally-likely-215768.html#p604917
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one.

(A) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
(B) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
(C) equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(D) as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(E) as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
CrackVerbalGMAT
BukrsGmat wrote:
Experts your comments on my approach:
equally likely.... as -> wrong
as likely......as -> correct
So a,b,c - out
d -> as likely that.... as current one-> from parallelism point need THAT
so wrong
correct option E:
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are the current one.
as they are (to exceed) the current (speed limit).

Rule tested- Parallelism (ellipsis)

"to exceed" is implied in the second half of the sentence.

This is a case of ellipsis in comparison. In this some words omitted from the sentence to make it more concise. Both noun and verb can be omitted. The omitted words should be present in the first part of the sentence in the same form.

Jim's pen is brighter than Alex's (pen). - Correct! ("pen" is implies)
Jim is smarter than Alex (is). - Correct! ("is" is implied)

The omission of a noun for concision is straightforward. Just make sure that the 2 nouns in the sentence can be logically compared. But there are certain exceptions when you are deciding
whether to include a verb in the second half of the sentence.

Tense Shift:
If the verb tense changes from the first to the second half of the sentence, then the verb must not be omitted in the second half.

 You look more beautiful this year than last year. - Incorrect
 You look more beautiful this year than you did last year.- Correct
Meaning Ambiguity-

Do not omit the verb if doing so will make the sentence’s meaning ambiguous.

I love my dog more than my friend. - Incorrect

Here, the intended meaning could be that ‘I love my dog more than I love my friend’, OR
that ‘I love my dog more than my friend does’. Since the omission of the verb in the second half of the sentence distorts the meaning, this sentence is incorrect on the GMAT.

I love my dog more than I love my friend.- Correct!
I love my dog more than my friend does.- Correct!

Coming to the option D and E
Option D makes a parallelism error. If we simplify, we get the following structures:

D. Drivers will be
as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit
as the current one (speed limit)

Comparing a clause with a noun phrase.

E. Drivers will be
as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit
as they are (to exceed ) the current one (speed limit)
Comparing two clauses.


As for the use of "that", both "likely that" and "likely to" are correct.

'Likely that' is correct.
It's likely that+ clause

Likely is often used with it as a subject
For example: It's likely that I'll be late.

The other usage is with infinitive
be likely to+ infinitive
For example: I'm likely to be late.
Learn proven strategies to get an MBA through GMAT in 2018! Join the free 4 part MBA Through GMAT Video Training Series.
https://gmat.crackverbal.com/mba-through-gmat-video-2018

Hope this helps!
CrackVerbal Academics Team

LogicGuru1
Stop with all the fancy explanations... Please !!!
Fist read these two sentences.

1) When it comes to calorie content, an apple is AS good AS a mango is.
2) For older patients a minor case of pneumonia can be as fatal as a heart attack(can be) | (can be is in ellipsis. It can be written or not written because the meaning is implied. )

we need as-as comparison
Then we need a correct idiom --> "Likely to".

NOW LET US CHECK THE OPTIONS

A) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
B) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
C) equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
ABC out
D and E remaining.
D. as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as : Likely that is wrong
as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one .

likely that is incorrect .. likely to is the correct composition

WRONG :- Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one. SEE HOW WRONG THE SENTENCE IS.

E. as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are. Likely to is correct.

as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are .
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are (ELLIPSIS :-likely to exceed ) the current one. PERFECT
E wins :- Correct Idiom "likely to"
Correct usage of "As" for comparing clause.
"They" have a proper reference in DRIVERS
E can be read as:- "as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are likely to exceed the current one."

LOOK FOR SIMPLICITY AND AVOID GETTING LOST IN UNNECESSARY RULES AND TERMINOLOGY WHILE MAKING A DECISION.

ritjn2003 wrote:
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one.
A. equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
B. equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
C. equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
D. as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
E. as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are.
KnewtonAlex
vaibhav87 wrote:
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be ((equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as )) the current one.
A. equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
B. equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
C. equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
D. as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
E. as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are.

The only viable answer choices are choices A and E. D cannot be correct because of the comparison "drivers will be as likely that they will," which is unidiomatic and jumbled. The phrase "drivers will be as likely" must be followed by an infinitive form, such as "to exceed" in choice E.

The difference between A and E is that while both ellipse certain words:

A) Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as [they are to exceed] the current one.
E) Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are [to exceed] the current one.

Only choice E uses the appropriate "as...as" idiom.
Marcab
"as" is used to compare clauses not verbs.
A clause is a group of words that containg among them a subject and a verb.
In the question mentioned, the not underlined portion is a ‘noun phrase’. So if we have to use "as" then make this particular noun phrase a clause by adding a verb.
On the reasons mentioned above, ACD are eliminated.
In B, I don't think that a sole "as" can withstand the pressure of comparing.Henceforth, as likely as is preferrable.
Hope that helps.
daagh
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one.

(A) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
(B) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
(C) equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(D) as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(E) as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are

1. The intended sentence is-- Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are (likely to exceed) the current one. We may note the ellipsis here in full action for the sake of concision. Therefore, the Answer choice E is indeed complete.
2.The first step is to eliminate all the choices that miss the action verb in the second part, namely, ‘are’. Missing the verbal word will render the comparison wrong by treating the proposed speed itself as the current one. Then the essence of proposed loses relevance. Hence A, C and E can be dumped.
Now comes the idiom ‘as X as Y’ into play, wherein ‘as…. As’ is an essential ingredient. Hence, -will be equally likely to do x as they are Y -- is unidiomatic. As likely to do x as they are Y is the correct idiom. Therefore E.
egmat
Anazeer wrote:
I chose D. why is it wrong? it is parallel right ? Can someone explain to me
Choice D is incorrect because it has a pronoun redundancy error, which makes the sentence quite awkward. To understand the same, let’s consider the following portion of the choice:
◦that drivers will be as likely
◦ that they will exceed the proposed speed limit…

In the above construction, the pronoun they refers to drivers. So, we end up with something like this: …that drivers will be as likely that drivers will exceed the proposed speed limit… Clearly, the above portion is not written well; it does not make sense to have the pronoun they, which stands for the noun drivers. Let’s understand this error a bit more with the help of an example. Consider the following sentence:

a.Teachers predict that students are as likely that they will not obey the new guidelines as they are the current ones.
There is no need to have a that construction after likely in the above sentence since it forces the use of a noun/pronoun later. Instead, whatever the students are likely to do, can be written in the following way:

b.Teachers predict that students are as likely to not obey the new guidelines as they are the current ones.
godot53
rocko911 wrote:
How can THEY not be ambiguous in E. please explain
Because pronoun ambiguity is the last thing you should look for. And, even if you look for, there must be splits between :
1. a pronoun and a noun
2. a singular pronoun and a plural pronoun
3. the presence and absence of pronoun - this is bit more complicated, because this can signal other requirements [ for example, here its comparison]
So, don't rely on pronoun ambiguity, unless you have a sentence such as : Jim and Jack went to the market and he....
Now, directly coming to your question, "they" is not ambiguous because of parallelism.
... that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are [likely to exceed] the current one.

EducationAisle
rocko911 wrote:
How can THEY not be ambiguous in E

Hi rocko911, yes, you could view this as pronoun ambiguity, but a couple of things:

i) Pronoun ambiguity is acceptable on GMAT. So, don't use this as a criterion to eliminate answer choices.
ii) Structurally, they is referring to drivers (since both are subjects of their respective clauses).

For test takers, it's important to understand the difference between an orphan pronoun (pronoun with no antecedent) and ambiguous pronoun (pronoun with multiple antecedents).

Orphan pronoun is always incorrect, while ambiguous pronoun is acceptable.
GMATGuruNY
CrackVerbalGMAT wrote:
Tense Shift:

If the verb tense changes from the first to the second half of the sentence, then the verb must not be omitted in the second half.

There is an exception to this rule.

Forms of to be include the following:
infinitive = to be.
simple past singular = was.
simple past plural = were.

OAs in the OGs:
Its numbers are now five times greater than when the use of DDT was sharply restricted.
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than last.

Implied comparisons:
Its numbers are now five times greater than [its numbers were] when the use of DDT was sharply restricted.
Heating-oil prices are expected to be higher this year than [heating-oil prices were] last [year].
In each case, the words in brackets are omitted, but their presence is implied.

As indicated by the verbs in red:
Both the antecedent verb in the first clause and the omitted verb in brackets are forms of to be.
The omitted verb in brackets is in the simple past tense.

As indicated by the modifiers in blue:
In each sentence, both clauses conclude with an adverb that refers to time.

The OAs above indicate that an omitted verb in the second clause may be in a different tense from the antecedent verb in the first clause if:
Both verbs are forms of to be.
The omitted verb is in the simple past tense.
Both clauses conclude with an adverb that refers to time.

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
This is a great example of a GMAT question that has to do with comparisons! Before we dive in, here is the original question with any major differences between the options highlighted in orange:

Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one.

(A) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
(B) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
(C) equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(D) as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(E) as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are

After a quick glance over the options, 2 major differences jumped out:

1. equally likely vs. as likely
2. as vs. as they are

Let's start with #1 on our list: equally likely vs. as likely. The proper idiomatic structure for each of these options are:

equally likely X and Y will happen (suggests both events will happen at the same time)
as likely X will happen as Y will happen (suggests that both events happen at separate times, but could end up turning out the same)

Since ALL of the options use some version of the phrase "as Y will happen" at the end of each one, we know that the first half of the comparison MUST include the "as likely X will happen" for the idiom to be complete.

(A) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
(B) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
(C) equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(D) as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(E) as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are

Therefore, we can eliminate options A, B, and C because they don't follow either idiom structure correctly.
Now, we're only left with options D and E! Let's now focus on #2: as vs. as they are. To make this a little easier to spot, I added in the non-underlined portion of the sentence to each option:

(D) Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one.
This option is INCORRECT because the wording of this is confusing and awkward. The phrase "that they will exceed" is not only written poorly, but also it might confuse readers into thinking we're now talking about traffic safety officials exceeding the speed limit, rather than the drivers!

(E) Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are the current one.
This option is CORRECT! It uses the right idiom structure "as likely that X will happen as Y will happen." It's also absolutely clear that the pronoun "they" is referring only to the drivers!
generis
Quote:
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one.
(A) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
(B) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
(C) equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(D) as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(E) as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
Jaytan1 wrote:
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as THEY ARE the current one.

Can someone explain "THEY ARE" refers to what? the drivers or speed limits?

Jaytan1 , sometimes it helps to simplify (shorten) the sentence and then "put back in" the words that have been omitted
Please note that speed limit is singular.

• Simplify and replace
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as THEY ARE the current one.

Now we have
Drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are the current one.

Find the verb or verb phrase that follows the first AS: likely to exceed

Place that phrase back into the sentence. Such placement may be enough to find the correct answer.
Drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are likely to exceed the current one.

• Still not clear? Then find the antecedent for "one."
-- One is a pronoun that indicates a single, definite part of a group of a collection.
-- Nikolai wanted to test drive the Ferrari. He had never driven one.

One is singular. In form, "one" can refer only to "speed limit."

Drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are likely to exceed the current speed limit.

So . . . who or what is likely to be exceeding any speed limits?
The drivers?
Or the speed limit? [image: :-D]

• Pronoun ambiguity allowed if the antecedent is obvious.

On the GMAT, if more than one noun can be the antecedent of the pronoun,
but context and logic make it clear which noun the pronoun SHOULD refer to, GMAC allows it.
Quote:
"Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will most likely exceed the proposed speed limit as with the (or just like) current speed limit." <--- is this sentence written right?

No, the sentence is not written correctly.
You are close, though. You could write:

• Correct: Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will BE AS likely TO exceed the proposed speed limit as [drivers are likely to exceed] the current speed limit.
• Correct: Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will BE AS likely TO exceed the proposed speed limit as the current speed limit.
The comparison must maintain the AS ________ AS words — literally, we have to repeat AS.

• Correct: Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will most likely exceed the proposed speed limit, just AS they do the current speed limit.
This time we have omitted "exceed" and replaced it with "do."

(Yes, I have purposely avoided the word "with.")

Hope that helps.

GMATNinja
utkbits wrote:
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as to exceed the current one.
Is the above sentence correct? Why do we really need to put 'they are' if 'to exceed' is present? Agree that without 'to exceed' it will produce ambiguity.

The problem with that example is that both "to exceed the proposed speed limit" and "to exceed the current one" now match up with the future tense verb ("will be"). So it sounds as though drivers WILL be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they WILL BE to exceed the current one.
Obviously exceeding the current speed limit in the future doesn't make any sense. In this case, it's better to include "they ARE" to illustrate the different times of the two actions.

But don't hurt too many brain cells trying to come up with your own answer choices -- leave that part to GMAC. If you understand why (E) is the best choice here, then you've done your job. [image: :)]
GMATNinja
Rajeet123 wrote:
daagh wrote:
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one.
(A) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
(B) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
(C) equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(D) as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(E) as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are

1. The intended sentence is-- Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are (likely to exceed) the current one. We may note the ellipsis here in full action for the sake of concision. Therefore, the Answer choice E is indeed complete.

2.The first step is to eliminate all the choices that miss the action verb in the second part, namely, ‘are’. Missing the verbal word will render the comparison wrong by treating the proposed speed itself as the current one. Then the essence of proposed loses relevance. Hence A, C and E can be dumped.
Now comes the idiom ‘as X as Y’ into play, wherein ‘as…. As’ is an essential ingredient. Hence, -will be equally likely to do x as they are Y -- is unidiomatic. As likely to do x as they are Y is the correct idiom. Therefore E.

I got stuck between A and E and eliminated E for the ambiguous use of "they". It could refer to the drivers or the officials. Where did I go wrong?
As pointed out in this post and as explained in this video, pronoun ambiguity isn’t an absolute rule.
There are several posts on this thread about (A), but two issues are:
1) We want "as likely as", not "equally likely as".
2) (A) seems to compare drivers to the current speed limit. I wouldn't eliminate based on that alone, but the comparison is much clearer in choice (E).
So, if you ignore the pronoun non-issue, (E) is the better choice!

ExpertsGlobal5
Here is a detailed explanation to this question-

ritjn2003 wrote:
Traffic safety officials predict that drivers will be equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as the current one.

(A) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as
(B) equally likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are
(C) equally likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(D) as likely that they will exceed the proposed speed limit as
(E) as likely to exceed the proposed speed limit as they are


Choice A: This answer choice incorrectly compares "the drivers" to "the current one"; This error is due to the omission of the verb in the second part of the comparison; when a comparison involves a tense shift, no verb can be omitted. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice B: This answer choice features the same error found in Option A. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.
Choice C: This answer choice utilizes the unidiomatic phrase "likely to"; furthermore, it is needlessly wordy and quite awkward due to the phrase "that they will". Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.
Choice D: This answer choice repeats the same idiom-related error found in Option C. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.
Choice E: This answer choice maintains correct idiom use and conveys the intended meaning of the sentence. Thus, this answer choice is correct.

All the best!
Experts' Global Team



EducationAisle
thealchemist89 wrote:
Doesn't the word following "as" have to be parallel with the other word that follows the other second "as."
Hi thealchemist89, for the most part, that would not happen, because in the idiom as X as Y, X and Y serve different purposes: X is generally an adjective (the attribute that the idiom is trying to emphasize), while Y is a noun (the entity whose attribute the idiom is comparing with).

For example;
He is as big as an elephant.
Big is an adjective while elephant is a noun.
AjiteshArun
Deadpool3 wrote:
Could you please confirm if the below sentences are correct?
When it comes to calorie content, an apple is AS good AS a mango.
When it comes to calorie content, an apple is AS good AS a mango is.
Hi Deadpool3,

Dropping the is does not create any ambiguity, because good is an adjective. Another (similar) example:
1. He is as tall as his brother (is tall).
2. He is as tall as his brother is (tall).

(1) is very clear, so there is no need to add an is.











52.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/combining-enormous-physical-strength-with-higher-intelligence-the-nea-87777.html#p634339
Combining enormous physical strength with higher intelligence, the Neanderthals appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path, but their relatively sudden disappearance during the paleolithic era indicates that an inability to adapt to some environmental change led to their extinction.

(A) appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(B) appear to have been equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(C) appear as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(D) appeared as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(E) appeared to have been equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
EMPOWERgmatVerbal

Let's tackle this question, one issue at a time, and narrow it down to the correct answer! First, here is the original question with the major differences between options highlighted in orange:

Combining enormous physical strength with higher intelligence, the Neanderthals appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path, but their relatively sudden disappearance during the paleolithic era indicates that an inability to adapt to some environmental change led to their extinction.

(A) appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(B) appear to have been equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(C) appear as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(D) appeared as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(E) appeared to have been equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,

After a quick glance over the options, a few key differences stand out:
1. appear(ed) as / appear(ed) to have been
2. equipped for facing / equipped to face
3. path / paths

Let's start with #1 on our list: appear(ed) as / appear(ed) to have been. While this may look complicated, it's really just a matter of verb tense and meaning. Here is what each of these structures really means:
appear(ed) as --> present tense --> Neanderthals still exist and are equipped to face obstacles
appear(ed) to have been --> past tense --> Neanderthals don't still exist, but they were equipped for obstacles in the past
Since we know that the Neanderthals are extinct because of what's written later in the sentence, we know that we can rule out any sentences that suggest Neanderthals still exist in present day. 
Let's see how each option breaks down:

(A) appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(B) appear to have been equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(C) appear as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(D) appeared as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(*While option D is technically past tense, it's not idiomatically correct to say "appeared as" in this case. Saying "appeared to have been" is clearer.)
(E) appeared to have been equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,

We can eliminate options A, C, & D because they place Neanderthals as alive in present day, which they are certainly not.

Next, let's tackle #2 on our list: equipped for facing / equipped to face. This is an issue of idioms! While the phrases "equipped to" and "equipped for" are both grammatically correct, there is a rule for what is allowed to come after them:

equipped to + VERB (Our new car is equipped to drive in icy conditions.)
equipped for + NOUN (My family is well equipped for a tornado.)

Let's see how the remaining options hold up against this rule:

(B) appear to have been equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,

This is CORRECT because it uses the structure equipped to + VERB correctly.

(E) appeared to have been equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,

This is INCORRECT because it uses a verb after "equipped for," when the rule states that it can only be followed by a noun.







blueseas

Combining enormous physical strength with higher intelligence, the Neanderthals appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path, but their relatively sudden disappearance during the Paleolithic era indicates that an inability to adapt to some environmental change led to their extinction.

(A) appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(B) appear to have been equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(C) appear as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(D) appeared as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(E) appeared to have been equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,

some theory first:
use of as
1. for comparison: ex: Amy takes care of the children in the day care as a mother does.
2. for simultaneous action: ex: As I was traveling in the subway, I noticed attended bags underneath the seat.
3. for giving reason: ex: Mary has substituted green tea for coffee as she wants to cut down her caffeine consumption.
4. for presenting role or function: ex: As an elder sister, Emma takes care of her siblings very well.

now coming to the question:

Now as we read the sentence we cant find any: comparison,simultaneous action,reason,or presenting any role.
so the use of "as" is wrong here.
therefore option A, C, D are out.

now we have B and E.
(B) appear to have been equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(E) appeared to have been equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,

OPTION E has 2 errors:
firstly:
appeared to have been equipped=====> use of appeared changes the meaning ...it means they appeared in the past but the context of the sentence is in present tense...

secondly:
for facing is unidiomatic.
more to share:
the use "have been" after "TO"...doesn’t mean it is in present perfect "......it is no longer a verb and now its an infinitive. so it is talking about the past.

jade3
As …as is idiom; and Choice A, C and D are out for the same reason

As for choice B the verb “appear” has invisible object “us” (appear to whom). As we are talking “the Neanderthals” in the present context. A present verb is required. Hence the correct answer.
pleonasm
The issue here is with 'appear as equipped to ..... ' . 'Appear as' indicates comparison but there's nothing to compare to in the sentence. So option B corrects that by using the correct usage of 'appear to have been equipped .....'. Hope this helps.
BMindful
Combining enormous physical strength with higher intelligence, the Neanderthals appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path, but their relatively sudden disappearance during the Paleolithic era indicates that an inability to adapt
to some environmental change led to their extinction.

(D) appeared as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths, >"red" seems to be consistent in past tense
And the "relatively sudden disappearance" implies that Neanderthals is no longer "appear" but "appeared".
rathoreaditya81
BMindful wrote:
Combining enormous physical strength with higher intelligence, the Neanderthals appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path, but their relatively sudden disappearance during the Paleolithic era indicates that an inability to adapt to some environmental change led to their extinction.

(D) appeared as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,-->"red" seems to be consistent in past tense
And the "relatively sudden disappearance" implies that Neanderthals is no longer "appear"but "appeared".

MindFul,
Your interpretation of appear/appeared seems to be wrong. It is now that Neanderthals 'appear' equipped, it is not that they appeared quipped. In the Paleolithic age, Neanderthals were either equipped or not equipped to face the circumstances and apparently they weren't as they disappeared.
The tone of the sentence is in present tense as hence it should be appear and not appeared.
I hope I am clear. Guys please comment as well.


PTK
The idiom is "appear to be" not "appear as".

Appear as - may exist in the following sentence: It appears as if/as though I was wrong

Usage of ‘appear’ according to Cambridge Advanced Learner's Dictionary:
You've got to appear (to be) calm in an interview even if you're terrified underneath.
To people who don't know him he probably appears (to be) rather unfriendly.
Things aren't always what they appear to be.
[+ to infinitive] She appears to actually like the man, which I find incredible.
There appears to be some mistake.
[+ (that)] It appears (that) she left the party alone.
It appears to me (that) (= I think that) we need to make some changes.
FORMAL It would appear (that) (= It seems that) nobody on board the aircraft actually had a licence to fly it.
[+ adverb or preposition] It appears as if/as though I was wrong.
Everything was not as it appeared - secret deals had been done.
I know how it must appear, but it's not really as bad as it looks.
"Has he left?" "It appears not/so."
plumber250
honchos wrote:
OA is B, Can some faculty explain why it is ‘appear not appeared’, I am getting Confused.

Hi Honchos,
Let me see if I can help.

To state the obvious.

appear = present tense
appeared = past tense

Now which is correct here?
We are looking NOW at something that happened in the past.

So therefore, you need present tense. It 'appear(s)' to us NOW that something happened in the past.






egmat
bagdbmba wrote:
rgarg1nortel wrote:
Combining enormous physical strength with higher intelligence, the Neanderthals appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path, but their relatively sudden disappearance during the Paleolithic era indicates that an inability to adapt to some environmental change led to their extinction.

(A) appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(B) appear to have been equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(C) appear as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(D) appeared as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(E) appeared to have been equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
What could be the answer and why?
Hi e-GMAT,
Why E is incorrect ? Is it because of 'for facing' in place of 'to face' only or the verb 'appeared' instead of 'appear' is also responsible?
I chose B over E because of the first reason but I'm not sure about the second one.
Hi bagdbmba,
Choice E is incorrect for two reasons:
1. Use of past tense verb "appeared" is incorrect. This is so because this tense denotes that the Neanderthals in the past only appeared to be equipped... It has got no bearing in the present. However, this is not the intended meaning. This sentence presents some general facts about Neanderthals. So the information must be written in simple present tense to denote that universal fact.

2. Yes, "for facing" is also incorrect here as it fails to present the intent of being equipped.

---Shraddha
honchos
This is not an easy one, lets move gradually with splits.

appear Vs appeared split

We need a present tense verb.
We can eliminate D and E.

the Neanderthals appear ................................, but their .......................... indicates [This is the clue and the decision point top select present time verb ‘appear’.]
appear and indicates both are present tense verb and hence parallel.

‘equipped to-equipped for’. This is an Idiomatic split. ‘equipped to’ is the correct Idiom.
So A and E are out.
We are down to B and C.

Understanding the meaning and Sequence of tense:
Something is appearing to us now, but in past (the Neanderthals).

There is a tricky and very subtle contrast, you have to understand here how often GMAT uses contrast and mix it with the sequencing of tenses, you will find 3-4 questions like this in Gmat prep question pack 1 that has a total 75 SC question.

C is unable to justify the contrast and leaves some ounce of ambiguous thought. so the selection of B over C is based on sequence of tenses, meaning and contrast, have been clearly confirms that something is in past and is appearing to us/author in the present, but it no more exists. indicates was the clue to have this decision without any ambiguity.
chetan2u
Combining enormous physical strength with higher intelligence, the Neanderthals appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path, but their relatively sudden disappearance during the Paleolithic era indicates that an inability to adapt to some environmental change led to their extinction.

(A) appear as equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(B) appear to have been equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their path,
(C) appear as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(D) appeared as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,
(E) appeared to have been equipped for facing any obstacle the environment could put in their path,

hi smartyguy,

firstly here the modifier 'Neanderthals' is correctly used and is also in non underlined portion...
what else is this question testing....
1) appear as vs appear to...
appear as someone/something eg.. moon appears as a ball from earth...
appear to be... as in this case, appear to have been equipped is correct..
2) appear vs appeared..
as we are talking of future in past ('could' shows future of a past event ).... and also we are talking in present about a past incident.. appear wins over appeared..
3) a small point .. in most cases you will find infinitive form equipped to face better than equipped for facing..

if we see above three points only B remains...
EducationAisle
Ergenekon wrote:
Difficult question. In order to correctly answer this question, I think one needs to know about 'perfect infinitive'.

Strictly speaking, even without knowing perfect infinitives, the correct answer can be arrived at, through process of elimination.

equipped to is the right idiom and so, A and E are out. C and D use paths, but since the sentence refers to the Neanderthals collectively as a species, the use of paths is incorrect.

Nevertheless, knowledge of ‘perfect infinitives’ can come in handy on GMAT, because they can indeed be tested and are very flexible: They can act either as present perfect, past perfect or (in some rare cases) as simple past, and always indicate that the action in the perfect infinitive happened before the action of the ‘main verb’ of the clause.

chetan2u
Naina1 wrote:
If in C we replace paths with path, will that be the correct sentence?
hi Naina1,
what is this question testing....
1) appear as vs appear to...
appear as someone/something eg.. moon appears as a ball from earth...
appear to be... as in this case, appear to have been equipped is correct..
2) appear vs appeared..
as we are talking of future in past ('could' shows future of a past event ).... and also we are talking in present about a past incident.. appear wins over appeared..
3) a small point .. in most cases you will find infinitive form equipped to face better than equipped for facing..

lets see choice C if paths is changed to path..
(C) appear as equipped to face any obstacle the environment could put in their paths,

as you can see appear as is not appropriate here .. appear to is better used here..
sayantanc2k
nainy05 wrote:
The option D isn't correctly typed in the question. I think it should have "paths" in the end.
In my opinion, "path" is OK. It is not meant that each Neanderthal had a different path. As a group they had a path, though "paths" would also be alright.
sayantanc2k
avijit8888 wrote:
Why is "appear to have been equipped" in Option C better than "appeared to have been equipped" in Option D?
It is talking about past; why is "appeared" incorrect?

The split "appear" / "appeared" is only to confuse the candidates - both are correct. Option D is wrong because of use of the wrong idiom " appear as".

The thought process for solving this problem may go as follows:
Split 1: "appear / "appeared": both make sense - cannot eliminate any option.
Split 2: "appear as" / "appear to be": "appear as" wrong - means to come in sight as something (e.g., He appeared as a joker in the circus.) Eliminate A,C and D.
Split 3: "to face" / "for facing": "for facing" wrong - purpose requires use of infinitive "to face" - eliminate E.
Correct Option B.

Skywalker18
avijit8888 wrote:
Why is "appear to have been equipped" in Option C better than "appeared to have been equipped" in Option D?
It is talking about past; why is "appeared" incorrect?

simdang wrote:
I do not 100% understand why the OA of this question is B.
As I thought this question is stating about neanderthals (a kind of human from the past) so the tense should be past simple -> I omit A, B, and C.
We have the idiom "appear to V" and it is "to V"; therefore, why can't we state "appear to be equipped" but "appear to have been equipped" like the OA?

Ron's answer -

by default, "appear" is in the present tense, since we're talking about the way these things appear to present-day observers.

if there were a context that would place "appear" in the past, then you could use the past tense. for instance: to nineteenth-century observers, they appeared to have been equipped...
but, absent such a context, you should go with the present, for simplicity (the default assumption is that this "appears" to be the case to present observers).
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
in this case, you've also got parallelism between "appear" and "indicates", two descriptions that both describe observations made in the present.
since "indicates" is not underlined, that determines the tense context. so your other observation, which is made at the same time, should be parallel to it.
-- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
"to have VERBed" is a type of infinitive that refers to actions in a timeframe previous to the timeframe of the sentence itself. this is actually the only kind of infinitive that can do this, so it will take the same form regardless of the tense of the main clause.

so, if you write
"the students seem to have cheated"
then
* the sentence itself is in the present ("seem"). so, the sentence is talking about the way things appear to a present observer.
* according to that present observer, it seems to be the case that the students cheated at some point in the past.

if you write
"the students seemed to have cheated"
then
* the sentence itself is in the past ("seemed"). so, the sentence is talking about the way things appeared to a past observer.
* according to that past observer, it seems to be the case that the students cheated at some point earlier in the past.

Mitch's answer:

In English, we have two infinitive tenses: the present infinitive (TO + VERB) and the perfect infinitive (TO + HAVE + PAST PARTICIPLE).

The present infinitive expresses CONTEMPORANEOUS action (an action happening AT THE SAME TIME as the main action):
John IS proud TO BE president.
Here, John IS proud (in the present) TO BE president (also in the present).

The perfect infinitive expresses PRIOR action (an action that happened PRIOR to the main action):
John IS proud TO HAVE BEEN president.
Here, John IS proud (in the present) TO HAVE BEEN president (in the past).

One definition of ‘to appear’ is to seem.
The intention of the SC above is to discuss WHAT SEEMS TO BE TRUE about the Neanderthals.  
The Neanderthals appear to have been equipped to face any obstacle.. 
Here, the Neanderthals APPEAR (in other words, they SEEM -- right now, in the present) TO HAVE BEEN EQUIPPED (in the past). 




AjiteshArun
thealchemist89 wrote:
I get the justification of "appear" vs "appeared." However, I eliminated "appear" do to the plural form instead of the single form "appears" to match with the Neanderthals." Is "appear" one of those verbs that can appear plural or singular.
Hi thealchemist89,

The Neanderthals is, in fact, plural, so appear is correct.

The singular is Neanderthal, and that would need appears.
AjiteshArun
hamed288 wrote:
I understand that in this example "Appear" needs to be followed by "To". what I am puzzled with is the use of "Have + P.P"; the state of being equipped is something that was happened and completed in the past so its effect is. Shouldn't we use "appear to had been equipped" instead?
Hi hamed288,

The to here introduces an infinitive. Infinitives are not full verbs, and the only form we can use after the to in an infinitive is the plain (simplest) form. The plain form of have is have.

In other words, we should not apply our knowledge of tenses to infinitives, as infinitives are not (full) verbs.












53.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/among-the-tsonga-a-bantu-speaking-group-of-tribes-in-southeastern-afr-241546.html#p1860804
Among the Tsonga, a Bantu-speaking group of tribes in southeastern Africa, dance teams represent their own chief at the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for food, drink, and lodging.

(A) the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for
(B) the court of another and provide entertainment in return for
(C) the court of the other, so as to provide entertainment as a return on
(D) each other's court, entertainment being provided in return for
(E) another's court and provide entertainment as a return on
sayantanc2k
Lucy Phuong wrote:
Dear expert GMATNinja, can you please elaborate on how to decide between (A) and (B)? In other words, how does "each other" differ from "another" in this sentence?
Thank you.

"Each Other" is used when the whole group performs an act mutually.
The attendants shook hands with each other...... "The attendants" is a group.

"Another" is used when an individual/individuals of the group is/are referred to.
The captain shook hands with another (captain)... "The captain" is an individual.

Here you would notice that an individual is referred to, not a group: "their chief" is an individual. Hence "another" is correct. The intended meaning is:
The dance teams represented their own chief in the court of another chief.

neptune28
Lucy Phuong wrote:
What happened to me is that initially I thought "another"/"each other" refered to [another/ each other dance team]. That's why I was confused between A and B. I think the reason might be I don't understand intended meaning of the sentence. To speak explicitly, I don't understand meaning of "in the court of", thus not knowing that it should take "chief", rather than "dance teams" as its object.

Could me help explain this phrase? Thank you.
It's a goofy sentence, but that's the GMAT for you. [image: ;)] Basically, the sentence is stating that multiple dance teams represent each chief. But is that really the intended meaning? It makes more sense that only one dance team would represent each chief. So, I think it would be clearer if the sentence read: "a dance team represents its own chief at the court of another" or else "dance teams represent their own chiefs at the courts of other chiefs."
GMATNinja
neptune28 wrote:
It's a goofy sentence, but that's the GMAT for you.
Agreed!

Lucy Phuong wrote:
Yea the point is that if I had known that "in the court of + .... [chief]" (instead of "in the court of .... [dance teams]", then I would have chosen "another". The core reason is still what is the meaning of "in the court of"??? Can you tell me the phrase's meaning? neptune28. Thanks!

I'm probably too late to be useful here, @Lucy_Phuong, but "court" here refers to the domain of a king or chief or other ruler. So in (B), "dance teams represent their own chief in the court of another" means that the dance teams are going to another chief's... "kingdom", I guess, in exchange for food and lodging.

And if it helps at all, I can't think of a single official GMAT question that mentions the courts of chiefs, so don't lose too much sleep over the vocabulary here. [image: :)]
sayantanc2k
OreoShake wrote:
sayantanc2k wrote:
Lucy Phuong wrote:
Dear expert GMATNinja, can you please elaborate on how to decide between (A) and (B)? In other words, how does "each other" differ from "another" in this sentence?
-----
"Each Other" is used when the whole group performs an act mutually.
The attendants shook hands with each other...... "The attendants" is a group.

"Another" is used when an individual/individuals of the group is/are referred to.
The captain shook hands with another (captain)... "The captain" is an individual.
Here you would notice that an individual is referred to, not a group: "their chief" is an individual. Hence "another" is correct. The intended meaning is:
The dance teams represented their own chief in the court of another chief.
---
Isnt 'another' quite vague? Shouldnt 'other' be better suited for referring to the dance team? Thanks.
"Another" literally is the word "other" with an indefinite preposition "an" before, i.e. "an + other". Here including the indefinite preposition "an" is preferred since the other team is not a definite one. Hence "another" is better than just "other".
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Let's take a look at this question, one problem at a time, and determine which option is the best one! There are many ways to attack this question, but let's focus on the quickest way to get to the correct answer!

To get started, here is the original question with any major differences between each option highlighted in orange:

Among the Tsonga, a Bantu-speaking group of tribes in southeastern Africa, dance teams represent their own chief at the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for food, drink, and lodging.

(A) the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for
(B) the court of another and provide entertainment in return for
(C) the court of the other, so as to provide entertainment as a return on
(D) each other's court, entertainment being provided in return for
(E) another's court and provide entertainment as a return on

Right away, we can see two major differences between each option:

1. How they begin (refer to only two tribes / refer to many tribes)
2. How they end (in return for / as a return for / as a return on)

There are other differences, but these two are the easiest to spot and deal with quickly. To begin, let's tackle #1 on our list: how each option begins. The Tsonga is a group of several tribes, with each tribe having its own dance team. Each tribe is able to visit any other tribe it wants, and then provide entertainment to gain access to food, drink, and lodging.

However, some of the options below make it sound like there are only 2 tribes who send dance troupes to each other, rather than all of the tribes being able to visit any other tribe. So let's take a look at each option, and rule out any that are unclear or sound like only 2 tribes are involved:

(A) the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for
This is wrong because saying "each other" means we're only talking about 2 tribes visiting each other, instead of one tribe visiting any other tribe it wants.

(B) the court of another and provide entertainment in return for
This is okay because "another" means the dance troupe can visit any of the other troupes, not just one.

(C) the court of the other, so as to provide entertainment as a return on
This is wrong because "the other" suggests there is only one other tribe they can travel to, which isn't true.

(D) each other's court, entertainment being provided in return for
This is wrong because "each other's" suggests the 2 tribes always trade dance troupes, which isn't always the case.

(E) another's court and provide entertainment as a return on
This is okay because "another's court" means the dance troupe can visit any of the other tribes it wants, not just one.

We can eliminate options A, C, and D because they incorrectly state there are only 2 tribes involved in this behavior, not ALL of the tribes!

Now that we're left with only options B and E to choose from, let's try #2 on our list: their endings (in return for / as a return on). Whenever we talk about two people or groups exchanging something, we say:

X is doing [insert action here] in exchange for Y
OR
X is doing [insert action here] in return for Y

Let's see which of our remaining options uses this correctly:

(B) the court of another and provide entertainment in return for

This is the CORRECT answer! It's clear that we're talking about several tribes being able to visit any other tribe it wants, and it's clear that they provide entertainment in exchange for / in return for food, drink, and lodging!

(E) another's court and provide entertainment as a return on

This is INCORRECT because it says that the tribe's dance troupe provides entertainment as a return on food, drink, and lodging. This not only sounds awkward, but it also suggests that tribes provide entertainment after they've already been given food, drink, and lodging, which doesn't really make sense.
AdityaHongunti
Instead of weighing in on such idiom as "each other "

There is a definitive decision point.
GMAT DOES NOT WEIGH IN ON IDIOMS ANYMORE AS MUCH AS IT USED TO.

AN INCORRECT CHOICE IS RATHER INCORRECT FOR ONLY 2 REASONS-
MEANING OR GRAMMATICAL ERROR or both.

There is a clear decision point between A and B

Intended meaning of the sentence- in certain tribe , dance teams represent their chief at the court of another chief. They provide entertainment and in return receive some objects.

A- dance teams represent their own chief at the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for food, drink, and lodging.

Meaning- dance teams REPRESENT their own chief. Providing(verbing mod) entertainment in return for....
Here providing is in VERB-ING form supposed to work in either of the 3 ways,Viz.,

1.modifying action ( Telling "how" the action is done)
2.modifyimg action( specifying generic information )
3.RESULT OF THE ACTION.

Now the "providing " does not fit in any of the 3 modifier brakcets. It cannot be the result of the dance teams representing their chief , It cannot be the " how" or generic information because "providing " and "represent" are independent action and are stand alone.

B- the court of another and provide entertainment in return for

Meaning- here represent and provide are independently placed and hence the emphasis is put on each action equally. Dance teams do what? Represent and provide. 2 simple actions which are completely independent.

NOTE- GMAT = HOW MUCH IS GIVEN + HOW MUCH CAN I EXTRACT.
GMAT IS MORE OF A PRACTICAL EXAM THAN BASED ON SET OF RULES. THE MORE YOU GET TO KNOW HOW GMAT WORKS IS THE MORE YOU UNDERSTAND THAT RULES ARE RATHER A VERY SMALL PART OF GMAT. INDEED RULES ARE IMPORTANT TO FOLLOW BUT ONE CAN MASTER GMAT SC IF HE'S A MASTET IN UNDERSTANDING THE REAL MEANING OF EACH SENTENCE IRRESPECTIVE OF THE SECTION (RC SC CR).

TIP- READ AS MUCH AS YOU CAN. READ GMAT LIKE MATERIAL AND TRY TO UNDERSTAND EACH SENTENCE. TRUST ME.
GMATNinja
Received a really interesting question about this one on our Ask Me Anything About SC thread, and figured I'd post it here, just in case it helps anybody:

Quote:
Could you please help me explain more the usage of "each other", "another" and "the other" in this official question?

Among the Tsonga, a Bantu-speaking group of tribes in southeastern Africa, dance teams represent their own chief at the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for food, drink, and lodging.
(A) the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for
(B) the court of another and provide entertainment in return for
(C) the court of the other, so as to provide entertainment as a return on

I have read the OG explanation, as well as explanation for this question from this thread https://gmatclub.com/forum/among-the-ts ... 41546.html but I'm not quite sure whether I understand exactly their difference.

Here is what I think:

1. There are only 2 definite objects or people in a group. If 1 object is already mentioned, "the other" will be used to refer to the second object. 
On the other hand, when there are more than 2 objects, "another" will be used to refer to any other objects in this group.

2. "each other" is used when there are at least 2 objects or people in a group.
For example:
My friend, Nicole and I exchanged gifts with each other last Christmas.
Our group exchanged gifts with each other last Christmas.
However, I can't distinguish between the usage of "each other" and "another" because it seems to me that "another" can be used to replace "each other" in "our group" example above

Please correct me. Thank you very much!

I'm not sure that you’ll ever see this particular issue again in an actual GMAT question, but it’s oddly interesting. My first instinct was that your explanations were spot-on, and it took me a while to figure out what was missing.

You’re right that the term “each other” would be used when there are at least 2 objects or people in a group. But the thing you’re missing is that “each other” suggests that everybody in the group is performing the same, reciprocal action. Using your examples:
“My friend, Nicole and I exchanged gifts with each other last Christmas.” – You and Nicole BOTH perform the action of exchanging gifts.
“[Everybody in] our group exchanged gifts with each other last Christmas.” – EVERYBODY in the group performs the action of exchanging gifts.
Back to answer choice (A) from the OG question:

Quote:
Among the Tsonga, a Bantu-speaking group of tribes in southeastern Africa, dance teams represent their own chief at the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for food, drink, and lodging.
(A) the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for
(B) the court of another and provide entertainment in return for
(C) the court of the other, so as to provide entertainment as a return on

(A) doesn’t quite make sense. “Each other” has to refer to “dance teams”, right? So then the sentence seems to say that dance teams represent their own chief at the court of other dance teams. And that’s pretty weird: have you ever heard of a dance team with its own royal court?

(Speaking as a veteran of quite a few dance companies: we were lucky if the dance company had its own dressing room, let alone a royal court. Once, I had to change costumes 17 times during a single show – and had to do the costume changes in a hallway. I am not making this up. There were also some very interesting wardrobe malfunctions on opening night, but you really don't want to hear about my accidental moments of near-nudity in front of live audiences…)

Anyway, (B) seems clearer: “another” can now refer to a chief, instead of a dance team. So now that makes sense: “dance teams represent their own chief at the court of another chief.” Nice.

And (C) is odd, too: “the other” suggests that there’s only one other chief, or one other dance team. Neither of those quite work: “dance teams represent their own chief at the court of the other chief…”? Which other chief? Or if it’s “dance teams represent their own chief at the court of the other dance team”, that’s still weird: which other dance team are we talking about?

So for that reason, (B) seems to be the best of the three.

AjiteshArun
pollymonkey wrote:
Can each other refer to "tribes" rather than "dance teams"? "A tribe has a court" sounds reasonable...
Not in this case. Read just the part that has "each other's":

Among the Tsonga, a Bantu-speaking group of tribes in southeastern Africa, dance teams represent their own chief at each other's court...
VeritasKarishma
Sarjaria84 wrote:
hazelnut wrote:
Among the Tsonga, a Bantu-speaking group of tribes in southeastern Africa, dance teams represent their own chief at the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for food, drink, and lodging.

(A) the court of each other, providing entertainment in return for
(B) the court of another and provide entertainment in return for
(C) the court of the other, so as to provide entertainment as a return on
(D) each other's court, entertainment being provided in return for
(E) another's court and provide entertainment as a return on

I am now confused after reading few answers, which mention that the usage of 'providing' as a Verb + 'ing' is incorrect in option 'A'. However, I think the usage is correct as 'providing' modifies the verb 'represent' in the previous clause and tells us about some additional information, as in the teams 'represent' their chiefs and provide entertainment in return for food and other things.

Is there a gap in my understanding here?
Saurabh, "providing" in option (A) is not correct. "represent" and "provide" need to be independent verbs. "providing" does not explain "represent". They don't represent their chiefs by providing entertainment. They represent their chiefs and provide entertainment.

Look at a simpler example:
I will read the text and will write its summary. (Two independent actions of reading and writing) - Correct
I will read the text, writing its summary. (‘writing its summary’ doesn't explain reading the text so writing should not be a modifier) - Not correct
















54.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/regulators-are-likely-to-end-what-are-in-effect-long-standing-exempt-294377.html#p2266139
Regulators are likely to end what are, in effect, long-standing exemptions permitting pilots of small turboprop aircraft at small carriers to fly as much as 20 percent more hours per month than pilots at larger airlines fly, with the consequence that some carriers could be forced to hire additional pilots.

A. as much as 20 percent more hours per month than pilots at larger airlines fly, with the consequence that
B. as many as 20 percent more hours per month as pilots at larger airlines, and
C. more hours per month, as much as 20 percent, than pilots at larger airlines; consequently
D. as much as 20 percent more hours per month as larger airlines’ pilots, so
E. as many as 20 percent more hours per month than pilots at larger airlines do, and consequently

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Let's tackle this question, one problem at a time, and narrow it down to the right answer quickly! To begin, let's take a quick scan over the options and highlight any major differences in orange:

Regulators are likely to end what are, in effect, long-standing exemptions permitting pilots of small turboprop aircraft at small carriers to fly as much as 20 percent more hours per month than pilots at larger airlines fly, with the consequence that some carriers could be forced to hire additional pilots.

A. as much as 20 percent more hours per month than pilots at larger airlines fly, with the consequence that
B. as many as 20 percent more hours per month as pilots at larger airlines, and
C. more hours per month, as much as 20 percent, than pilots at larger airlines; consequently
D. as much as 20 percent more hours per month as larger airlines’ pilots, so
E. as many as 20 percent more hours per month than pilots at larger airlines do, and consequently

After a quick scan over the options, there are a few things we can focus on to narrow down our choices:

1. as much as vs. as many as (Idioms)
2. than vs. as (Comparisons/Idioms)
3. how each option ends (Meaning/Punctuation/Conjunctions)

Let's start with #1 on our list: as much as vs. as many as. This is a common grammar issue people often get mixed up, so here is a quick lesson on when to use "as much as" versus "as many as":
as much as = non-countable nouns & percentages
That pair of shoes costs as much as my last month's rent!
The failure rate for this class can be as much as 25 percent.

as many as = countable nouns
There will be as many as 250 people at our graduation party.
My coworkers work as many as 15 percent more hours than I do each week.

So let's take a closer look at our options and eliminate the ones that don't use the correct idiom:

A. as much as 20 percent more hours per month than pilots at larger airlines fly, with the consequence that
B. as many as 20 percent more hours per month as pilots at larger airlines, and
C. more hours per month, as much as 20 percent, than pilots at larger airlines; consequently
D. as much as 20 percent more hours per month as larger airlines’ pilots, so
E. as many as 20 percent more hours per month than pilots at larger airlines do, and consequently

We can eliminate options A, C, & D because they don't use the correct "as many as" to refer to "hours," which are countable.

Now that we have it narrowed down to only 2 options, let's take a closer look at each one to find any other problems. Remember, we can look at "than/as" and how each option ends to determine if they create a clear and concise statement!

B. as many as 20 percent more hours per month as pilots at larger airlines, and
This is INCORRECT for a couple reasons. First, when comparing two items, we must use "X is more than Y," and not "X is more as Y." Second, the comparisons aren't parallel. This sentence compares the hours pilots at smaller carriers fly to pilots at larger airlines. Comparing hours flown to pilots isn't parallel - we must compare hours to hours!

E. as many as 20 percent more hours per month than pilots at larger airlines do, and consequently
This is CORRECT! It uses the correct idioms "as many as" and "X is more than Y." It also compares the hours that pilots at smaller carriers fly to the hours pilots at larger airlines fly, which is parallel.

There you have it - option E is the correct choice! If you can become familiar with common idioms and comparison rules, these types of questions are much easier to tackle on the GMAT exam when you spot them!




VeritasPrepBrian
An interesting thing going on in this problem is that two different comparison structures are being used:

1) "as much/many as" (in "as many as 20% more")

2) "more than" ("twenty percent more hours than other pilots")

This can make it difficult to notice, but in choices (B) and (D) if you're looking for fatal, 100% wrong flaws, you can note that the "more hours than" comparison isn't completed with a "than," so those are completely wrong on that basis.

Then also you're dealing with a singular/plural issue with "much" vs. "many." Because the noun being modified is "hours," a plural noun, you should use "many" (e.g. "I studied for many hours") and not "much" (I studied for much hours??). Since (A), (C), and (D) all make that error, you can see that you're left with only (E) as the correct answer.

daagh
The number (singular/plural) of a percentage is decided by what that percentage refers to. If it is a plural noun, then the percentage is plural and if the noun is singular, the percentage is singular.

Example of plural

1. 50 percent of the candidates have scored 800 in GMAT'
Here 'candidates' is plural and therefore, 50% is plural and the verb is the plural 'have scored"

2. 50% of the people in Chennai use mineral water for their toilets because of severe water shortage.
'People' is plural, therefore 50% is plural, and the verb is the plural 'use'.

Examples of singular

1. Nearly 80% of the rainfall is lost to the sea in the coastal regions. Here, rainfall is singular and hence 80% is (effectively meaning a quantum) singular and the verb is the singular 'is'.
2. 100% of the milk supplied in big cities is derived from rural areas. Milk is singular and hence 100 % is singular.




EMPOWERgmatVerbal
nlx23 wrote:
EMPOWERgmatVerbal : you mentioned that as much as can be used for percentages and non countables. the current question also has usage of percentage but it got considered as to be used for hours and hence countable. So How do we decide in these percent sentences where to use much and where to use many.

Hello nlx23!

Thank you for your question! I know this can be a tricky one, especially when percentages get involved! Here is another way to determine if you need "as much as" or "as many as" when you see a percentage:

If the percentage is the only thing you see = as much as

The students raised their SAT scores by as much as 15 percent.
(There is nothing countable attached to the percentage. Percentages by themselves are not countable nouns.)

If the percentage is followed up by "more/less/fewer" and a countable noun = as many as

The marketing team's new social media campaign brought in as many as 20 percent more new users this quarter.
(The term "users" is countable, so we need to use "as many as." The percentage is just there to tell you how many more users they got. It works the same as saying that they brought in "as many as 20 new users.")
CrackVerbalGMAT
When you see a lengthy sentence such as this, it is always good to read it and scan the options to understand what the problem areas are.

Here we have choices between as many as vs as much as; than vs as; and different forms of ‘consequently’ at the end.

The trick here that got me was overlooking the ’20% more hours’ that was in the sentence. When it is just 20%, the idiomatic expression is ‘as much as 20%’. But here the right expression is ‘as many as 20% more hours’ since this is a countable figure.

Once we figure this out, we can safely eliminate options A, C, and D.

Now, it’s down to options B and E.
With B, you notice that there is actually a simple comparison error being made. Idiomatically, it should be ‘more hours per hour than Y’. Plus, comparison here seems to be between hours and pilots, which is incorrect.

So we can toss B and choose E which is the right answer.
55.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/in-some-types-of-pine-tree-a-thick-layer-of-needles-protects-the-buds-220379.html#p1697410
In some types of pine tree, a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well.

(A) a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well

(B) a thick needle layer protects buds from where new growth proceeds, so that they can withstand forest fires relatively well

(C) a thick layer of needles protect the buds from which new growth proceeds; thus, they are able to withstand relatively well any forest fires

(D) since the buds from which new growth proceeds are protected by a thick needle layer, consequently they can therefore withstand forest fires relatively well

(E) because the buds where new growth happens are protected by a thick layer of needles, they are able to withstand forest fires relatively easily as a result

daagh
D) since the buds from which new growth proceeds are protected by a thick layer needle layer, consequently they can, therefore, withstand forest fires relatively well

D’s most pressing problem arises from the redundancy of two adverbs namely, 'consequently and therefore.' Also, the use of the subordinate conjunction since and the adverb ‘consequently’ is jarring. Furthermore, one can notice some weird structure in D. While in C, the proceeds is a verb meaning follows’ in D, because the verb -are protected- is placed next to the word ‘proceeds,’ proceeds tends to become a plural noun meaning --the resultant products or outcome--. The correct way of presenting the structure would have been to set off the modifier part-- from which new growth proceeds – within a pair of commas as follows. - since the buds, from which new growth proceeds, are protected by a thick layer needle ….
Nick90
A vs. B: from which vs from where -----> from where is used from places and from which is used for items or things . From which is correct. 

A vs. C a thick layer (singular) thus protects is needed .

A vs D D is passive . Also "therefore" used is redundant when since/because is used .

Thus A is the best answer.
abhimahna
Konstantin1983 wrote:
Ok per your analysis what is verb in D? Is it non-run-on sentence per your analysis?

In D and E , I don't find any subject verb problem.

But remember, GMAC usually prefers sentences which are

1. in Active form
2. Clear and short(meaning Not Awkward)

Both D and E are in passive form while we have an answer choice in active form which is not incorrect grammatically and logically. Hence, A is preferred over D and E.

Also, E has 'where' and as per GMAC rules, where is used only for Places.

Always find the BEST answer out of those given, if not 100% accurate.

A is the BEST answer choice out of 5 given

Mimster
AbdurRakib wrote:
In some types of pine tree, a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well.

A) a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well
B) a thick needle layer protects buds from where new growth proceeds, so that they can withstand forest fires relatively well
C) a thick layer of needles protect the buds from which new growth proceeds; thus, they are able to withstand relatively well any forest fires
D) since the buds from which new growth proceeds are protected by a thick layer needle layer, consequently they can therefore withstand forest fires relatively well
E) because the buds where new growth happens are protected by a thick layer of needles, they are able to withstand forest fires relatively easily as a result

A) seems fine
B) POE SVA issue [a thick...] singular subject must agree with a singular verb [protects] not [protect]
C) POE Same issue as B
D) POE Since, consequently, therefore - makes the sentence very redundant.
E) POE [where from new growth happens] should be which because buds are not a place [relatively well as a result] sounds a lot more redundant than [relatively well]

GMATNinja
RUSDI wrote:
I saw the "well" is moving around.
Can explain what's wrong with "withstand forest fires relatively well" and "withstand relatively well forest fires).
I thought "well" is an adjective, modifying the word forest fire.
Relatively is adverb, modifying well.

"Well" is an adverb here, modifying the verb phrase "withstand forest fires." "Well" is always an adverb, unless we're talking about health. (Example: "After a long struggle with hemorrhoids, Mike is well again." "Well" is an adjective in this case, describing Mike -- but you're very unlikely to see this usage on the GMAT.) Here's another example that gets into the difference between "good" (an adjective) and "well" (usually an adverb): https://gmatclub.com/forum/on-the-tourn ... 21371.html

In this question, the placement of "well" is clearer when it comes after "forest fires." In A, B, and D, it's clear that "well" modifies the entire phrase "withstand forest fires"; in C, it's a little bit less clear, because it's harder to figure out what, exactly, the pine trees withstand.

But the placement of "well" really isn't a big deal, to be honest. Notice that there's really no good reason to care about the placement of "well" in this question. C is the only answer choice that puts the word "well" in an awkward location, but C also has a terrible subject-verb error. So the placement of "well" really isn't the deciding factor.

abhimahna
brightandamen wrote:
Is it correct use "from which" instead of "from where" to modifies "buds"?

Hi brightandamen ,
GMAT is very strict with the use of 'where'.
'Where' MUST always be used to refer to physical places.
Hence, where usage in this sentence is 100% incorrect.
GMATNinja
atr0038 wrote:
Can someone please help me understand what sentence correction topic "from which" applies to? As a native English speaker, I've spent hours trying to figure out why this is correct: "a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds". I thought the phrase is "x protects y from z". I still don't understand what the buds are being protected from. Are the buds being protected from "which new growth proceeds"? If I said, "The armor protects the man from danger", that makes sense. If I said, "The armor protects the man from which new hope proceeds", the meaning of the sentence is not clear.
Sure, you could say that "x protects y from z." You could also say "new growth proceeds from buds" -- so then it would be completely fine to say "the buds from which new growth proceeds."

In other words: there's no reason to assume that the word "from" has anything at all to do with "protects" in this particular construction.

I hope this helps!

GMATNinja
septwibowo wrote:
I remember your lesson about pronoun in two clauses : GMAT always follows a pattern that pronoun as a Subject in the second clause must have an antecedent in the form of Subject in the first clause.
Using this reasoning, I eliminated A and chose D. Is my reasoning wrong here?
Thank you!
Whoa, easy with the extreme language! I didn't say that the GMAT always follows that pattern, or that the subject in the second clause must refer back to the subject of the first clause. The idea is that if the subject of the second clause is a pronoun, it CAN refer back to the subject of the first clause -- even if there are a ton of other potential referents in the sentence.

Here's a variation on the example I used in the webinar:
Cucumbers are more expensive than tomatoes in grocery stores in Western states, and they also taste like poo.
On the face of things, "they" looks ambiguous: the pronoun could refer to "states", "stores", "tomatoes", or "cucumbers." But this sort of construction appears occasionally on the GMAT, and the exam doesn't seem to have a problem with it: because "they" is the subject of the second clause, it CAN refer back to the subject of the first clause, with no worries about ambiguity.

But that doesn't mean that the 2nd subject ALWAYS refers back to the subject of the 1st clause. It certainly doesn't have to. It's just that in a sentence like my cucumber example, you don't really have to worry about pronoun ambiguity.

For anybody that didn't already suffer through it, the full webinar on pronouns is available here: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IhN_KU1bSKU




GMATNinja
longhaul123 wrote:
I could narrow down the options to A and B , I thought A cannot be the answer because of the use of ‘which’. here ‘which’ can refer to what?? can someone help me with this. Thank you
A couple of related examples:
· The city in which I live has more than 120 breweries. --> "in which I live" describes the city; in other words, I live in a certain city, and it has more than 120 breweries
· The website for which I write SC explanations was created by a friendly Ukrainian genius. --> "for which I write SC explanations" describes "the website"; in other words, I write SC explanations for a certain website, and that website was created by a friendly Ukrainian genius [image: ;)]

On to the answer choice (A)...
Quote:
In some types of pine tree, a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well.

Using the same logic as my examples above, "from which new growth proceeds" describes "the buds." In other words, new growth proceeds from the buds -- and the sentence is telling us that a thick layer of needles protects those buds.

I also address this issue -- somewhat indirectly -- in this post: https://gmatclub.com/forum/in-some-type ... l#p1984130
GMATNinja
adkikani wrote:
consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well.

Can experts please comment as to why the above sentence is an independent clause?
I believe in spite of having a subject and verb, it communicates partial meaning since
we do not have any antecedence for pronoun - they.
A semi-colon is used to join two independent clauses.

You're undoubtedly familiar with "dependent markers" (although, since, unless, whenever, etc.), which turn an independent clause into a dependent clause. When these markers are present, the "thought" becomes incomplete:
· "Charlie eats 40 burritos a day." -- Independent clause: complete thought, can stand alone.
· "Although Charlie eats 40 burritos a day." -- Dependent. To make any sense of a phrase starting with "although", we need some sort of counterpoint to the phrase (something like "he is still perpetually hungry" or "he weighs less than an aircraft carrier"), but it never happens in this case, so it's dependent.
English also features some independent markers, such as "however" or "consequently" -- and these do NOT turn a clause from independent to dependent.
· "Consequently, they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well."

There's no problem here -- this sentence can absolutely stand alone. Sure, the context is missing, and we need some other information to establish causality -- if we're using "consequently", this sentence presumably needs to be preceded by some evidence for why they are able to withstand forest fires. But that doesn't make the clause grammatically dependent. It just means that we need other sentences to make sense of what's happening.

In a sense, this is similar to using a pronoun in a full, independent sentence: "He likes bhindi masala" is a full sentence, right? No argument there. But we'd need other sentences to give us context on the identity of this fellow who likes bhindi masala. [image: ;)]

You might want to check out this article on dependent vs. independent modifiers from the good folks at Purdue OWL: https://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/598/1/
egmat
shra1raju wrote:
In some types of pine tree, a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well.

All the errors perfectly covered in the previous posts but how about the Pronoun 'THEY' in the choice A. There are two logical antecedents to this 1. Needles 2. Buds. Which one does the pronoun refer??
Hello shra1raju,

I am not sure if you still have this doubt. Here is the explanation nonetheless. [image: :-)]

There is only one logical noun that pronoun plural they can refer to - some types of pine tree. See, the sentence says that because of something, they can withstand forest fires relatively better. In forest fires, the trees burn. But because of some factor, some types of pine trees can withstand the forest fires better.

Please note that just because there are multiple plural nouns in the sentence, they all become eligible to be the antecedent of the plural pronoun they. The pronoun must have one logical antecedent. Buds or needles are not the logical antecedent for this pronoun per the context of the sentence.

---Shraddha



GMATNinja
adkikani wrote:
Thanks for your two cents.

Do you agree that we need a semi-colon before independent marker words as consequently or however
as mentioned in the link you provided?
At least a semi-colon on OA before consequently would have made my life easier to then treat the clause as an independent one.
I hope you see my rationale [image: ;)]

Sure, if "consequently" or "however" is the beginning of the 2nd independent clause in a sentence, then there should be a semicolon preceding it. That's part of why (A) is the correct answer here: "consequently" is preceded by a semicolon.

Shobhit7 wrote:
A Conjuctive Adverb (consequently) should be preceded by a semi colon and followed by a comma.
Why is comma missing in Choice A?

It's a funny thing: commas have been disappearing from English over the past few decades, so this is somewhat of a grey area now. When I was a kid, our teachers taught us to put commas after words such as "consequently" and "however." But now, those commas are optional. I still use them, but plenty of editors would disagree with me.

Partly because there's disagreement about the correct uses of commas, it's very rare that commas are a deciding factor on the GMAT, unless the comma somehow affects the meaning of the sentence. So in general, you don't want to worry about commas too much on the GMAT. More on that issue -- and on GMAT punctuation in general -- in this video.
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and find the correct choice as quickly as possible! First, here is the original question, with the major differences between the options highlighted in orange:

In some types of pine tree, a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well.

(A) a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well
(B) a thick needle layer protects buds from where new growth proceeds, so that they can withstand forest fires relatively well
(C) a thick layer of needles protect the buds from which new growth proceeds; thus, they are able to withstand relatively well any forest fires
(D) since the buds from which new growth proceeds are protected by a thick needle layer, consequently they can therefore withstand forest fires relatively well
(E) because the buds where new growth happens are protected by a thick layer of needles, they are able to withstand forest fires relatively easily as a result

After a quick glance over the options, there are a few things we can focus on to narrow down our choices:

1. protects / protect / are protected by (verb tense & active/passive voice)
2. from which / from where / where (agreement)
3. consequently / so that / thus / they (conjunctions & punctuation)

Let's start with #1 on our list: verb tenses. This should be an easier grammar concept to focus on first, and it should narrow down a few options quickly. To do this, we need to make sure that the subjects and verbs agree in number, and we must also make sure to use active voice whenever possible (the GMAT does not like passive voice answers). Here is how each option breaks down:

(A) a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well -> GOOD (The singular subject "a thick layer" agrees with singular verb "protects," so let's keep this option for later!)

(B) a thick needle layer protects buds from where new growth proceeds, so that they can withstand forest fires relatively well --> GOOD (The subject and verb in this option are both singular, just like option A, so let's also keep this option for later!)

(C) a thick layer of needles protect the buds from which new growth proceeds; thus, they are able to withstand relatively well any forest fires --> INCORRECT (This is wrong because the singular subject (a thick layer) should have a singular verb. Instead, this sentence uses a plural verb (protect), which doesn't agree.)

(D) since the buds from which new growth proceeds are protected by a thick needle layer, consequently they can therefore withstand forest fires relatively well --> INCORRECT (This is wrong because it uses passive voice! It switches the subject and object of the sentence. The GMAT prefers active voice over passive voice whenever possible, so let's rule this out.)

(E) because the buds where new growth happens are protected by a thick layer of needles, they are able to withstand forest fires relatively easily as a result --> INCORRECT (This is wrong because it uses passive voice! It switches the subject and object of the sentence. The GMAT prefers active voice over passive voice whenever possible, so let's rule this out.)

We can eliminate options C, D, and E because they use the wrong verb tenses or passive voice.

Now that we have this narrowed down to just 2 options, let's take a closer look at #2 and #3 on our list to determine which is the better option:
(A) a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well

This is the CORRECT choice! It uses the correct phrasing "from which" to indicate that the growth comes from the buds, not from some location around the buds. It also uses the conjunction "consequently" to show a cause/effect relationship, and the semicolon is used correctly to split the two independent clauses up nicely.

(B) a thick needle layer protects buds from where new growth proceeds, so that they can withstand forest fires relatively well

This is INCORRECT for a couple reasons. First, the phrase "from where" is confusing to readers because it changes the meaning slightly. Instead of saying the growth comes from the buds themselves, this sentence says the buds happen to be in the same area where new growth appears on its own, which doesn't make sense. Second, the subordinating conjunction "so that" does NOT need a comma before it.

GMATNinja
anc wrote:
I see of people have eliminated C option as plural verb protect is used with a number of thick needles. But as far as I remember " The number of students" uses singular verb but "A number of students uses plural". Is my understanding correct? If not please tell me the right way to approach such sentences and if it correct then why did we eliminate this option.
Sure, but the use of "a number" or "the number" isn't the same situation as answer choice (C) in this question.

You're right that if you see a construction such as, "A number of people believe that 1990s ska music was excruciating," we used the plural verb "believe." The reason is that the sentence is analogous to saying something like "27 people believe X." In other words, multiple entities are performing the action.

However, this is not the same as when we have a collective noun. For example, "The pack of dogs was so frightening that my daughter flung herself into traffic to avoid them." (True story. She's fine, but her parents may require therapy.) In this case, we use the singular verb "was," because the subject is "pack." The difference is that a collective, or "a pack" can act as a singular, unified entity.
Takeaway: If we have "A NUMBER + PLURAL NOUN" we use a plural verb, and if we have "A COLLECTIVE NOUN + PLURAL NOUN" we use a singular verb.

And here's (C) again:

Quote:
(C) a thick layer of needles protect the buds from which new growth proceeds; thus, they are able to withstand relatively well any forest fires
"A thick layer" is a collective noun, so it's singular. We would need the singular form of the verb, "protects."
GMATNinja
DivyaKnows wrote:
In some types of pine tree, a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well.

Modifier,IC;IC is this the correct form of the sentence ?

Also in the part ";consequently they are...."
"they" refers to the Subject of the IC "a thick layer of needles" or "needles", if its only the latter case the plural pronoun matches the plural antecedent otherwise.
Is there I'm missing here ?

Yes, that is correct! The semicolon connects two independent clauses.

As for the pronoun, there are only two possible plural references in (A): "needles" and "buds". "Needles" is NOT the subject of the first independent clause, so there is no reason to assume the pronoun refers to ‘needles’. Also, as discussed in this post, the subject in the second clause does not ALWAYS refer back to the subject in the first clause.

In this case, it makes much more sense for "they" to refer to "buds". The buds are protected. As a result, the buds are able to withstand forest fires relatively well. Sounds good to me! Sure, there is a little pronoun ambiguity, but pronoun ambiguity is not an absolute rule, and we have bigger fish to fry in the other choices.
GMATNinja
mview wrote:
Is a comma missing after "consequently" in the correct answer choice? I thought once should add one after a conjunctive adverb.

In some types of pine tree, a thick layer of needles protects the buds from which new growth proceeds; consequently they are able to withstand forest fires relatively well.

As stated in this post, "style experts disagree about comma rules, and... the GMAT has better things to worry about."

This sentence would be fine with or without a comma after "consequently". The GMAT doesn't really test the nuances of comma usage. So if you're worried that a choice is wrong solely because of the presence/absence of a comma, then you should probably look harder for a more concrete decision point. [image: :)]



EducationAisle
embyforyou wrote:
Just like you, I had also ignored option A at first because of the clause after the semicolon. I am still not sure how it is independent. It starts with "Consequently". Can you please help with this explanation?

Hi embyforyou, you might just want to remember that the two most prominent ways in which Dependent clauses are constructed are:
i) Using a relative pronoun
ii) Using a subordinating conjunction (because, although, until, while, if etc.)

Consequently is neither a relative pronoun nor a subordinating conjunction. So, an Independent clause can start with consequently.

Apart from consequently, Independent clauses can also start with words such as instead, moreover, likewise, therefore, however and otherwise.

















56.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/a-ruined-structure-found-at-aqaba-jordan-was-probably-a-church-as-206001.html#p1557415
A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as artifacts, such as glass-oil lamp fragments, found at the site.

(A) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as

(B) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, once probably being a church, was indicated by its eastward orientation, overall plan, and

(C) Indicating that a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church were its eastward orientation and overall plan, but also the

(D) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicates its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as the

(E) That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as by the

daagh
The prepositional parallelism should be maintained in all the arms of a list.

(A) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as --- The correct parallelism is 'by its eastward orientation, by its overall plan as well as by artifacts' – wrong

(B) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, once probably being a probably a church, was indicated by its eastward orientation, overall plan, and --- meaning totally changed; the structure was not indicated; that ‘the structure was a church’ was indicated by several factors. Wrong

(D) A ruined structure found at Aqaba,Jordan, was probably a church, as indicates its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as the --- ‘as indicates’; we must either say ‘as indicated by ’ or simply say ‘as it indicates’ – Per se, this is a fragment





bluemonkm
A: as indicated
Here, it is not crystal clear WHAT is indicated.
Eliminate A.

B: A ruined structure...was indicated by its orientation.
This meaning is nonsensical:
An ORIENTATION cannot indicate a STRUCTURE.
Eliminate B.

but must serve to connect CONTRASTING IDEAS.
C: its eastward orientation and overall plan, but also the artifacts
Here, the usage of ‘but’ is inappropriate, since the orientation, the plan and the artifacts are NOT contrasting ideas.
Rather, all three serve THE SAME FUNCTION: they indicate that the ruined structure was probably a church.
Eliminate C.

D: as indicates its eastward orientation and overall plan
Here, indicates (singular) does not agree with its eastward orientation and overall plan (plural subject).
Eliminate D.

The correct answer is E.
Nevernevergiveup
A ruined structure found at Aqaba,Jordan,was probably a church as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan,as well as artifacts,such as glass-oil lamp fragments,found at the site

(A) A ruined.... phrase correctly modifies the structure Jordan.
The fact that it may be a church is indicated by 3 factors

its eastward direction
by its overall plan and
as well as artifacts
These 3 are found at site.

Now in given sentence all these 3 do not follow parallel construction with only one by for 2nd item. Hence A is wrong.

now going for other options




chetan2u
kevinyuan136 wrote:
I agree that (E) is the best option available. But can someone explain this option in more detail please?

I felt it would be better if (E) goes like "That ... is indicated by its eastward orientation, overall plan, as well as artifacts...", instead of "That ... is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as by the artifacts..."

Hi kevinyuan136 and gibbet,

It will not be ok to replace or add 'as well as' or 'and'...
the role of 'as well as' is to lay extra emphasis on the preceding term, whereas 'and' lays equal emphasis..

now if you look at the Q
it lays emphasis on 'eastward orientation and overall plan' and less emphasis on 'artifacts'....
so you have to keep the original meaning..

Quote:
The statement in the given form talks about two different list of things, hence the given construction.
It talks about the "something related to architecture", as well as the "artifacts"
Does this help?

TeamGMATIFY, the emphasis is the main reason and not to list out different things...
the different things would actually be mentioned as such..

That ... is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan, and by the artifacts..."

chetan2u
thangvietnam wrote:
rest wrote:
A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as artifacts, such as glass oil-lamp fragments, found at the site.

(A) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as
(B) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, once probably being a church, was indicated by its eastward orientation, overall plan, and
(C) Indicating that a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church were its eastward orientation and overall plan, but also the
(D) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicates its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as the
(E) That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as by the

why A is wrong
indicated modify subject of main clause
A is
structure was a church as structure is indicated. no logic

lets see why A is wrong and E is the correct choice..

A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as artifacts, such as glass oil-lamp fragments, found at the site....

1) indicated in" is not the correct usage indicated by.. is correct..
indicated in would be better used in a sentence like..
the route was indicated on the paper..
the war was imminent as per the news indicated in various newspaper..

2) 'by the ' is missing before the artifacts, so there is a parallelism issue...
if I remove other parallel issues, it would read..
A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as artifacts, such as glass oil-lamp fragments, found at the site...
as indicated artifacts, such as,... does not make sense..

sayantanc2k
KARISHMA315 wrote:
I have a very silly question,but felt to get it clear. In the above sentence "A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church" I thought found was acting as verb and therefore felt that there were 2 verbs 'found' , 'was' for 1 subject ruined structure. Please help me in understanding why found is not verb here

"Found" is not a verb, but a past participle modifier for "structure". Consider the following sentence:
A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan.
This sentence does not make sense since the ruined structure did not find (someone else found the ruined structure) - hence "found" is not a verb.



EducationAisle
anilkumar1510 wrote:
IMO choice E does not have an independent clause. Not able to understand the construction.
That .... as well as .....
This is a dependent clause. Am i missing something here ?

Hi anilkumar1510, actually this is a case where a clause is acting as the subject of the sentence. The subject (clause) is:

That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church.

The one important thing to note vis-a-vis this structure is that in such cases, the subject is always considered singular (and hence, the main verb of this sentence is singular is).

The structure of this sentence is:

<Subject clause> is indicated by X as well as by Y.

Where:

X: its eastward orientation and overall plan
Y: the artifacts, such as glass-oil lamp fragments, found at the site
Another similar official example:

That some fraternal twins resemble each other greatly while others look quite dissimilar highlights an interesting and often overlooked feature of fraternal-twin pairs, namely that they vary considerably on a spectrum of genetic relatedness.
sayantanc2k
andyandy2567 wrote:
EducationAisle wrote:
anilkumar1510 wrote:
IMO choice E does not have an independent clause. Not able to understand the construction.

That .... as well as .....
This is a dependent clause. Am i missing something here ?
-----
Hi anilkumar1510, actually this is a case where a clause is acting as the subject of the sentence. The subject (clause) is:

That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church

The one important thing to note vis-a-vis this structure is that in such cases, the subject is always considered singular (and hence, the main verb of this sentence is singular is).

The structure of this sentence is:
<Subject clause> is indicated by X as well as by Y.

Where:
X: its eastward orientation and overall plan
Y: the artifacts, such as glass-oil lamp fragments, found at the site

Another similar official example:

That some fraternal twins resemble each other greatly while others look quite dissimilar highlights an interesting and often overlooked feature of fraternal-twin pairs, namely that they vary considerably on a spectrum of genetic relatedness.

But what noun does ‘it’ refer to?
The only noun in the sentence is "That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church".
This can’t be the antecedent in the sentence.

Could you kindly explain this to me.
thanks

I am not sure whether you have doubt about the pronoun "it" or the pronoun "that"? "It" has no issues, since it clearly refers to "a ruined structure". ("That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church" is not a noun, but a subordinate clause.)

If your query is about the pronoun "that", then following is the explanation:

"That" does not necessarily refer to a noun - it may as well be used to introduce a clause. Compare with the following:

I know that I cannot solve difficult problems.

Here "that" introduces the clause "I cannot solve difficult problems". (The "that"-clause is the object of the verb "know")

Similarly in option E, "that" introduces the clause "a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church". This "that"-clause is the subject of the verb "is indicated".
sayantanc2k
daagh wrote:
That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church" is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan," is a substantive phrase acting as the noun for the entire clause with ' is indicated' as the verb. More about such structures in the following links.
1. https://www.merriam- webster.com/dictionary/substantive
2. http://www.english-for-students.com/sub ... auses.html

Dear daagh Sir, you meant "substantial clause", not "substantial phrase", isn't it? "That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church" is a clause.
^^
daagh
Yes, it is, in fact, a subordinate clause because you see that there is a verb 'was' in that clause a. All the same, a clause also can be a part of the substantive that acts as an individual noun in such structure.
EducationAisle
sunny91 wrote:
Hi EducationAisle,
In OA E, how can the article- 'the' and such as go together.
Example- I love places, such as Denmark and Nepal.
I love the places, such as Denmark and Nepal.--> This is wrong. We cant use the with such as

In OA E- That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as by the artifacts, such as glass-oil lamp fragments.My questions is how come ‘the artifacts’ go in line with such as?

Hi sunny91, the sentence under consideration isn't the same as:

I love the places, such as Denmark and Nepal.

It is similar to:

I love the mountainous places, such as Denmark and Nepal, that offer a serene environment.

Basically the difference here is the presence of a comma  before such as and a subsequent modifier, making the entire such as... phrase non-essential. So, the core of the sentence would be:

I love the mountainous places that offer a serene environment.

Am sure you would be fine with the above sentence using a the.

Having said that, GMAT doesn't really test you on articles, so an article would not be something I would focus on, to eliminate/choose an option.



EducationAisle
sunny91 wrote:
Hi EducationAisle,
Thanks for the quick reply.
I guess the following sentence is correct where there is no comma and 'the' article.
I love mountainous places such as Denmark and Nepal-->Right

I guess the following sentence is incorrect without the use of comma and with 'the' article.
I love the mountainous places such as Denmark and Nepal-->Wrong

Please clarify if my understanding is correct

That's right.
But would like to reiterate what I had mentioned in my last post: GMAT doesn't really test you on articles, so an article would not be something I would focus on, to eliminate/choose an option [image: :-)] .
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and narrow it down to the right answer quickly! First, here is the original question with the major differences highlighted in orange:

A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as artifacts, such as glass-oil lamp fragments, found at the site.

(A) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as
(B) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, once probably being a church, was indicated by its eastward orientation, overall plan, and
(C) Indicating that a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church were its eastward orientation and overall plan, but also the
(D) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicates its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as the
(E) That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as by the

There are a few things we can focus on here:

1. How they begin: A ruined structure / Indicating that a ruined structure / That a ruined structure (Meaning)
2. was probably vs. once probably being (Verb Tense & Meaning)
3. How the end (Hint: Parallelism & Idioms!)

I know it may be tempting to start with #1 or #2 on the list. However, none of them will eliminate 2-3 options right off the bat, so let's save them for later if we need them. Instead, let's start with #3 on our list: Idioms & Parallelism.
If we look at the entire sentence, we can quickly spot the idiom we need to focus on:

A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as artifacts, such as glass-oil lamp fragments, found at the site.

The idiom we're using here is:

X as well as Y

We need to make sure that both X and Y in this idiom are worded using parallel structure. To help make this easier to spot, we'll go ahead and add the word "artifacts" to the end of each option. Here's how each one works out:

(A) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as artifacts --> NOT PARALLEL

(B) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, once probably being a church, was indicated by its eastward orientation, overall plan, and artifacts --> OK
(This option doesn't use the "as well as" idiom, so let's save it for later.)

(C) Indicating that a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church were its eastward orientation and overall plan, but also the artifacts --> NOT PARALLEL
(This is also incorrect because it uses the phrase "but also," which needs another negative phrase such as "not only" or "not just" to go with it! We can also rule this out because it doesn't follow idiomatic formatting.)

(D) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicates its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as the artifacts --> NOT PARALLEL

(E) That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as by the artifacts --> PARALLEL/OK

We can eliminate options A, C, & D because they don't use parallelism for the "X as well as Y" idiom structure.

Now that we have this narrowed down to only 2 options, let's take a closer look at each one to determine which is the best choice:

(B) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, once probably being a church, was indicated by its eastward orientation, overall plan, and

This is INCORRECT because it changes the intended meaning of the sentence. This sentence is trying to say that the structure was indicated by something, which doesn't make sense. The indication is that the structure used to be a church. The eastward orientation, overall plan, and artifacts aren't how we know it's a ruined structure - it's how we know that structure likely used to be a church.

(E) That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as by the

This is CORRECT! It's the only option that uses parallel structure with the "X as well as Y" idiom. It also has a clear meaning - the ruined structure was probably a church, and then it lists the evidence to back up that indication.

amanbit
In choice E, is the phrase "That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church" acting as the subject here?
^^
EducationAisle
Correct Aman.

The one thing to remember about a clause acting as a subject is that such subjects are always considered singular.
VeritasKarishma
Abhishekrao12 wrote:
schak2rhyme wrote:
A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as artifacts, such as glass-oil lamp fragments, found at the site.
(A) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicated in its eastward orientation and by its overall plan, as well as
(B) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, once probably being a church, was indicated by its eastward orientation, overall plan, and
(C) Indicating that a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church were its eastward orientation and overall plan, but also the
(D) A ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church, as indicates its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as the
(E) That a ruined structure found at Aqaba, Jordan, was probably a church is indicated by its eastward orientation and overall plan, as well as by the


Is the option A wrong because there are two different prepositions i.e in and by separated by a conjunction ?
Is it wrong to have two different prepositions generally speaking ?

or
because the preposition by cannot be shared by a noun which appears after the word as well as ?
I assumed that the this construction i.e by its overall plan, as well as (by) artifacts. is alright and acceptable in GMAT.
No problem with multiple prepositions -
e.g. I ran up the slope, through the tunnel and onto the platform.

In our question, there are three things mentioned:
- its eastward orientation
- overall plan
- the artefacts

Since 'the artefacts' is connecting with 'as well as', it doesn't have the same importance as the other two. It is an aside, just additional. So the three are not equally important members of a list.

The first two members can share the preposition since they are equal members of a list.
Correct - by A and B, as well as by C
Incorrect - by A and by B, as well as C
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https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/forums/bluegrass-musician-bill-monroe-whose-repertory-t1118.html
https://gmatclub.com/forum/bluegrass-musician-bill-monroe-whose-repertory-views-on-musical-coll-69382.html#p511544
Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style were influential on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.


(A) were influential on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from

(B) influenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from

(C) was influential to generations of bluegrass artists, was also inspirational to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music was different significantly in comparison to

(D) was influential to generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, who included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, the music of whom differed significantly when compared to

(E) were an influence on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music was significantly different from that of

GMATNinja
The hard thing about this question is the fact that there’s some crappy stuff in some answer choices, but that stuff isn’t necessarily WRONG. I like it better when things are WRONG, and I can eliminate them with confidence.

But… well, there’s enough crappy stuff to allow us to get to the right answer without too much pain:

Quote:
(A) were influential on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from

In (A), there’s a lot of crappiness. The phrase “were influential” is a crappy, indirect way to say “influenced” – but it’s not WRONG, exactly. The phrase “was also an inspiration” is a crappy, indirect way to say “also inspire.” And “that included Elvis and Jerry” is a lousy way to say “including Elvis and Jerry.”

Honestly, my reaction to (A) would be “this is a crappy sentence, but I can’t really eliminate it yet.” So I’d keep it, and look for something better. But I’ll spoil the surprise: there are better options coming in a moment.

Quote:
(B) influenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from

Well… isn’t this magical? (B) gives us better versions of EVERYTHING I whined about in (A): “influenced” instead of “were influential”; “inspired” instead of “was an inspiration”; and “including” instead of “that included.”
(B) is looking relatively nice. Let’s keep it.

Quote:
(C) was influential to generations of bluegrass artists, was also inspirational to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music was different significantly in comparison to

(C) has a pretty severe subject-verb error: “repertory, views… and vocal style…” needs a plural verb, “were influential”, not “was influential.”

(C) also has some of the same “crappy stuff” we saw in (A): “was inspirational” is a crappy way to say “inspired”, “that included” is a poopy version of “including”, and “was different significantly in comparison” is a tragically bad way to say “differed significantly.”

So we have lots of reasons to ditch (C).

Quote:
(D) was influential to generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, who included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, the music of whom differed significantly when compared to

(D) has exactly the same subject-verb error as (C): “repertory, views… and vocal style…” needs a plural verb, so “was influential” is wrong.

And again: there's lots of crappy stuff here. The phrase “music of whom” is a ridiculous way to say “whose music”, and “differed significantly when compared to” is a really inefficient way to say “different significantly from.”

So (D) is gone, too.

Quote:
(E) were an influence on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music was significantly different from that of

If you’ve seen our videos on pronouns or comparisons, you’ve heard me talk about the phrase “that of” (also discussed in this article). In this case, “that” is a singular pronoun, which seems to refer to “music.”

Trouble is, when you re-read that part of the sentence with “music” replacing “that”, it doesn’t really make sense: “…including Elvis and Jerry, whose music was significantly different from the music of his own.” Huh? The phrase “…different from the music of his own” makes no sense. Why not just say “different from his own” instead?

Plus, (E) also features some crappy stuff again: “were an influence” isn’t as sharp as “were influential”, and “was an inspiration” is a lousier version of “inspired”. Those things aren’t WRONG, but they’re definitely not great.

So (E) is out, and (B) is our best bet.

macjas
ssandeepan wrote:
Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style were influential on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.
(A) were influential on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from
(B) influenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from
(C) was influential to generations of bluegrass artists, was also inspirational to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music was different significantly in comparison to
(D) was influential to generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, who included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, the music of whom differed significantly when compared to
(E) were an influence on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music was significantly different from that of

Hey guys, sorry to bring this up again but I just wanted to look at this question from a different angle:

Do this question in under 30 seconds:

RULE Relative pronouns THAT vs WHICH: one cannot use 'that' with a comma:
Hence A and C are out.

Contenders remaining: B,D,E

D: The music of whom (sounds awkward) ELIMINATED.
E: whose music was significantly different from that of : here that is redundant OR 'influential on' is an unidiomatic structure ELIMINATED.

Thus B is correct.

Note: The use of were vs was:
Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style were...
In this instance the use of the underlined were is correct because it refers to repertory,views on musical collaboration and vocal style and not Bill Munroe.
But as we just discussed, this sentence has other issues.
We could have eliminated D this way too...

was also an inspiration to many musicians,.......
In this part, 'was' refers to Bill Munroe and is therefore correct.

Just another was to eliminate choices....

egmat
schandok wrote:
Can someone try to explain why 'whose music was significantly different from that of his own' is wrong in E.
Hi,
The issue with choice E is that it uses an expression that is considered unidiomatic. The expression "were an influence on" in choice E is that expression.

Also, GMAT emphasizes on concise expressions and use of fewer words to effectively convey the meaning of the sentence. In choice E, we have a few very wordy expressions: "was also an inspiration to" ans "whose music was significantly different from that of". The first expression can be written as "inspired". Also active voice is preferred here because the emphasis is on the doer. The sentence talks about Bill Monroe who is the subject in the sentence. Hence it is better to keep all the actions in active voice for clarity and conciseness.

The second expression includes a contrast between the music of Bill Monroe and Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia. Notice that in choice B, this contrast reads as: "whose music differed significantly from his own (music)." The word "music" is understood after "own" as it appears already in the sentence. Hence the use of "that of" becomes wordy in choice E. These are the reasons why choice E is eliminated and choice B is the correct answer.

The detailed video solution to this OG V2 question is available to the e-gmat customers. The solution is included in our course OG V2 Solutions.

----Shraddha
fameatop
gmatter0913 wrote:
My doubt regarding the option B is: Shouldn't there be "from that of" at the end of option B?

Lets see whether THAT is necessary. If we cut all the fluff, we get

Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia music differed significantly from his own
What does "His own" stands for? "HIS OWN" is a Possessive pronoun & They are not followed by nouns, but stand alone.
HIS OWN means HIS OWN MUSIC. Thus this use is absolutely correct.

Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia music differed significantly from THAT OF his own
THAT stands for MUSIC, so we can rewrite the above sentence as
Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia music differed significantly from MUSIC OF his own MUSIC
Now my question is- Do you think we need to repeat MUSIC by using THAT, if MUSIC is already implied through the use of HIS OWN, a possessive pronoun.
I Hope your answer would be big NO

For the same reason option B is absolutely correct.
egmat
Nitinaka19 wrote:
i got stuck with the sentence structure of this question could you please explained especially the "whose repertory,
views on musical collaboration, and vocal style infl uenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians," in the sentence "whose repertory and then comma" what is 'views and vocal style" is it a noun modifier?
Dear Nitin,
These three items form a list. Next time, try the sentence structure analysis; it'll help you identify the parts of the sentence. Here's the analysis:

Clause 1: Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe,
Clause 2: whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style were influential on generations of bluegrass artists,
Clause 1 continued: was also an inspiration to many musicians,
Clause 3: that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia,
Clause 4: whose music differed significantly from his own.

I have highlighted the subjects in red and the verbs in blue.

What does this sentence mean? Its main point is to say that Monroe inspired many musicians, including people whose music was different from his own. The part you have a question about is a clause that functions as a modifier: whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style were influential on generations of bluegrass musicians. This modifier contains a list: three aspects of Monroe's music influenced other musicians. These were: (1) his repertory, (2) his views on musical collaboration, and (3) his vocal style.

---Meghna
egmat
prasun9 wrote:
Thanks for the explanation. I was stuck between B & E and I picked E over B as I think B changes the meaning of the original sentence.
As per your analysis was refers to Bill Monroe, not his repertory, views and vocal style.
But in B, also inspired doesn't seem to refer to Bill Monroe, instead it is referring to his repertory, views and vocal style.

Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style influenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.
Is this analysis correct.

Dear Prasun,
Thanks for your response. Let me address both issues you've pointed out. First, Bill Monroe is indeed the subject of "also inspired". You can be sure about this by removing the modifier and checking if the sentence still makes sense:

Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.

When the modifier is removed, the subject still makes sense with the verb "inspired". Remember that modifiers placed between commas give additional information that can be removed without affecting the main point or the grammatical correctness of the sentence, so this is a good way to strip the sentence down to its basic elements and check whether it is correct.

Second, Monroe's repertory, views and vocal style can't be the subject of "inspired", for two reasons. 1) If so, the subject Bill Monroe no longer has a verb. 2) If the subject "repertory, views and vocal style" has two verbs, then these verbs should be joined by a connector such as "and", since they should be parallel items on a list. There is no such conjunction between "influenced" and "inspired".
--Meghna
EducationAisle
leanhdung wrote:
in B (the correct answer) we have ,V-ing. From my understanding: ,V-ing is used to modify the entire preceding clause, but in B , V-ing is used to modify the preceding noun musicians.

Could you please explain such contradiction in B? Many thanks for your kindly comments! [image: :-D]

Hi leanhdung, actually the word including is not your usual V-ing modifier. In fact, it's not a modifier at all; it is actually a preposition. Hence, the usual rules of participial phrases do not apply to including.
billybealright
ssandeepan wrote:
Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style were influential on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.

(A) were influential on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from
(B) influenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from
(C) was influential to generations of bluegrass artists, was also inspirational to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music was different significantly in comparison to
(D) was influential to generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, who included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, the music of whom differed significantly when compared to
(E) were an influence on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music was significantly different from that of
From Ron (Manhattan)

A:
- "Influential on" is bad idiomatic usage.
- "That included" can't follow a comma, and, even if you remove the comma, the meaning is absurd (the implication would be that Elvis and Jerry composed part of the anatomy of many different musicians).

C:
- "Was influential to" is at best awkward.
- See A for discussion of "that included."
- "Significantly" should come before "different."
- "In comparison to" is redundant because the sentence already says "different."
D:
- See above for "influential to."
- The wording of this choice implies that bluegrass artists aren't musicians (skeleton sentence: "BM, whose stuff influenced lots of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians.")
- "The music of whom" is wordy ("whose music" is better).
- "Differed when compared to" is redundant - and it's an incorrect interpretation (literally, it means that the music was only 'different' when someone was actively comparing it to some other music).

E:
- "That of his own" is redundant (and incorrect, because it literally means "Bill Monroe's music's music").

(remember, 'comma + including' is a modifier THAT EXISTS SPECIFICALLY TO CONVEY the idea of 'I'm naming some, but not all, members of a group'. if that's the intended meaning, then use it!)
HKD1710
pafrompa wrote:
Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style were influential on generations of bluegrass artists, was also an inspiration to many musicians, that included Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.

(B) influenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from

Apologies for digging up an old thread. For point B, could someone please comment on ",also inspired many musicians"? I had ruled out B because I assumed that this comma was unnecessary. In my mind, "Bill whose...influenced X also inspired Y" seems parallel but when you try to break it up with the comma the ",also inspired..." sounds really weird.

Hi pafrompa,

First of all it is a good practice to ask question on an existing thread. Have you noticed REQUEST EXPERT REPLY button just below the verbal questions? try them :D

Now comes to the query:

Subject + modifier inside commas + verb
Bill Monroe , whose views and style influenced generations, also inspired

so the comma just before the ALSO is necessary. otherwise it would look like "generations of bluegrass artists" inspired many musicians not Bill.


Here is the entire structure:
Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe
------------------------------,whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style influenced generations of bluegrass artists,
also inspired many musicians
---------------------------------,including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia
---------------------------------------------------------------------,whose music differed significantly from his own.

Hope this helps [image: :)]
AjiteshArun
Wulfang wrote:
Hello everyone,
This may be a very noob query, but it is bothering me a lot.
Why is the option B not eliminated straight away due to ambiguity.. Let me clarify-
The words 'also inspired' could refer to either bill monroe or his views.
There seems to be an additional error, if you assume that 'also inspired' refers to the compound subject his views, repertory, then where is the verb for the main subject bill monroe.
And if you assume that it refers to bill monroe, then what is the word 'also' doing there.. What did bill monroe do previously?
I am new to SC and please pardon me if i am missing something obvious.
There is no ambiguity in this case, because inspired is the main verb in option B. This is the sentence we get:

Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style influenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.

The also is not incorrect. It continues the idea introduced by the whose repertory... bit without being part of the same structure. For example:

Her father, who is considered one of the best CEOs ever, is also a capable cook.

Here the also continues the CEO idea, even though it is not attached to the who is... clause.

rishabhmishra
daagh wrote:
The very purpose of using ", V-ing" is for not referring to the touching noun. If you want the 'including' to refer to the musicians, then you should remove the comma as in 'many musicians including''. Therefore, the comma plus V-ing is not referring to the musicians as I see it.
sir i have so many doubts regarding this ", ing" in this particular question. What i learned is that ", ing" must modify whole previous clause not musicians and ", ing" modify in two ways:-
1. cause and effect of previous clause or
2. give answer of how in this question.
and i think both of them not working here

And if you look difference between noun+noun modifier and , ing modifier then ",ing" modifier must make sense with the subject and verb of previous clause. Even this function is not performed by the sentence. I think it should modify only musicians because that will give sense. Please reply as soon as possible.
^^
EducationAisle
Hi Rishabh, including is not your typical present participial phrase; including is actually a preposition. Hence, the general rules of participial phrases do not apply to including.

including can modify the Noun or Noun-Phrase  immediately before the word including.

An officially correct sentence:

A study by the Ocean Wildlife Campaign urged states to undertake a number of remedies to reverse a decline in the shark population, including establishing size limits for shark catches, closing state waters for shark fishing during pupping season, and requiring commercial fishers to have federal shark permits.

Notice how including modifies a rather far-away noun remedies.
EducationAisle
lalit65 wrote:
Although option B is correct, but as "Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe" is subject of verb influenced and also the subject of "also inspired". Isn't "And" shall be used to join two parallel clauses.
"...influenced generations of bluegrass artists AND also inspired many musicians Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe.."

Hi Lalit, influenced...and inspired... are indeed parallel constructs, since both of them are verbs.

also is just used for the purpose of emphasis.






AjiteshArun
Meisme wrote:
can someone please explain why "also" can be used to join the two parallel elements "influenced" and "inspired" here?
Hi Meisme,

A little late, but that also does not join those two elements.

Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style influenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.

can be read as

Bluegrass musician Bill Monroe (whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style influenced generations of bluegrass artists) also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.












58.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/often-major-economic-shifts-are-so-gradual-as-to-be-indistinguishable-294376.html#p560517
Often major economic shifts are so gradual as to be indistinguishable at first from ordinary fluctuations in the financial markets.

(A) so gradual as to be indistinguishable
(B) so gradual they can be indistinguishable
(C) so gradual that they are unable to be distinguished
(D) gradual enough not to be distinguishable
(E) gradual enough so that one cannot distinguish them
DmitryFarber
“So as to” vs. “so that” is a “red-herring” split here. In other words, either form is fine. The GMAT has gone back and forth on "so as to" (see Ch. 9 of our SC book), but you wouldn't want to eliminate on this basis alone.

In any case, the idiom “so as to” will generally have an intervening term: “So X as to Y.”
The award-winning pumpkin was so large as to require a special scale.

Note that the odd form of this idiom puts "require" in the present tense. Its size was large enough to cause this requirement.

We can also use “so that” with a more straightforward construction:

The award-winning pumpkin was so large that it required a special scale.

In the case of the posted problem, the difficulty with B has nothing to do with "so as to" vs. "so that"--it's the word “can.” We want to say that the changes actually are indistinguishable, not that they *can* be indistinguishable. This is a great example of the kind of meaning-based difference that can catch you if you are only focused on grammar rules. Beware!

anairamitch1804
A) so gradual as to be indistinguishable
"so... as to be..." is a correct idiom.

C) so gradual that they are unable to be distinguished
This one is tough, because it's not grammatically or idiomatically incorrect. "So... that" is a correct idiom. It's certainly wordier than A, and there also seems to be a disconnect in meaning. If something is "indistinguishable," then people are not able to distinguish it. Here, saying that the "shifts... are unable to be distinguished," then the lack of ability is on the part of the shifts, and not on the people distinguishing. This is a case in which passive voice alters the meaning slightly, and therefore makes less sense.

D) gradual enough not to be indistinguishable
"gradual enough" means something different from "so gradual." "Enough" implies a sufficient quantity, above a certain threshold - "I have enough money to by the new laptop." "So" is a qualifier meaning "to such a degree that." For example, "I have so much money that I could buy all of the laptops in the world." It doesn't imply any threshold.

E) gradual enough so that one cannot distinguish them
Same issue as in D.

The correct answer is A...
Zarrolou
Often major economic shifts are so gradual as to be indistinguishable at first from ordinary fluctuations in the financial markets

3 options have incorrect idioms/constructs:

* so gradual so that they can be indistinguishable
* gradual enough not to be distinguishable
* gradual enough so that one cannot distinguish them

I think that the battle goes on between A and C.
* so gradual as to be indistinguishable
* so gradual that they are unable to be distinguished

I)Both have correct idioms.
II)Both are grammatically correct, and the meaning is the same.

So which should we pick? We have "indistinguishable" VS "they are unable to be distinguished". If you cannot eliminate an answer because of meaning/grammatical/structural errors, choose the one the conveys the meaning more efficiently. The first option is clearly more concise.
egmat
rishabhdxt wrote:
Why is C wrong ?
experts pls help
Hello rishabhdxt,
C. so gradual that they are unable to be distinguished

The portion they are unable to seems to suggest that major economic shifts are unable to do something. This definitely is not the intended meaning.

---Shraddha

AjiteshArun
teaserbae wrote:
Isn't ‘they’ ambiguous in C ?  
No, not really. The they seems to quite clearly refer to major economic shifts.
Which nouns were you looking at?
AjiteshArun
teaserbae wrote:
I though the ‘they’ can refer to Financial markets
That part of the sentence is a little "cut off" from the opening. For example:

The student was so happy with her score that she forgot to take her unofficial score report from the lady at the main desk.

Here she cannot refer to the lady at the main desk. It has to refer to the student.
VeritasPrepBrian
This is just kind of interesting: look at how GMAC is plagiarizing itself (and one of my all-time favorite questions) with the same answer choice structure:

(A) "so x as to y" - correct
(C) "so x that y..." (but then an error) - a tempting sentence structure but an incorrect answer
(D)/(E) "x enough that y..."

Just interesting - I haven't seen many cases where they go back to the same template this directly that the sentence structures of all the answer choices are this close.

The Official Guide for GMAT Review 10th Edition wrote:
The Emperor Augustus, it appears, commissioned an idealized sculpture portrait, the features of which are so unrealistic as to constitute what one scholar calls an "artificial face."

(A) so unrealistic as to constitute
(B) so unrealistic they constituted
(C) so unrealistic that they have constituted
(D) unrealistic enough so that they constitute
(E) unrealistic enough so as to constitute

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
This is a great example of a IDIOM question you might find on the GMAT! Let's take a closer look at this question, one issue at a time, and narrow it down to the correct answer. To start, let's highlight the major differences between the options in orange:

Often major economic shifts are so gradual as to be indistinguishable at first from ordinary fluctuations in the financial markets.

(A) so gradual as to be indistinguishable
(B) so gradual so that they can be indistinguishable
(C) so gradual that they are unable to be distinguished
(D) gradual enough not to be distinguishable
(E) gradual enough so that one cannot distinguish them

There are two major issues we can focus on here:

1. Idioms (so gradual vs. gradual enough)
2. Wordiness (indistinguishable vs. unable to be/not to be distinguishable)

Let's start by focusing on idioms because that's the type of question we're dealing with. Here is a quick reminder of the idioms we're using:

so X as to be Y
so X that Y

Let's take a closer look at each option and eliminate any that use incorrect idioms:

(A) so gradual as to be indistinguishable --> so X as to be Y = OK
(C) so gradual that they are unable to be distinguished --> so X that Y = OK
(D) gradual enough not to be distinguishable --> X enough to be Y = WRONG
(E) gradual enough so that one cannot distinguish them --> X enough so that Y = WRONG

We can eliminate options B, D, & E because they don't use the correct idioms.

Now that we have it narrowed down to only 2 options, let's tackle #2 on our list: wordiness. The GMAT prefers options that are as concise as possible, so let's see which of these options is better:

(A) so gradual as to be indistinguishable
This is CORRECT! It uses the idiom "so X as to be Y" correctly, and it doesn't use any overly wordy phrases!

(C) so gradual that they are unable to be distinguished
This is INCORRECT for a couple reasons. First, the pronoun "they" isn't necessary here and could be confusing to readers. Second, the phrase "unable to be distinguished" is overly wordy - the word "indistinguishable" means the same thing in far fewer words!

There you have it - option A is the correct choice! It uses the proper idiom structure, and it's written using the most concise and clear language! If you can focus on the most common idioms found on the GMAT, you'll be able to answer questions like this quickly and effectively!


AjiteshArun
vijays1980 wrote:
Very interesting question. Trying to understand the intended meaning, it sound like A is saying "major economic shifts are so gradual with the intent of being indistinguishable". It sounded like that meaning was incorrect so I went with C.
Definitely not something that we come across very often in conversation. It's closer to "so gradual with the result or outcome..." in this case.
AjiteshArun
manapacheco wrote:
I understand that the idiom "so.. that so" is wrong. But answer B does not have that idiom. It just says "so gradual they can be indistinguishable". Does not have a double "so". Why is it wrong then?
Because the sentence starts with often, we don't really need a can there. For example:

1. Often, voters are asked to... ← This happens often, but probably not always.
vs.
2. Often, voters can be asked to... ← Pretty much the same thing, but with an additional layer of that "sometimes" meaning (because of can).

It is the word often that really makes a difference here. If we were instead looking at all possible events, then a can could help.

3. Voters are asked to... ← "everyone"
vs.
4. Voters can be asked to... ← "some, but probably not all"

Also, the GMAT seems to like having a that  in so that constructions.

Therefore, we'd say that option A is better than option B.
GMATNinja
manapacheco wrote:
I understand that the idiom "so.. that so" is wrong. But answer B does not have that idiom. It just says "so gradual they can be indistinguishable". Does not have a double "so". Why is it wrong then?

As AjiteshArun suggested, (B) seems to be missing a "that". Consider the following examples:

· "The earthquake was so strong that it was felt 500 miles away from the epicenter." - Correct.
· "The earthquake was so strong; it was felt 500 miles away from the epicenter." - This could also work, but it changes the meaning very slightly. In the previous example, the second part of the sentence qualifies the first part: how strong was the earthquake? SO strong THAT it was felt... In this example, the two parts of the sentence are seemingly independent -- this version does not explicitly tell us that the earthquake was felt 500 miles away BECAUSE the earthquake was so strong.
· "The earthquake was so strong it was felt 500 miles away from the epicenter." - Incorrect. If the second part qualifies the first part, then we need to use "so strong that" (as in the first example). If we want each part to be independent, we have to separate the two parts (i.e. with a semicolon, a period, or a comma+conjunction). By itself, "so strong" doesn't work.

(B) is wrong for the same reason: it makes far less sense without a "that".

I hope this helps!
GMATNinja
deveshj21 wrote:
Hello GMATNinja!!,
Thank you for clearing out doubts, you are awesome!.
In the above question I had chosen C as the answer, and to be honest nobody has done a good POE for it, all I hear is it's "wordy" or "how can shifts be unable to distinguish", according to me the later line of thinking would have been incorrect if it said something like" unable to be distinguishable".

I'll be glad if you could shed some light on why the option is incorrect.

T'hank you for the kind words, deveshj21!
Generally speaking, whenever we see the construction, "[SUBJECT] is unable to [VERB]," it means that the subject is attempting, unsuccessfully, to perform some action. For example, "Tim is unable to decide which of his children to feed tonight." Here, Tim, who probably should not have had children in the first place, is trying to decide which child to feed, and he can't do it. He's failed to perform a desired action.

Now consider option (C) in this light: "Often major economic shifts are so gradual that they are unable to be distinguished.." Now it sounds as though the economic shifts are trying to be distinguished, but they've failed because they're just too darn gradual. This doesn't make sense: economic shifts aren't active agents that attempt to do things. So (C) isn't incorrect because it's wordy; it's incorrect because the meaning is illogical.


AjiteshArun
Harman95 wrote:
Hi,
I have a doubt regarding meaning in option A:
‘so gradual as to be indistinguishable vs so gradual as to be distinguishable.’
Doesn't the sentence says that shifts are so gradual that they cant be distinguished from ordinary fluctuations. So why we cant use ‘so gradual as to be distinguishable?’
Thanks in advance!!
Hi Harman95,

so gradual as to be indistinguishable
is similar to
~so gradual that they cannot be distinguished

and

so gradual as to be distinguishable
is similar to
~so gradual that they can be distinguished

The intended meaning is that major economic shifts happen so slowly that they cannot be distinguished from ordinary fluctuations.




















59.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/kudzu-an-asian-vine-that-has-grown-rampantly-in-the-southern-united-s-240321.html#p1852940
Kudzu, an Asian vine that has grown rampantly in the southern United States since introducing it in the 1920s to thwart soil erosion, has overrun many houses and countless acres of roadside.

(A) that has grown rampantly in the southern United States since introducing it in the 1920s to thwart

(B) that has grown rampantly in the southern United States, since it was introduced in the 1920s for thwarting

(C) that has grown rampant in the southern United States since it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart

(D) growing rampant in the southern United States since introducing it in the 1920s for thwarting

(E) growing rampantly in the southern United States, since it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart

GMATNinja
Luckisnoexcuse wrote:
can anyone throw some light on the construct of option C & E

is the construction of C better is the only thing which makes it the right option or option E has some grammer/ly mistake?

I don't think there are grammar errors, exactly, in (E), but it's a little bit illogical. This doesn't happen a whole lot on the GMAT, but the comma warps the meaning in (E):

Quote:
Kudzu, an Asian vine that has grown rampantly in the southern United States since introducing it in the 1920s to thwart soil erosion, has overrun many houses and countless acres of roadside.

(C) that has grown rampant in the southern United States since it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart
(E) growing rampantly in the southern United States, since it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart

If we look very literally at (C), it's saying that the vine has grown rampant in the time since it was introduced in the 1920s. That makes perfect sense, and the word "since" is a reference to time.

But as soon as we put the comma before "since" in (E), the word "since" takes on a different meaning. The phrase "since it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart soil erosion" becomes a non-essential modifier -- and it seems to be giving us an explanation. "Since" now functions as a synonym for "because": "the vine growing rampantly in the southern US, because it was introduced to thwart erosion, has overrun..."

That's not quite what we're trying to say here: the vine hasn't grown rampant because it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart erosion -- it's just become rampant in the time since the 1920s.

Nasty and subtle, no? [image: :(]
For more on the "rampant" vs. "rampantly" issue, see my explanation above: https://gmatclub.com/forum/kudzu-an-asi ... l#p1854183
billybealright
ziyuen wrote:
Kudzu, an Asian vine that has grown rampantly in the southern United States since introducing it in the 1920s to thwart soil erosion, has overrun many houses and countless acres of roadside.

(A) that has grown rampantly in the southern United States since introducing it in the 1920s to thwart
(B) that has grown rampantly in the southern United States, since it was introduced in the 1920s for thwarting
(C) that has grown rampant in the southern United States since it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart
(D) growing rampant in the southern United States since introducing it in the 1920s for thwarting
(E) growing rampantly in the southern United States, since it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart
Notice that adverb "rampantly" versus adjective "rampant".
Adjectives are fine "Your son has grown so tall!".

We use an adverb if we're describing HOW he's growing.
We use an adjective if we're describing what he has grown INTO or become.
daagh
Kudzu, an Asian vine that has grown rampantly in the southern United States since introducing it in the 1920s to thwart soil erosion, has overrun many houses and countless acres of the roadside.

A. First, that the modifier part in A has no verb is a wrong notion; as an appositive noun modifier that is contained within commas, it will certainly not have a finite verb. On the contrary, the use of the active voice 'introducing it' is a problem with no indication of who introduced it. The passive voice 'it was introduced' is the correct diction. We can remove A and D on this count.
(E) growing rampantly in the southern United States, since it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart--- The adverb 'rampantly' can modify neither the immediate present participle 'growing' nor the far-placed verb 'has overrun'. This is a case of the misplaced modifier.
GMATNinja
ziyuen, how did you get your hands on the 2018 verbal guide so quickly?! The 2018 OGs are available for pre-order, but they aren't being shipped in the U.S. yet. The book markets in Malaysia are just awesomer than ours? You're making me jealous! You get your GMAT books faster, plus you have laksa. Fond memories of downing three bowls of the stuff in a market in Kuching. Had some amazing century eggs in KL once, probably the best I've ever eaten...
Sorry, I got lost in a food fantasy there. Back to kudzu and grammar.

Quote:
Is usage of word 'Rampant' and 'Rampantly', both hare correct in the sentence?
can we select right answer on the basis of this word usage?
Quote:
In option C is the use of rampant correct ?
We use adverb to modify verb; here it is modifying ‘grown’.
For example how has the Kuzdu grown...
Am i correct in my reasoning , if not please clarify.

You're all correct that "rampant" is an adjective (modifies a noun), and "rampantly" is an adverb (modifies a verb). But you could actually use either an adjective or an adverb in this case -- and I think that's what ziyuen was trying to say in his last post, too.

· Mike has grown tired of the GMAT books' terrible SC explanations. --> "tired" doesn't describe the verb "grown" or "has grown" -- it's an adjective, describing Mike
· Mike's surfing prowess has grown rapidly in recent years. --> "rapidly" is an adverb, modifying "grown"

In this case, I think "rampant" or "rampantly" could both be perfectly fine. I'll strip down the sentence a little bit for clarity:

· Kudzu has grown rampant in the southern United States. --> "rampant" is an adjective, and we're just saying that the kudzu itself is rampant
· Kudzu has grown rampantly in the southern United States. --> "rampantly" is an adverb, and we're just saying that the kudzu has grown in a rampant (or uncontrolled or unchecked) way

It's a sneaky little thing they've done here: the difference between "rampant" and "rampantly" is irrelevant!

EducationAisle
techiesam wrote:
Apart from the "for thwarting " error in option B,is the first part in option B is a run on as it was separated by a comma.
Hi techiesam, I believe you are referring to the following first part:

Kudzu, an Asian vine that has grown rampantly in the southern United States, since it was introduced in the 1920s for thwarting soil erosion

This is not a run-on. A run-on sentence is when the sentence has two Independent clauses connected by a comma.
The first part does not have any Independent clause.
egmat
KS15 wrote:
GMATNinja-Thanks for the explanation-can you please explain how to eliminate A.
Hello KS15,
Let's take a look at the original sentence: Kudzu, an Asian vine that has grown rampantly in the southern United States since introducing it in the 1920s to thwart soil erosion, has overrun many houses and countless acres of roadside.

First thing first. Let's understand what the sentence intends to convey. The sentence states that Kudzu has grown rampantly in the southern US and has spread through many houses and many acres of roadside. Describing Kudzu, the sentence mentions that it is an Asian creeper that was introduced in 1920s to hinder soil erosion.

However, there is an issue with the phrase since introducing it. The way this phrase is written, it seems to suggest that Kudzu introduced itself. We may also infer that the sentence fails to say who introduced it because there is no entity introducing can be associated with. This is the reason Choice A is incorrect.

---Shraddha
GMATNinja
doeadoer wrote:
Hi, can you please explain why we needed a that after Asian vine.. I had chosen E since it did not contain that [image: :(] why cant we go without a that in the sentence?
Can someone please help!!

The presence or absence of the word "that" is not a deciding factor on this question. There's nothing inherently wrong with the phrase "a vine that has grown" nor the phrase "a vine growing" -- it's just that (C) and (E) have different meanings, and that's the more important issue, as described here: https://gmatclub.com/forum/kudzu-an-asi ... l#p1930060.
EducationAisle
suramya26 wrote:
Can anybody explain why in option B "for thwarting" is actually incorrect.
I was down to B and C and chose B.

Hi suramya26, the intent of introducing Kudzu was to thwart soil erosion.

Whenever intent needs to be depicted, an infinitive (to + verb) is normally the preferred structure. Hence, to thwart is preferred.
EducationAisle
ran787 wrote:
Can you please explain why B is incorrect ?

Hi ran787, not sure if you read my post just above yours.

B uses for thwarting, whereas to thwart is preferable when intent needs to be depicted.

Also, B uses a comma before since, distorting the meaning.
EducationAisle
Smitc007 wrote:
I think there is a run on sentence in option B

An Asian vine that has grown rampantly in the southern United States =>"Asian vine"is the subject and "has" is a verb and it expresses a complete thought.
Since it was introduced in the 1920 for thwarting soil erosion => "it" is the subject which refers to Kudzu and "was" is the verb and it also expresses a complete thought.

Hi Smitc007, we can't just selectively do cherry picking of words, to concoct an Independent clause. has is not the verb for Asian vine. has is the verb for that.

So, basically that has grown rampantly in the southern United States is the dependent clause in this sentence.
GMATNinja
Quote:
I think there is a run on sentence in option B

An Asian vine that has grown rampantly in the southern United States =>"Asian vine"is the subject and "has" is a verb and it expresses a complete thought.
Since it was introduced in the 1920 for thwarting soil erosion => "it" is the subject which refers to Kudzu and "was" is the verb and it also expresses a complete thought

As EducationAisle notes, there's no run-on in (B), because "that has grown rampantly in the southern United States" isn't independent - it's a modifier describing the Asian vine. Take a simple example: "Dan, who runs a mile in fifteen minutes, is not a great athlete." Here we do have two clauses, but the one in red functions as a modifier, and so it's not independent. In the OG question, "that has grown" is part of a modifier describing the vine. If there's only one independent clause, we don't have a run-on.

Quote:
Even if we consider "Since" as a dependent marker and 2nd clause as dependent clause. What is the intent of the OG Explanations "The adverbial Clause Since it was introduced in the 1920 should not be set off from has grown rampantly"
There are two ways to understand the OG's point. First, if we have a long modifier, and within this modifier we get additional information about when an action takes place, we typically won't use a comma between action and time-modifier.

For example, "My child, who has been screaming since she awoke at 3AM, supposedly has many positive qualities." Notice that the blue component is one long modifier describing "my child," and there's no need, within the modifier, to separate the action ("has been screaming") from the description of when the action takes place ("since she awoke"). Similarly, in (C) "that has grown rampant in the southern United States since it was introduced in the 1920s to thwart soil erosion" is one long essential modifier describing the "Asian vine." "Since it was introduced" tells us when the rampant growth started.

Second, the word "since" is tricky because it has two meanings. In both the official question and in my example above, it means "from the time when." But it can also mean "because."

Watch what happens if I insert a comma before "since" in the previous example: "...who has been screaming, since she awoke at 3AM." Now it sounds as though the kid has been screaming because she awoke at 3AM, rather than indicating the timeframe of her meltdown. The same thing happens in (B): "that has grown rampantly in the southern United States, since it was introduced in the 1920s." The growth happened because it was introduced in the 1920's? It makes sense to say that the 1920's marks the time when growth became rampant; it makes less sense to claim that the plant has grown wildly because it was introduced in this decade. So the version without the comma is more logical.

I hope that helps!




egmat
RJ7X0DefiningMyX wrote:
daagh can you please explain the usage of rampant and rampantly? Also, the comma before since option E?

Hello RJ7X0DefiningMyX,

I am not sure if your doubt still persists. Here is the reply nonetheless.

rampant - this word is an adjective and is used to modify noun entities.
rampantly - this word is an adverb that is used to modify actions and adjectives.

However, in this official sentence, the distinction does not quite stane because the sentence seems to suggest that growing rampantly has become a feature of Kudzu.

Now, in choice E, the comma before since works as the closing comma for the modifier an Asian vine growing rampantly in the southern United States. The structure has an impact on the meaning conveyed as follows:

Per Choice A, Kudzu has grown rampant since it was introduced in the 1920s.

Per Choice E, Kudzu has overrun many houses and countless acres of roadside since it was introduced in the 1920s.

--Shraddha













60.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/the-supreme-court-has-ruled-that-public-universities-may-collect-20807.html#p136831
The Supreme Court has ruled that public universities may collect student activity fees even with students' objections to particular activities, so long as the groups they give money to will be chosen without regard to their views.

(A) with students' objections to particular activities, so long as the groups they give money to will be
(B) if they have objections to particular activities and the groups that are given the money are
(C) if they object to particular activities, but the groups that the money is given to have to be
(D) from students who object to particular activities, so long as the groups given money are
(E) though students have an objection to particular activities, but the groups that are given the money be

GMATNinja
Quote:
(A) with students' objections to particular activities, so long as the groups they give money to will be
Whoa, there’s all sorts of weird crap in (A). For starters, “universities may collect student activity fees even with students’ objections to particular activities” literally seems to be saying that activity fees and objections are collected together, somehow. And that doesn’t make sense.

I’m also not thrilled with the pronouns. I’m OK with the “their” at the very end of the sentence, because that seems to refer to the most recent plural noun (“groups”), but I don't love the phrase “they give money to.” I guess “they” is trying to refer to “public universities”, but we have a whole bunch of other plural nouns in the way (“student activity fees”, “students’ objections”, “activities”).

Of course, pronoun ambiguity isn’t an absolute rule on the GMAT (as discussed in this video), but it’s really not awesome when the pronouns are somewhat confusing. Maybe the pronoun isn’t WRONG, but it’s not ideal, either.
I also have absolutely no idea why the future tense “will be” appears in this sentence.
So we have plenty of good reasons to ditch (A).




Quote:
(B) if they have objections to particular activities and the groups that are given the money are

The first “they” is definitely wrong in (B). The only plural nouns earlier in the sentence are “public universities” and “activity fees”, and neither of those make sense. The sentence is trying to say that universities can collect fees even if students have objections to particular activities – and the only form of “students” in the sentence is actually an adjective (“student activity fees”).

There’s also a meaning issue that stems from the parallelism in (B). We have: “…public universities may collect student activity fees even if they have objections to particular activities and the groups that are given the money are chosen without regard to their views.”

That doesn’t actually make sense: the sentence is not trying to say that universities may collect fees even if groups receive money without regard to their views. The sentence is trying to say that universities may collect fees as long as the groups receive money without regard to their views. That last part is a requirement imposed by the Supreme Court, so it’s wrong to precede the phrase with “even if.”

So (B) is out.

Quote:
(C) if they object to particular activities, but the groups that the money is given to have to be

Welp, “they” is still wrong at the beginning of the underlined portion. See the explanations for (A) and (B) above for more on the pronoun issue.

You could also argue that the end of the underlined portion is unnecessarily messy: “the groups that the money is given to have to be” is a very wordy way to say “the groups given money must be…” By itself, this isn’t necessarily WRONG, but it’s not great, either.

And even if you don’t agree with anything I wrote in that last paragraph, the pronoun issues are enough to eliminate (C).

Let’s line up our last two candidates side-by-side:
Quote:
(D) from students who object to particular activities, so long as the groups given money are
(E) though students have an objection to particular activities, but the groups that are given the money be

The meaning of that first part of the underlined portion is very different in (E) than in (D). (E) is literally saying that universities may collect activity fees “even though students” object to certain activities. The trouble is, it’s not clear WHICH students object to the fees. (D), on the other hand, clarifies that universities can collect fees from the specific students who object to particular activities. And the meaning of (D) makes a whole lot more sense, given the context of the sentence.

The last part of the underlined portion is also much better in (D) than in (E). The sentence is trying to say that universities can collect fees only if the groups given money are “chosen without regard to their views.” (D) correctly conveys that meaning with the phrase “so long as”; (E) loses part of the point of the sentence by using “but” instead.

So (E) is out, and (D) is our answer.
ydmuley
The Supreme Court has ruled that public universities may collect student activity fees even with students' objections to particular activities, so long as the groups they give money to will be chosen without regard to their views.

(A) with students' objections to particular activities, so long as the groups they give money to will be
- Usage of "they" is not clear here, we do not know if "they" is referring to Pub. Universities, Students or Groups
- Also, "will be" is incorrect tense here as the supreme court's order has already been passed

(B) if they have objections to particular activities and the groups that are given the money are
- "they" here is referring to "student activity fees" which makes it ill logical to say, "student activity fees" have objections

(C) if they object to particular activities, but the groups that the money is given to have to be

- "they" here is referring to "student activity fees" which makes it ill logical to say, "student activity fees" have objections
- "have to be" is redundent

(D) from students who object to particular activities, so long as the groups given money are

- CORRECT
- Even from students who object - more idiomatic
- Are is uses the correct tense

(E) though students have an objection to particular activities, but the groups that are given the money be
- have an objection is wordy for object
egmat
rishabhdxt wrote:
The Supreme Court has ruled that public universities may collect student activity fees even with students' objections to particular activities, so long as the groups they give money to will be chosen without regard to their views.

(A) with students' objections to particular activities, so long as the groups they give money to will be
(B) if they have objections to particular activities and the groups that are given the money are
(C) if they object to particular activities, but the groups that the money is given to have to be
(D) from students who object to particular activities, so long as the groups given money are
(E) though students have an objection to particular activities, but the groups that are given the money be


Experts : Pls help me understand following .

1. what else is wrong in option c ?
2. Past + present like in option D ok ?
3. what is wrong in option E

Hello rishabhdxt,

1. Choice C is of course incorrect because there is no antecedent for the plural pronoun they. There is another error in this choice.

The original sentence presents a condition for collecting the fees. The condition is that the universities' decision to grant money to a particular group will not be influenced by the views of the group. This condition is evident by the usage of the phrase so long as. But there is no indicator in Choice C after but that presents this condition.

2. All the verbs in Choice D are in present tense. Please note that given is the verb-ed modifier that modifies the preceding noun groups.

3. Choice E is incorrect for two reasons:

i. Like Choice C, this choice also fails to present the condition exclusively.
ii. Use of Subjunctive verb be chosen is incorrect because there is no trigger verb in the choice that requires use of subjunctive verb.

---Shraddha


egmat
rekhabishop wrote:
I chose E.
I don't know how D is better than E. Isn't "the groups given money are" in D, a little weird?
Hello rekhabishop,
You can go through my response to rishabhdxt to know what are the errors in Choice E.

Use of the phrase the groups given money are chosen is correct. Basically this phrase is the abbreviated structure of the groups that are given money are chosen.... I am sure now the expression read better to you.

---Shraddha
egmat
adkikani wrote:
Do experts agree on incorrect usage of - with - in option (A) ?
Even with students' objections turns out to be noun phrase when compared
with verb phrase - students who object , the later being more formal in conveying the purpose.

Hello Arpit adkikani,
The original sentence states that public universities may collect student activity fees. Hence, it is obvious that students are supposed to pay the fee.
IMHO, the way the original sentence is worded, there is no grammatical issue with even with students' objections to particular activities because with objection, we cannot use any other preposition.
Yes indeed, the expression even from students who object to particular activities is far superior to above-mentioned expression in Choice A because this expression very clearly presents the intended meaning of the sentence.

--Shraddha
egmat
akshata19 wrote:
Is 'their' in the qstn not ambiguous?
It can refer to public universities or students
Hello akshata19,
The pronoun their in the non-underlined portion of this official sentence logically refers to groups.

The sentence presents a condition that the groups that are selected must be chosen without regard to their = the groups' views.
The sentence does not talk about the universities' or the students' views.
egmat
nishantmba wrote:
(B) if they have objections to particular activities and the groups that are given the money are -Can They have antecedent as groups

(C) if they object to particular activities, but the groups that the money is given to have to be -Can They have antecedent as groups
Hello nishantmba,
The plural pronoun they in choices B and C cannot refer to the plural noun the groups.

Pay close attention to what the sentence says. It says that the universities may collect money student activity fees. The phrase makes it clear that the students are entitled to pay this fees, no matter they are willing or not willing to do.

--Shraddha
GMATNinja
dave13 wrote:
Hello GMATNinja [image: :)]
these 700 level SC questions are really tricky....i tend to miss some deatils ...
what I dont understand is this expression " the groups given money are" "are" cant refer to money right ? because money is "is" so "are" refers to "groups" but does it make sense ? i dont get logogical conecttion... on the other hand if it were " the groups given money is" sounds better but it wouldnt link the remaining part of sentence.

Is is some specfic senteance construction [image: :?] the groups given money are" how do we call this sentence construction.... does it mean that ‘groups that give money are chosen.....?’
have a great weekend [image: :)] i can already smell a weekend mood one day before it [image: :)]
Ah, the delicious, slightly moist smell of weekend... [image: :grin:]
I'm not a huge fan of the grammar jargon, but here's the heart of that part of the sentence:
"...the groups... are chosen without regard to their views."
So yes, "groups" are the grammatical subject here. It's in passive voice, and the sentence never actually states who, exactly, chooses the groups. We just know that the groups are chosen (by an unnamed somebody) without regard to those groups' views.

Adding the bit about money back in, we have:
"...the groups given money are chosen without regard to their views."
The phrase "given money" is just modifying "the groups." Basically, it just clarifies that "the groups" we're discussing are specifically the groups that receive money.

AjiteshArun
riyahope7 wrote:
Hi, Can anyone explain why "so long as" is correct? I believe "As long as" should come
So long as and as long as both mean "provided that" here.

egmat
Hello Jeetroy,

Your question: Here 'their' is possessive but 'groups' is not. How can a possessive pronoun refer to 'groups'? Is it an exception?

My response: The possessive pronouns can refer to both the possessive and the non-possessive nouns. Hence, the possessive pronoun their correctly refers to the plural non-possessive noun entity groups.

Generally, the non-possessive pronouns refer only to the non-possessive nouns.

--Shraddha













61.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/in-1923-the-supreme-court-declared-a-minimum-wage-for-women-and-child-24528.html#p162552
In 1923, the Supreme Court declared a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia as unconstitutional, and ruling that it was a form of price-fixing and, as such, an abridgment of the right of contract.


(A) the Supreme Court declared a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia as unconstitutional, and

(B) the Supreme Court declared as unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia, and

(C) the Supreme Court declared unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia,

(D) a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia was declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court,

(E) when the Supreme Court declared a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia as unconstitutional,

egmat
When a verb-ing modifier is preceded by a comma, it always modifies the entire preceding clause. The verb-ing modifier denotes an action and this action must make sense with the subject of the preceding clause. Let’s take a set of simple examples to understand this usage:

a. Ria maintains a diary, writing her day-to-day accounts.

Here, “writing” is preceded by a comma. Hence, it modifies the entire preceding clause. This modifier explains HOW Ria maintains a diary. She does so by writing her daily accounts. The verb-ing modifier “writing” denotes an action. This action makes sense with the subject of the clause “Ria” because “Ria” does the action of writing.

b. A diary is maintained by Ria, writing her day-to-day accounts.

By writing this sentence in passive voice, we change the subject of the preceding clause that the comma + verb-ing modifier “writing” modifies. This modification does not make sense because the action denoted by “writing” does not make sense with the subject of the clause “A diary”. “A diary” does not perform the action of “writing”. Ria did that action. Hence, this sentence is incorrect.

Now study choices C (correct choice) and D of the official question:

Choice C: In 1923, the Supreme Court declared unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia, ruling that it was a form of price-fixing, as such, an abridgment of the right of contract.

Choice D: In 1923, a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia was declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, ruling that it was a form of price-fixing, as such, an abridgment of the right of contract.

In choice C, “ruling” makes sense with “the Supreme Court” because the SC did the action of ruling and hence the modification is correct.

In choice D, the subject is “a minimum wage”. This subject does not make sense with the action denoted by “ruling”. Hence, this modification is incorrect.

Usage of “Verb-ing” Modifiers has been explained in detail in our concept named “Modifiers – Verb-ing”. This concept is listed under Level 1 Preview Concepts that are free for everyone. Just go to e-gmat.com, register for free and learn the concept. There are quizzes for your practice as well.

--Shraddha.
GMATNinja
Quote:
(A) the Supreme Court declared a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia as unconstitutional, and

The parallelism trigger “and” gives us the best hint on this one. The “and” is followed by “ruling that it was a form…”, so we need something that’s parallel to ruling. And we really don’t have that: there are no other “-ing” modifiers that could possibly be an option.

The word order at the beginning of the underlined portion is also just a little bit confusing. It sounds like “the Supreme Court declared a minimum wage for women and children” – which isn’t what the sentence is saying. It’s saying that the Supreme Court declared that the minimum wage as unconstitutional – so why not keep the phrase “minimum wage as unconstitutional” together? That would make the sentence clearer.

So we can eliminate (A).

Quote:
(B) the Supreme Court declared as unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia, and
In (B), the phrase “as unconstitutional” is in a much better spot: “declared as unconstitutional a minimum wage…” might sound funny, but it’s much clearer than the version in (A). We now know exactly what the Supreme Court actually declared, without having to think too hard about it. That’s great.

Trouble is, the parallelism still makes no sense, exactly as we described in answer choice (A): “and” is followed by “ruling”, and nothing is parallel with “ruling.”

So we can get rid of (B), too.

Quote:
(C) the Supreme Court declared unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia,

The “and” is missing from (C), and that’s actually a good thing: now “ruling that it was a form of price-fixing” is a modifier that gives us more information about the previous clause (“the Supreme Court declared unconstitutional a minimum wage…”) And that makes perfect sense.

The placement of the word “unconstitutional” is also much better than in some of the other answer choices: it’s immediately clear that the Supreme Court declared the minimum wage unconstitutional, and that makes the sentence much clearer.

Let’s keep (C).

Quote:
(D) a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia was declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court,

(D) is exactly the same as (C), except that it’s in passive voice: “a minimum wage… was declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court” is an unnecessarily indirect way to say “the Supreme Court declared unconstitutional a minimum wage…”

To be clear: there are times when passive voice is perfectly acceptable. It’s not automatically wrong. But in this case, there’s no justification for the passive voice: why would we use passive when it’s clearer to just use active voice, and state that the Supreme Court took action?

(D) isn’t as good as (C), so we can eliminate (D).

Quote:
(E) when the Supreme Court declared a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia as unconstitutional,

Like (A), (E) separates the phrase “as unconstitutional” from the action it modifies (“the Supreme Court declared a minimum wage”), and that’s a little bit confusing. For more on this issue, see the explanation for answer choice (A).

The bigger issue is that this thing just isn’t a sentence at all. The underlined portion is a modifier, and then it’s followed by another modifier (beginning with “ruling”) – so we never have a main clause, with a nice subject and verb.

So (E) is out, and (C) is our answer.
daagh
The gist of the passive voice sentence in D is: A minimum wage was declared illegal by the Supreme court. This act must have been done by
A body of people such as Supreme court or the Legal Dept and so on. The declaration could not have been made by the minimum wage. For a logical predication, it requires SC to act as the doer of the action. That is the reason it requires a clause which is active rather than passive.

EducationAisle
Whenever you spot an and, please make sure the structure following the and is grammatically similar with something preceding the and (for the simple reason that and joins two or more entities).

In A, and B, the structure following the and is: (and) ruling that it was a form of price fixing
But there is nothing preceding the and that is grammatically similar to this structure.

So, A and B would have been better if the non-underlined portion had: ..and ruled.. (and not ..and ruling..), because in that case the portions before and after and would have been grammatically similar: ...the supreme court declared...and ruled...

Reiterating, the structure in A and B: ...the supreme court declared...and ruling... is not a grammatically parallel structure.
mikemcgarry
sakshiag28 wrote:
In 1923, the supreme court declared a minimum wage for women and children in the district of Columbia as unconstitutional, and ruling that it was a form of price fixing and, as such, an abridgment of the right of contract.

A) the supreme court declared a minimum wage for women and children in the district of Columbia as unconstitutional, and
B) the supreme court declared as unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the district of Columbia, and
C) the supreme court declared unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the district of Columbia,
D) a minimum wage for women and children in the district of Columbia was declared unconstitutional by the supreme court
E) when the supreme declared a minimum wage for women and children in the district of Columbia as unconstitutional,

Split #1: the idiom for "declare." The word declare idiomatically does not take a preposition --- the correct idiom is simply "to declare X Y", where X is some noun and Y is some judgement.
... to declare the assailant guilty ...
... to declare the new discovery invalid ...
... to declare the soup delicious ...
There is no preposition between the noun and the judgement. Putting the preposition "as" into this structure is incorrect:
... to declare the assailant as guilty ...
Every answer choice with the word "as" before the word "unconstitutional" makes this same mistake. On the basis of this split, we immediately can eliminate choices (A), (B), and (E). (Each one of those also has other problems!!)

After one split, we are down to only two choices. Choices (C) & (D) are both grammatically and idiomatically correct. The profound difference is in Rhetorical Construction. For more on that, see:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2013/rhetorical ... orrection/
Choice (C) is strong, direct, sleek, and powerful. Choice (D) is passive, indirect, flaccid, and mealy-mouthed. The choice between them is stark. Choice (C) is much better, and is clearly the best answer.

Notice that the modifying phrase beginning with the word "ruling" is a verb modifier, a.k.a. an adverbial phrase. Unlike noun modifiers, these are not subject to the Touch Rule, so we don't have to contort the first half of the sentence into a grammatical pretzel just so that the words "supreme court" are touching that modifier. For more on the Touch Rule, see:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2013/modifiers- ... orrection/
mikemcgarry
russ9 wrote:
1. In answer choice C, isn't it idiomatically incorrect? Declared a X(minimum wage) as Y(unconstitutional)?

Dear russ9
With all due respect, I don't believe the word "as" even appears in choice (C).

You are perfectly correct that declare X as Y would be idiomatically incorrect.

russ9 wrote:
2. Out of curiosity , which verb is the above highlighted verb modifier referring to ?

Here's the OA version:
In 1923, the supreme court declared unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the district of Columbia, ruling that it was a form of price fixing and, as such, an abridgment of the right of contract.
The participle "ruling" is a verb-modifier, or one might say a "clause modifier" --- there's actually not a sharp distinction between a verb modifier and a clause modifier. It provides the content of the court's decision, the effect of their action. This is typical for a verb modifier.
I told Kevin he was very smart, making him feel good about himself.
The bond market fell precipitously, sending stocks into a panic.
At Austerlitz, Napoleon crushed the Third Coalition, bringing an end to the Holy Roman Empire.
In each one, the first part, in green, is an independent clause, and the second part, in purple, is a verb-modifier giving the effect of the action, the result.

Does this make sense?

russ9 wrote:
3. The idiom "Declared A B" is equivalent to "Consider A B", isn't it? Are there any other words that run along the same lines?

In terms of common words, likely to appear on the GMAT, there are no other words in this pattern. BTW, here are some free GMAT Idiom Flashcards:
https://gmat.magoosh.com/flashcards/idioms

egmat
Deepit wrote:
I thought D was the correct answer because the non -underlined word 'ruling' correctly modifies the 'supreme court' at the end of the sentence. Is that correct?
Also how do we realize which word the modifier is modifying (in this case - 'ruling'). Sometimes it could be the subject at the start of the sentence or sometimes the last word of the sentence.
Your reply would be well appreciated.

Hello Deepit,

The verb-ing modifiers modify the preceding noun entities when they are NOT preceded by a comma. For example:

The man wearing the red hat is my uncle.

In the above-mentioned sentence, wearing modifies the preceding noun The man.

When a verb-ing modifier is preceded by a comma and is placed after a clause, then it modifies the action in the preceding clause. In such a modification, the action presented by the comma + verb-ing modifier must make sense with the doer of the modified action.

Same is the structure we see in the correct answer choice of this official sentence as well.

In 1923, the Supreme Court declared unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia, ruling that it was a form of price-fixing and, as such, an abridgment of the right of contract.

As you can see, the verb-ing modifier ruling is preceded by the comma and placed after the clause. Hence, it is an action modifier. It modifies the action declared in the preceding clause.

The sentence intends to say that the Supreme Court declared xyz unconstitutional. In doing so, the court ruled something. So you see, in choice C, the action of ruled makes sense with the doer - the Supreme Court - of the modified action declared.

But this is not the case with Choice D. Choice D seems to suggest that a minimum wage did the action of ruling. This is certainly not the intended logical meaning.

You can learn all about the Verb-ing Modifiers at e-GMAT by simply registering at e-gmat.com for free. This concept is part of our Free Trial course.

--Shraddha
generis
Echterlini wrote:
I am quite confused by answer choice c, because it sounds as the court declared a minimum wage for women and that was unconstitutional.
But in my point of view it should be "the court declared X as Y".
Can anyone help me with this? I am not a native speaker.

Hi Echterlini , I will be happy to help but I cannot tell which part of the discussion above does not make sense.
This sentence is really hard for native speakers (we do not typically speak this way)—for non-native speakers I think the sentence must sound a little crazy. [image: :)]

Quote:
it sounds as the court declared a minimum wage for women and that was unconstitutional.

Either unconstitutional or a is not in the right place to sustain your interpretation.

The official version:
(C) the Supreme Court declared unconstitutional a minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia,
This option describes what the Supreme Court decided about a minimum wage [law].
The Court decided that the law was unconstitutional and declared it unconstitutional.

Here is the version that would support your [incorrect] interpretation:
The Supreme Court declared (established) an unconstitutional minimum wage for women and children in the District of Columbia
This option is someone's opinion about the character of a law that the Court itself established (declared).
A commentator analyzes the minimum wage "declared" by the Court itself and announces that the Court's new rule is unconstitutional.

• Idiom Declare X Y

Above, Mike McGarry wrote, "declare X as Y would be idiomatically incorrect."
The official explanation for this question says the same thing: "This sentence depends on the correct use of an idiom: the court declares x unconstitutional."

About options A, B, and E, in which Declare X as Y is used, the author of the OE reiterates that "Declared as . . . unconstitutional is not the correct idiom."

• Structure of the idiom and function in this sentence
Declare (NOUN X) (NOUN Y)
or
Declare (NOUN X) (ADJECTIVE Y) ← this sentence uses this version

The noun, X, is minimum wage [for women and children in D.C.]
The adjective, Y, is unconstitutional

We need to invert the form in option C because the noun minimum wage is followed by modifiers that make the noun phrase very long.

If we tack on Y = "unconstitutional" after all those prepositional phrases,
we lose the direct connection between declared and unconstitutional,
a connection that is required by the idiom Declare X Y

Idioms can be strange. This one, as mentioned above, resembles Consider X Y.

One way to think about this idiom is that some words are omitted—just do not insert those words.
-- He declared the chocolate layer cake [to be] a culinary masterpiece.
-- He declared the chocolate layer cake [as] delicious beyond description
(I am NOT saying that these renditions are correct. They are not. They might help to clarify the logic.
Even if the logic does not make sense, memorize this one. Often we cannot explain why idioms are the way they are.)

I hope that helps.






62.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/self-compassion-is-made-up-of-mindfulness-the-ability-to-manage-thoug-294378.html#p2266145
Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

(A) away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
(B) away, or repression of them, and common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
(C) away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others;
(D) away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others;
(E) away or repress them; common humanity, to empathize with the suffering of others

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
While this may look like an incredibly complicated question to answer, we think you can tackle it pretty quickly if you can identify what type of question it is: a LIST question! To begin, let's take a quick scan over the options and highlight any major differences in orange:

Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

A. away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
B. away, or repression of them, and common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
C. away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others;
D. away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others;
E. away or repress them; common humanity, to empathize with the suffering of others

After a quick scan, there are a few key differences we can focus on here:
1. repressing / repression of / repress (Parallelism)
2. , common / , and common / ; common (Punctuation & Lists)
3. , or empathy / , empathy / , an empathy / , to empathize (Parallelism & Punctuation)
4. others, / others; / others (Punctuation & Lists)

There is a lot here, so let's focus on #1 on our list: Parallelism. This should be a pretty easy way to eliminate a couple wrong choices quickly. To figure out what the word repressing/repression/repress is paired with, we need to look to the non-underlined portion of the sentence:

Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.
We need to keep "being carried away" the way it is because it's not underlined, and eliminate the options that don't use parallel structure:

A. away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
B. away, or repression of them, and common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
C. away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others;
D. away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others;
E. away or repress them; common humanity, to empathize with the suffering of others

We can eliminate options B & E because they don't use an -ing word to make them parallel to "being carried away."

Now that we have things narrowed down a bit, let's focus on the fact that this is a LIST question. If we look carefully, we see that this isn't just any old list - it's a COMPOUND LIST:

Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

A compound list is a type of list where each item includes commas within it, which makes figuring out which items go together incredibly difficult. For compound sentences, you should separate each item with a semicolon (;), rather than just a comma. That way, it's clearer to readers what goes with what.

Let's see which options handle this correctly, and eliminate those that don't:

A. away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,

This is INCORRECT because there should be a semicolon separating each item instead of just a comma. For this sentence, there needs to be semicolons before "common" and after "others" to properly break up the list.

C. away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others;

This is INCORRECT because it doesn't separate mindfulness from common humanity with a semicolon like it needs to. It does separate common humanity from self-kindness, but that's not enough to make this correct.

D. away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others;

This is CORRECT! It uses semicolons to properly separate each item, allowing the commas inside each item to distinguish that they are defining each term and are not more list items.


Manang
Bunuel wrote:
Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

A. away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
B. away, or repression of them, and common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
C. away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others;
D. away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others;
E. away or repress them; common humanity, to empathize with the suffering of others

There are two uses of semi-colon
1. Used to connect to related Independent clauses. This is the most commonly used
IC; IC
2. Used to connect parallel items, when a comma is already used as part of a list(to make the sentence clearer).
To understand the usage: see this https://writing.wisc.edu/handbook/gramm ... emicolons/

daagh
Bunuel wrote:
Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

A. away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
B. away, or repression of them, and common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
C. away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others;
D. away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others;
E. away or repress them; common humanity, to empathize with the suffering of others

An adept understanding of the structural construction of sentences can help in solving this seemingly jumble of modifiers, list parallelism, and punctuations. This problem is about a list of three nouns namely mindfulness, humanity, and self-kindness followed by their respective modifiers.

The algorithm for doing this problem may start with:

1. 'without being carried away' in the non-underlined part indicates that the second arm of that phrase should have another 'ing' form after the conjunction 'or'. We can safely remove B and E on this count.

2. There is no need to put a comma before 'or' in C since it might give a wrong feeling that what follows 'or' could be another item in the list. In addition, a comma is not required when only two items are involved in a given list.

3. Between A and D: In A, "empathy with the suffering of others" is just a modifier and we do not join a modifier with its modifyee by a conjunction, but only by a comma.

Therefore, D is the answer.
GMATNinja
kshitijgarg wrote:
Hi GMATNinja,
In option D, Modifiers of a parallel are connected with semicolon. is it the right construction?
i haven't seen this before. My understanding was modifiers in the parallel structure are connected with a comma and the last item with comma+and (,and).

There are two ways we can use a semicolon. First, we can use it to separate independent clauses. That's the usage we see most often.

But we can also use semi-colons to separate elements in a list when there are commas within those elements. For example:
"During his exotic vacation in the tri-state area, Mike visited tourist hotspots such as Trenton, New Jersey; Rochester, New York; and Hamden, Connecticut."
Notice that if I'd separated the cities with commas, it would have been very difficult for the reader to tell when one element ended and the next began.

Same usage here. Here's the relevant portion of (D):

Quote:
"...mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others; and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering;..."

Notice there are three elements in this list and that each element contains a comma setting off a modifier within it:
(1) mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them
(2) common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others
(3) and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering
Again, if we separated the elements with commas, it would be very difficult to tell where one ended and the next began.
A similar official example can be found here, and an excessive rant about GMAT punctuation can be found in this video.

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
jamalabdullah100 wrote:
EMPOWERgmatVerbal wrote:
Hello Everyone!

While this may look like an incredibly complicated question to answer, we think you can tackle it pretty quickly if you can identify what type of question it is: a LIST question! To begin, let's take a quick scan over the options and highlight any major differences in orange:

Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

A. away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
B. away, or repression of them, and common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
C. away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others;
D. away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others;
E. away or repress them; common humanity, to empathize with the suffering of others

After a quick scan, there are a few key differences we can focus on here:

1. repressing / repression of / repress (Parallelism)
2. , common / , and common / ; common (Punctuation & Lists)
3. , or empathy / , empathy / , an empathy / , to empathize (Parallelism & Punctuation)
4. others, / others; / others (Punctuation & Lists)

There is a lot here, so let's focus on #1 on our list: Parallelism. This should be a pretty easy way to eliminate a couple wrong choices quickly. To figure out what the word repressing/repression/repress is paired with, we need to look to the non-underlined portion of the sentence:

Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

We need to keep "being carried away" the way it is because it's not underlined, and eliminate the options that don't use parallel structure:

A. away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
B. away, or repression of them, and common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
C. away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others;
D. away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others;
E. away or repress them; common humanity, to empathize with the suffering of others

We can eliminate options B & E because they don't use an -ing word to make them parallel to "being carried away."
Now that we have things narrowed down a bit, let's focus on the fact that this is a LIST question. If we look carefully, we see that this isn't just any old list - it's a COMPOUND LIST:

Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

A compound list is a type of list where each item includes commas within it, which makes figuring out which items go together incredibly difficult. For compound sentences, you should separate each item with a semicolon (;), rather than just a comma. That way, it's clearer to readers what goes with what.

Let's see which options handle this correctly, and eliminate those that don't:

A. away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others,
This is INCORRECT because there should be a semicolon separating each item instead of just a comma. For this sentence, there needs to be semicolons before "common" and after "others" to properly break up the list.

C. away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others;
This is INCORRECT because it doesn't separate mindfulness from common humanity with a semicolon like it needs to. It does separate common humanity from self-kindness, but that's not enough to make this correct.

D. away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others;
This is CORRECT! It uses semicolons to properly separate each item, allowing the commas inside each item to distinguish that they are defining each term and are not more list items.

There you have it - option D is the correct choice! It uses parallel structure and proper punctuation for a compound list.

How can one spot if something is a compound list or a normal list? Such as in this example?

Hello jamalabdullah100!

Here is an easy way to figure out if you're dealing with a simple list or a compound list:
Simple List = each item in the list is simply written and doesn't contain any punctuation --> each item is separated by a comma
Compound List = each item in the list is complex and contains a comma or other punctuation --> each item is separated by a semicolon

For simple lists, each item doesn't contain any punctuation, so separating them with commas is clear enough:

I went to the grocery store to buy marshmallows, chocolate bars, and graham crackers to make s'mores.

For compound lists, each item contains some kind of punctuation. Separating each item with a comma would be confusing, so using a semicolon is a clearer way of telling readers what items go where:

Over the past 10 years, I have lived in Phoenix, AZ; Detroit, MI; Seattle, WA; and Miami, FL.

Each item in the list above is a city and state. Separating them with commas would be confusing - it would say you've lived in Phoenix AND Arizona, instead of saying you've lived in Phoenix, Arizona. Using semicolons makes it clear that you're listing cities and states together.

When we look at the correct option, we can clearly determine what each of the items is:

Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others; and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

If we don't separate each item with a semicolon, we might accidentally assume that "mindfulness" and "the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them" are two different things. Instead, we can clearly see that those two items go together (a term + its definition), and that all the other items in the list are set up the same way.

So remember - if each item in the list contains its own punctuation, it's a compound list. If each item doesn't contain its own punctuation, it's a simple list!

I hope that helps!

GMATNinja
Quote:
Hi - can you please explain the ruole around this - We can eliminate options B & E because they don't use an -ing word to make them parallel to "being carried away."

Anytime you encounter a parallel marker, such as "or," "and," or "but," the marker will be used to connect similar forms. For example:


"When Tim gave dog food to his daughter for a snack, Maria couldn't tell if he was being a jerk or showing signs of extreme sleep deprivation."

In this case, because we have VERB-ing after the parallel marker "or," it's likely that we'll see VERB-ing earlier in the sentence to pair with the later instance, so "being" is parallel to "showing." Both VERB-ing words serve as adjectives describing poor Tim.

Now, keep in mind that parallelism isn't about simply seeking out elements that look the same. I can enjoy swimming and tennis. Here, "swimming" and "tennis," though they don't look alike, are both nouns, and so can be logically parallel to one another. So that's the real test: is the parallel marker connecting two elements that are playing the same role in the sentence?

In (B), we have the following: "the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away, or repression." In this case, "being" is functioning like an adverb, describing the action "to manage." "Repression," on the other hand, is functioning as a noun, and so cannot be parallel to an adverb. (B) is out.

Now take a look at (E): "the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repress them." Again, "being" is functioning as an adverb, not now "repress" is functioning as a verb. Not parallel, so (E) is out.

In the OA, we have "the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried or repressing them..." Now "being" and "repressing" are both offering context for how "to manage thoughts." The forms are logically parallel, so this works.

I hope that helps!

generis
lnm87 wrote:
Self-compassion is made up of mindfulness, the ability to manage thoughts and emotions without being carried away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, and self-kindness, a recognition of your own suffering and a commitment to solving the problem.

An initial look suggests that the sentence consists of few things - how many - that needs to be checked. First non-underlined part has 'mindfulness' with an explanation(usage of the ability suggests it is an explanation of mindfulness) then the underlined part has 'common humanity' and 'empathy with the suffering of others' may be two things because of usage of 'or' and finally the non-underlined part in the end 'self-kindness' again explained(usage of 'a recognition' after 'self-kindness' suggests it's an explanation).
So, two non-underlined parts has similar structure suggesting that its a list where parallelism must exist with similar structure in the underlined part. Hence the original sentence is wrong though 'being' and 'repressing' part is fine.

(A) away or repressing them, common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, - WRONG. As discussed above.
(B) away, or repression of them, and common humanity, or empathy with the suffering of others, - WRONG. 'being carried away' in the non-underlined part is not parallel to noun 'repression of' as it's a modifier. Also using 'or' here repeats the same error of option 'A'
(C) away, or repressing them, common humanity, empathy with the suffering of others; - WRONG. Though in this option the underlined part comes close to non-underlined part structure-wise, 'common ... others' looks like two things one a noun and other a clause. But this doesn't make sense on parallelism front, not-to-mention that semicolon also suggests that the part 'common ... others' does not fit in the first part of sentence. C needs a semicolon before common humanity.
(D) away or repressing them; common humanity, an empathy with the suffering of others; - CORRECT. 'Being carried away' and 'repressing' are parallel. In 'common ... others' using 'an empathy', a noun + noun modifier, suggests it is explaining common humanity. Two semicolons properly list down three things in the list with all of them having similar structure.
(E) away or repress them; common humanity, to empathize with the suffering of others - WRONG. Three things are wrong here. First, 'Being carried away' and 'repress' are not parallel. Second, 'common ... others' and rest of the sentence does not make sense as IC. Third, no element is parallel.
Answer (D).

Experts, am i correct in saying that the three things listed are explained using noun + noun modifiers??

lnm87 , you are correct. The prose in this answer is a bit hard to follow, but the analysis is very good.
Quote:
Otherwise, are my explanation correct.?

Yes.
I added one detail: being carried away is an ___ING phrase—a verbal noun. Repression is also a noun but repression is not a verbal noun. They are not parallel for that reason.
See here.
Nice work.












63.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/like-the-grassy-fields-and-old-pastures-that-the-upland-sandpiper-need-10047.html#p58134
Like the grassy fields and old pastures that the upland sandpiper needs for feeding and nesting when it returns in May after wintering in the Argentine Pampas, the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in farming practices.

(A) the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in

(B) the bird itself is vanishing in the northeastern United States as a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in

(C) that the birds themselves are vanishing in the northeastern United States is due to residential and industrial development and changes to

(D) in the northeastern United States, sandpipers' vanishing due to residential and industrial development and to changes in

(E) in the northeastern United States, the sandpipers' vanishing, a result of residential and industrial development and changing
GMATNinja
The GMAT usually doesn't get poetic like this, and it’s one of the very few metaphors I’ve ever seen on official SC questions. Like any other GMAT SC question that uses “like”, we need two nouns that are logically comparable – and the tricky part here is deciding which of the metaphorical comparisons is actually “logically comparable.”

We covered some similar issues in our YouTube webinar on comparisons, so head on over there if you prefer your explanations in video form.

Quote:
(A) the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in

The comparison here is shaky, but I’m not 100% sure that it’s absolutely wrong. Is there any reason why we can’t compare “the grassy field and old pastures” with “the sandpipers”, since both are vanishing? I guess not. So we can tolerate the comparison, even though there are better versions below.

The bigger problem: “the sandpipers vanishing… is a result…” The sandpipers (plural!) are the subject; vanishing is just an adjective. So the subject-verb agreement is wrong here. (If you think this “sounds OK”, you’re not wrong. The subject-verb agreement would be OK if “sandpipers” was possessive, because then “vanishing” would be the subject. But that’s not what’s actually happening here.)

So (A) is out.

Quote:
(B) the bird itself is vanishing in the northeastern United States as a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in

Not bad, the comparison is clarified somewhat by the use of “the bird itself”: that phrase is nicely comparable to “the grassy fields and old pastures”, since both are disappearing.

The parallelism also works well later in the sentence: “the bird itself is vanishing… as a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in….” That’s great: the bird is vanishing as a result of X and of Y. Keep (B).

Quote:
(C) that the birds themselves are vanishing in the northeastern United States is due to residential and industrial development and changes to

This isn’t a total disaster, but it’s not great, either. “Like the grassy fields and old pastures…, that the birds themselves are vanishing... is due to… development and changes…” In this particular use of “that”, the word basically means “the fact that.” So we’re literally comparing “the grassy fields and old pastures” to “the fact that the birds are vanishing.”

That doesn’t make any sense at all: we could compare the fields and pastures to the birds, and then say that all three of those things are vanishing. But we can’t compare the fields and pastures to the fact that the birds are vanishing.

So we can eliminate (C), too.

Quote:
(D) in the northeastern United States, sandpipers' vanishing due to residential and industrial development and to changes in

A lot of this is pretty clunky, but the real problem is that ‘’the grassy fields and old pastures’’ are compared to “sandpipers’ vanishing.” And that doesn’t make sense: we’re literally comparing ‘’fields and pastures’’ to “vanishing” – and not to the ‘’sandpipers themselves’’.

Plus, (D) doesn’t actually have an independent clause, which means that it isn’t a proper sentence. So (D) is gone.

Quote:
(E) in the northeastern United States, the sandpipers' vanishing, a result of residential and industrial development and changing

(E) has exactly the same issues as (D): the comparison is nonsense, and the sentence isn’t actually a real sentence, since it lacks an independent clause. So (B) is the best we can do.
egmat

Like the grassy fields and old pastures that the upland sandpiper needs for feeding and nesting when it returns in May after wintering in the Argentine Pampas, the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in farming practices.

[image: Image]

The sentence says that the reasons for the disappearance of grassy fields and old pastures and sandpipers in the northeastern US are the same – residential and industrial development and changes in farming practices. By the way, the upland sandpipers need the grassy fields and old pastures for nesting and breeding when they return in May after spending winter in the Argentine Pampas.

[image: Image]

Error Analysis

1. Presence of “Like” tells us that there is a comparison here. The meaning tells us that the sentence compares the vanishing of grassy fields and old pastures with that of sandpipers. Now, “Like” is followed by “grassy fields and old pastures” that have been illogically compared with “the sandpipers vanishing”. Since “grassy fields and old pastures” are in the non-underlined portion of the sentence, we need “sandpipers” or “the bird” as the subject of the main clause to make the comparison logical.
2. The sentence uses the phrase “sandpipers vanishing”. Notice that there is no apostrophe after sandpipers. Hence, “sandpipers” is a plural noun now and “vanishing” is the modifier that modifies “sandpipers”. Now plural “sandpipers” does not agree in number with singular verb “is”.

POE:

Choice A: the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in: Incorrect for the reasons stated above.

Choice B: the bird itself is vanishing in the northeastern United States as a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in: Correct. “the bird” has now been correctly compared with “the grassy fields and old pastures”.

Choice C: that the birds themselves are vanishing in the northeastern United States is due to residential and industrial development and changes to: Incorrect. 1. Use of “that” is incorrect. 2. The phrase “changes to farming practices” is awkward.

Choice D: in the northeastern United States, sandpipers’ vanishing due to residential and industrial development and to changes in: Incorrect. 1. The modifier “in the northeastern US” should not be at the beginning of the main clause. 2. The comparison is now illogically between the “the grassy fields and old pastures” and “sandpipers’ vanishing”. 3. There is no verb for “sandpipers’ vanishing”. So we have a fragment and not a main clause. 4. We don’t need “to” before “changes in…”.

Choice E: in the northeastern United States, the sandpipers’ vanishing, a result of residential and industrial development and changing: Incorrect. 1. Same modifier error as in Choice D. 2. Same fragment error as in Choice D.

[image: Image]

1. The entities compared in the sentence must be grammatically as well as logically parallel.
2. We must have a subject and a verb to form a clause. Absence of any one makes the sentence a fragment.

---Shraddha
egmat
Sachin9 wrote:
In A, is 'sandpipers vanishing' not a gerund? and if yes, it can be parallel to 'grassy fields and old pastures'.

Hi Sachin,
In A, “sandpipers vanishing” is not a gerund. “Vanishing” is a verb-ing modifier that presents a characteristic of sandpipers that they are vanishing. Use of “vanishing” is incorrect here. It has been used to function as a gerund but it is not functioning as one.

“Sandpipers” is parallel to “grassy fields…” but again we have the SV number agreement as well as make sense issue. Look at the structure here:

…, the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in farming practices.

Here it does not make sense to say that “sandpipers” is a result of residential… Hence, this choice is incorrect.
egmat
Like the grassy fields and old pastures that the upland sandpiper needs for feeding and nesting when it returns in May after wintering in the Argentine Pampas, the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and ochanges in farming practices.
Meaning Analysis:

This sentence presents comparison. It compares the grassy fields and old pastures and the sandpipers. Both have been compared because both are disappearing in the northeastern United States because of residential and industrial development and changes in farming practices.

Error Analysis:

Verb-ing modifier “vanishing…” is placed next to “the sandpipers” without a comma before it. Hence, it modifies “the sandpipers”. But that’s just the modifier. The core of the sentence says “The sandpipers … is a result of…” Here the SV do not agree in number and also do not make sense with each other.

PoE:

A) the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in: Incorrect for the reason stated above.

(B) the bird itself is vanishing in the northeastern United States as a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in: Correct.

(C) that the birds themselves are vanishing in the northeastern United States is due to residential and industrial development and changes to: Incorrect.
1. This choice presents illogical comparison. “the grassy fields and old pastures” have been compared to “that”
2. Use of preposition “to” is not correct.

(D) in the northeastern United States, sandpipers’ vanishing due to residential and industrial development and to changes in: Incorrect.
1. This choice presents illogical comparison. “the grassy fields and old pastures” have been compared to “sandpipers’ vanishing”.
2. There is no verb in this sentence. It is fragment.

(E) in the northeastern United States, the sandpipers’ vanishing, a result of residential and industrial development and changing: Incorrect.
1. This choice presents illogical comparison. “the grassy fields and old pastures” have been compared to “sandpipers’ vanishing”.
2. There is no verb in this sentence. It is fragment.

This sentence tests the concepts of idiom - comparison, modifier, and SV agreement.
At e-gmat, we cover all these concepts in great details with many practice questions. Also the Verb-ing modifier can be learnt just be registering at e-gmat.com for free. This concepts, with many others, feature in pur free concepts Level 1 Preview Level.



daagh
Like the grassy fields and old pastures that the upland sandpiper needs for feeding and nesting when it returns in May after wintering in the Argentine Pampas, the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in farming practices.


(A) the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in--- wrong because we are comparing a noun 'fields' with a participle sandpipers 'vanishing'; Vanishing here is a present participle and not a gerund as many might be tempted to believe.


(B) the bird itself is vanishing in the northeastern United States as a result of residential and industrial development and of changes in -- The comparison is correct here with a noun-to-noun

(C) that the birds themselves are vanishing in the northeastern United States is due to residential and industrial development and changes to -- The prepositional modifier starting with 'like' should modify the noun 'bird' after the comma. The intrusion of 'that' renders the modification faulty.

(D) In the northeastern United States, sandpipers' vanishing due to residential and industrial development and to changes in --- an outright fragment

(E) in the northeastern United States, the sandpipers' vanishing, a result of residential and industrial development and changing-- yet another fragment as in D
GMATNinja
drexxie wrote:
I don't get it! Why can't "vanishing" act as gerund here and make -through the use of "is"- SV thus correct?

In (D), "vanishing" does act as a gerund, so the subject-verb agreement is fine -- but the comparison doesn't make sense, as described here: https://gmatclub.com/forum/qotd-like-th ... l#p1956891

In (A), the construction is a little bit different: "Like the grassy fields and old pastures...., the sandpipers vanishing in the northeastern United States is a result of..." I suppose you could argue that "vanishing" is the subject, but then what is "sandpipers" doing there? For "vanishing" to become the subject, "sandpipers" would need to be possessive, and that would require an apostrophe. And even if "vanishing" is the subject in (A), the comparison doesn't make sense: we're not comparing the grassy fields and old pastures to the act of vanishing.

I hope this helps!
GMATNinja
lary301254M7 wrote:
GMATNinja
Can we eliminate (C) and (D) relatively quick on the basis of "due to"?
I learned that "due to" is followed by a subject/a noun and cannot be followed by a clause.

The important thing to know about "due to" is that the phrase "due to ________" must modify a noun, and not a verb or verb phrase. It's a little bit rough around the edges, but there's a lengthy Q&A session about "due to" in this post: https://gmatclub.com/forum/verbal-chat- ... l#p1883212. Check that out, and see if it answers your question?

Tridhipal wrote:
We generally compare only apples with apples and oranges with oranges in comparison. So how can grassy fields and old pastures {which are related to grass) can be compared with the bird?

This is a rare case in which the comparison is somewhat metaphorical, and that can be perfectly acceptable. Check out the full explanation here, especially the part under answer choice (B).

I hope this helps!
GMATNinja
AsadAbu wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:

Quote:
(C) that the birds themselves are vanishing in the northeastern United States is due to residential and industrial development and changes to

This isn’t a total disaster, but it’s not great, either. “Like the grassy fields and old pastures…, that the birds themselves are vanishing... is due to… development and changes…” In this particular use of “that”, the word basically means “the fact that.” So we’re literally comparing “the grassy fields and old pastures” to “the fact that the birds are vanishing.”

That doesn’t make any sense at all: we could compare the fields and pastures to the birds, and then say that all three of those things are vanishing. But we can’t compare the fields and pastures to the fact that the birds are vanishing.

So we can eliminate (C), too.

Hi GMATNinja,
Can we remove choice C for using an extra verb IS, which is marked as bold, in C?
Thanks__

There's no problem with "is" here. It's basically the equivalent of writing "The fact that birds are vanishing is..." The subject paired with "is" would be "the fact," and "that birds are vanishing" is describing "the fact." A little clunky and confusing? Sure. But not technically a grammatical error.

Moreover, even if "is" were problematic, removing it wouldn't make (C) any more palatable. You'd still have the bizarre comparison between "grassy fields and old pastures" and "that." There's also the problem of "due to," which must modify a noun. What earlier noun could be due to "residential and industrial development and changes?" The birds? That doesn't make any sense. Either of these errors alone is enough to eliminate (C).

I hope that helps!













64.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/once-numbering-in-the-millions-worldwide-it-is-estimated-that-the-wol-220700.html#p1699988
Once numbering in the millions worldwide, it is estimated that the wolf has declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, some 11,000 of them to be found in the lower 48 United States and Alaska.

(A) it is estimated that the wolf has declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, some
(B) the wolf is estimated to have declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, with approximately
(C) the wolf has declined to an estimate of 200,000 in 57 countries, some
(D) wolves have declined to an estimate of 200,000 in 57 countries, with approximately
(E) wolves have declined to an estimated 200,000 in 57 countries, some
GMATNinja
In one of our recent YouTube live videos, we spent a little bit of time discussing a totally unsexy idea: if you miss the important stuff in the NON-underlined portion of the sentence, you can get yourself into trouble on SC. And in this question, the word “them” should jump off the page at you, even though it's not underlined. It’s a sure sign that “wolves” needs to be plural.

With that in mind…

Quote:
(A) it is estimated that the wolf has declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, some

Well, “wolf” is singular in (A), and that’s a pretty big problem. The opening modifier (“once numbering in the millions worldwide”) also needs to be followed with something that actually “numbered” in the millions – so we need “wolves” to follow the comma.

So we have two great reasons to eliminate (A).

Quote:
(B) the wolf is estimated to have declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, with approximately

(B) has one of the same problems as (A): “them” (in the non-underlined portion of the sentence) can’t logically refer to “the wolf.”

And that’s enough to eliminate (B).


Quote:
(C) the wolf has declined to an estimate of 200,000 in 57 countries, some

And yet again: “them” is plural, but “the wolf” is singular. I’ll have more to say about the phrase declined to an estimate of 200,000” in a moment.

But for now, we can ditch (C).

(D) and (E) are the only two answer choices that correctly use the plural form of “wolves”, so let’s line these two up side-by-side:
Quote:
(D) wolves have declined to an estimate of 200,000 in 57 countries, with approximately
(E) wolves have declined to an estimated 200,000 in 57 countries, some

There are only two differences between the two answer choices. The first difference is the big one. In (D), we have “declined to an estimate of 200,000”, and it doesn’t quite make sense to say that the wolves declined to an estimate. (E) is much better: the wolves (i.e., the number of wolves) declined to “an estimated 200,000”, which is a far clearer way to indicate that the wolf population declined to a certain level.

And there’s arguably a meaning difference at the end of the sentence: in (E), “some 11,000 of them…” very reasonably modifies “an estimated 200,000 in 57 countries.” In (D), I can’t quite make sense of the word “with” – in general, “with” suggests some sort of accompaniment (“I ate burritos with green chile” or “I went to the movies with my daughter”), and I can’t quite figure out how that would apply here.

So both of those differences are subtle, but both point in the same direction: (E) is better than (D).
mikemcgarry
AbdurRakib wrote:
Once numbering in the millions worldwide, it is estimated that the wolf has declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, some 11,000 of them to be found in the lower 48 United States and Alaska.
A. it is estimated that the wolf has declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, some
B. the wolf is estimated to have declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, with approximately
C. the wolf has declined to an estimate of 200,000 in 57 countries, some
D. wolves have declined to an estimate of 200,000 in 57 countries, with approximately
E. wolves have declined to an estimated 200,000 in 57 countries, some

Dear AbdurRakib,
First, let look at what happens after the last comma. We have an absolute phrase: the form of an absolute phrase is [noun] + [noun modifier]. As the name suggests, the absolute phrase stands on its own: it provides information for the whole of the attached sentence with modifying any particular work, and its grammatical structure is independent of the rest of the sentence. After the comma, we get the correct absolute phrase
some 11,000 of them to be found . . . .
The noun phrase is "some 11,000 of them," and here, the noun modifier is the passive infinitive "to be found." The absolute phrase is elegant. Rhetorically, it is a spineless mealy-mouthed move to replace this elegant structure with an awkward prepositional phrase "with approximately 11,000 of them to be found . . ." Technically, this is grammatically correct, but its a bit awkward and wordy, and it looks like a craven misfit compared to the absolute phrase.

Incidentally, the use of "some" in this context is as a synonym for "approximately." Other examples:
I read that book some fifteen years ago.
He ate some eight pieces of chicken that night.
This usage appears frequently in sophisticated English.

Now, what comes before that second comma. The phrasing "declined to an estimate of 200,000" is awkward and clumsy: both (C) & (D) use this and should be eliminated because of it.

Before the first comma, we have a modifying phrase "once numbering in the millions worldwide," and this phrase needs to touch the noun it modifies. The indirect structure in (A) delays the target noun in an awkward way, so (A) is incorrect.

This leaves (B) & (E). Choice (B) is passive and indirect and wordy, and has that awful preposition after the final comma. By contrast, (E) is powerful and direct:
. . . wolves have declined to an estimated 200,000 . . .
The estimation part is simply about the size of the number, the mathematical details of the sentence: that's not where the main action is, so "estimate" or "is estimated" is should not be the main verb. The main action that happened in the real world is that "wolves have declined." That was the main action, and the main verb in the sentence should reflect the main action in the real world.
mikemcgarry
warriorguy wrote:
Thanks for the explanation Mike. It takes (to read) at least 2-3 times, minimum, to understand your post given it is laded with so many terms. I had a query: Could we eliminate options B & C on the basis that second part of the sentence uses them (plural) and first part uses wolf (singular). My POE between D and E was estimate of 2L vs estimated 2L. Is the above reasoning correct?

Dear warriorguy,
As for your question about (B) & (C), I would say that I am not sure. You see, it's common in English to name an animal in the singular and mean the entire species, which implies a plural. I would say that this a shade of gray---not 100% right, but not wrong enough to be the sole justification for eliminating an answer.

I think it's important to understand how bad the "with approximately" structure is in (B) & (D). That's the real problem with those two.

The phrase from (D), "wolves have declined to an estimate of 200,000," is not bad. The corresponding phrase in (E) is more elegant, but again, this slight difference would not provide the sole justification for eliminating (D).

My friend, I am going to recommend this blog article to you:
How to Improve Your GMAT Verbal Score
mikemcgarry
AK125 wrote:
Once numbering in the millions worldwide, it is estimated that the wolf has declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, some 11,000 of them to be found in the lower 48 United States and Alaska.
A. it is estimated that the wolf has declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, some
B. the wolf is estimated to have declined to 200,000 in 57 countries, with approximately
C. the wolf has declined to an estimate of 200,000 in 57 countries, some
D. wolves have declined to an estimate of 200,000 in 57 countries, with approximately
E. wolves have declined to an estimated 200,000 in 57 countries, some

How I tried to solve this (please correct if I am wrong):

A. the wolf has declined to 200,000 --> not the wolf, but the wolf population has declined to 200,000 we are not addressing a specific wolf. Also the modifier "once numbering in the millions worldwide" must logically relate to wolves
B. Similar to A. I think the phrase wolf population would be correct here
C. Similar to A and D.
D. wolves seem correct because it addresses all wolfs. But to an estimate of 200,000 sounds awkward like if the wolves have declined to an estimate
E. Seems correct

Dear AK125,
I'm happy to respond. [image: :-)] Unfortunately, my friend, there are some problems with your logic.

In English, it's 100% fine to use the singular name of an animal (with the definite article) to refer to the whole species: the panther, the eagle, the blue whale. In these cases, it's understood that we are not talking about an individual panther, an individual eagle, etc. Instead, we are speaking of the whole species, all the animals that fall under that biological heading. Thus, it is 100% idiomatically correct to say "it is estimated that the wolf has declined" meaning that the numbers of the entire wolf population have declined. Now, when we combine this with the numerical information and the plural pronoun in the latter part of the sentence, this is a bit unusual---a grammatical gray zone. Nevertheless, the singular use of the animal's name can represent the species as a whole.


egmat
daviddaviddavid wrote:
don't get this one [image: :(]
I mean we can immediately eliminate A, B, and C

Wolf......... 11,000 of them
that should be clear!
For D) declined to an estimate of 200,000 is awkward
but for E) ....some 11,000 of them ??? this also sounds awkward to me [image: :(]

Hello daviddaviddavid,
The structure some 11,000 of them to be found in the lower 48 United States and Alaska is a Noun + Noun Modifier in which some 11,000 of them = Noun and to be found in the lower 48 United States and Alaska = Noun Modifier.

The Noun + Noun Modifiers are very versatile in nature. They can refer to any noun in the preceding clause or the entire preceding clause. The modification depends on the context of the sentence.

In the correct answer choice of this official sentence, the Noun + Noun Modifier some 11,000 of them to be found in the lower 48 United States and Alaska modifies the noun wolves. Some 11,000 wolves are now found in the lower 48 United States and Alaska.

This structure is absolutely correct. Noun + Noun Modifiers are used pretty frequently in official sentences. For more details, explanation, and official examples, please our very famous article named Noun + Noun Modifiers - The most versatile modifier in the following link:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/noun-noun-modifiers-the-most-versatile-modifier-137292.html
egmat
sriamlan wrote:
The first point to notice in this question should be ---- "Once numbering in the millions worldwide" should touch the noun that it intendeds to modify and that noun must be plural --- this rules out all options but D and E. "Estimate of " in D is acting as a verb which is not needed , so the answer is E
Hello sriamlan,
I am afraid to say that your reason to reject Choice D is not correct.

Choice D uses the phrase to an estimate of. This phrase is certainly not a verb. In fact, an estimate has been used as a noun in this choice.

Yes, usage of an estimate is incorrect because per choice D, wolves have declined to an estimate. This certainly makes no sense.
GMATNinja
Hero8888 wrote:
I don't understand the role and meaning of a part in the middle: [some 11,000 of them]-clearly noun phrase [to be found-?] [in the lower 48 United States and Alaska]-prepositional phrase

It's not a noun, it is not the purpose (adverb), and it's not a verb (otherwise this part couldn't be an absolute phrase). Is it adjective?

This feels like a good time to make a public service announcement regarding the usefulness of learning esoteric grammatical terms. While this can be a good way to impress (or annoy?) your friends at dinner parties, it's not necessarily a great way to study for the GMAT. You can kick all sorts of butt on SC without knowing the difference between an adverbial and an adjectival modifier, for example. And I still haven't figured out why I should care about the difference between complex and simple gerunds.

But yes, it’s perfectly reasonable to think about “to be found” the same way you would any modifying phrase. Just ask yourself what the phrase is describing: “The mongoose, known to be found in warm climates, is a delightful creature.” What is known to be found in warm climates? The mongoose. Anything that describes a noun is basically functioning as an adjective.

Is it terribly useful to know that "to be found" is an adjectival phrase comprised of an infinitive and a participle and that such a construction can be contained within an absolute phrase? Not really. (For the record: the first sentence of this paragraph makes my own eyes bleed slightly.) Those are just technical terms for concepts we understand intuitively. Our brains are wired to understand language without using obscure labels.

And your question reveals that you already understood what role "to be found" was playing. You were more confused about the terminology, and there's no reason to be terribly concerned about that.

I hope that helps. (And I'm waving in your general direction from Long Island City as I write this!)
GMATNinja
teaserbae wrote:
I have read the above explaination but I am still not clear and confused between option D and E ?
How do we realize that noun + noun modifier is required and with approximately is wrong ?
Moreover what's wrong with to an estimate of 20000 ... ?


Here's (D) again:
Quote:
(D) wolves have declined to an estimate of 200,000 in 57 countries, with approximately
First, it's strange to claim that the population of wolves animals has declined to an estimate rather than an estimated number. Also, typically when we have a construction that uses a clause + "with", "with _______" will modify the previous verb. For example, "I ran for several miles with great intensity." In this case "with great intensity" describes how I "ran."

In (D) the verb preceding "with" is "declined." It makes no sense for wolves to decline "with approximately 11,000 of them." One could run with 11,000 wolves. (Not recommended.) One could dine with 11,000 wolves. (Ditto.) But declining with 11,000 wolves? That's clearly wrong.

















65.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/because-there-are-provisions-of-the-new-maritime-code-that-provide-th-95275.html#p646468
Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated international disputes over uninhabited islands.

(A) Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated

(B) Because the new maritime code provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, it has already stimulated

(C) Even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, already stimulating

(D) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, this has already stimulated

(E) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, which is already stimulating
JarvisR
Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated international disputes over uninhabited islands.

Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that
---provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas,
they have already stimulated international disputes over uninhabited islands.

(A) Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated
(B) Because the new maritime code provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, it has already stimulated
(C) Even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, already stimulating
>> Ing modifier doesnt go with sub tiny islet
(D) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, this has already stimulated
>> Here "this" tries to represent complete clause "tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code", hence wrong. It needs a noun.
Also,I found something intresting from MGMAT site:
Quote:
if you're going to use "this", you should use it as an adjective: this thing, this finding, this statistic, etc.
(E) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, which is already stimulating
>> Missing main verb
Archit143
papillon86 wrote:
Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fie lds of large sea areas. they have already stimulated international disputes over uninhabited islands.

(A) Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated
(B) Because the new maritime code provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, it has already stimulated
(C) Even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, already stimulating
(D) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, this has already stimulated
(E) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fie lds of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, which is already stimulating

This is an excellent questions......
here is my POE for the question.

A uses wrong construction "that provides that'....it is clearly mentioned in the official explanation of Q 128 Sc OG 13 answers...... hence the same rule apply here also.

B Appears to be correct.
C Modifier error........."Already Stimulating' appears after comma hence it should modify the whole clause.. Hence it modifies "basis for claims" why because when asked the question what is already stimulating it answers Basis on the claim...It should have modified Maritime code.. If it would have been mentioned without comma than would have been right.
D is also incorrect. The referent of this is incorrect.
E stimulating should be stimulated ..

Moreover
The main problem with the sentence is the construction.... Because mentions a cause for something so The Provisions of maritme code is the main cause here hence should be placed near to it... All other construction are inverted construction hence cannot be considered correct.
LogicGuru1
This one is dealing with the "Subject" of the sentence.
One has to be very clear about what has caused the disputes- It is either some of "the provisions of the new maritime code" or the "New Maritime code" as a whole. In any case "tiny islands" cannot be the subject of this sentence.

So C, D, E are WRONG. Throw them out in 2 seconds

A and B are potential candidates.

A is blatantly wrong because "they" does not have a cleat antecedent "they" can refer to provisions, sea areas, fisheries, oil fields or claims. "They" is creating a big mess and confusion.

B is concise and clear and well constructed. The use of "it" refers clearly to singular noun "new maritime code"

My choice will be B
Divyadisha
(A) Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated wrong verb. 'they' refers to what?
(B) Because the new maritime code provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, it has already stimulated. 'it' is acting as a placeholder and correctly refers to 'code
(C) Even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, already stimulating. 'already stimulating' modifies 'tiny islets'. it should instead modifies 'maritime code'
(D) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, this has already stimulated 'this' refers to what?
(E) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, which is already stimulating 'because' requires a proper connector. This sentence looks incomplete..
sayantanc2k
sdlife wrote:
Hi Experts, I think in A "that" could refer back to "provisions", so I don't think that's enough to mark A wrong. Could you please tell what other errors are in A? Thanks.

1. The pronoun "they" is ambiguous.
2. The usage "there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide" is wordy - the structure in B "the new maritime code provides" is more concise.


egmat
thangvietnam wrote:
look at choice A
it is wordy when compared to choice B.
moreover, "they" is ambiguous. grammatically, subject as pronoun of second clause can refer to subject of the first clause. but the first clause is " there are" which have no subject and "they" in second clause become unclear.

so, A suffer two problems.

Hello thangvietnam,
Your wordiness analysis of Choice A is correct. It indeed is wordy. However, in the expression there are provisions of the new maritime code, there is NOT the subject for the verb are.

The subject for the verb are is provisions of the new maritime code because the number of the noun following the verb decides the number of the verb in such structures. For example:

There is a book that describes in detail the phenomenon of global warming.

There are many provisions that can be used for the welfare of the poor.

In such structures, the word there just acts as a placeholder.
gmatexam439
Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated international disputes over uninhabited islands.

(A) Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated
--that .. that .. is not a preferable construction.
--code is singular .... so provides should be used
--no referent for they

(B) Because the new maritime code provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, it has already stimulated--Correct

(C) Even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, already stimulating
--we don't need "comma" + verb+ing modifier

(D) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, this has already stimulated
--No referent for this
(E) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, which is already stimulating
--This is a sentence fragment
abhimahna
dave13 wrote:
What does "it" refer to in B ? what if instead of "it" would be "this" in B ? [image: :?]

isn't it whole sentence construction ambiguous - be it "it' or "this"

what does "it" refer to ? isn't it better to use a specific noun instead of "it" [image: :?]

B) Because the new maritime code provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, this initiative has already
stimulated

Hey dave13 ,

"It" in B is referring to the new maritime code.

You need to understand the following construction:
Because Clause 1, Independent Clause 2
Here the Subject of the independent clause 2 refers to the subject of the Clause 1.

In the given question,

Clause 1 : Because the new maritime code(Subject) provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas

Independent Clause 2: It(Subject) has already stimulated

Therefore, "It" is referring back to the code.

Does that make sense?
abhimahna
oasis90 wrote:
Maybe that's the part that am not clear on the new maritime code(Subject). I thought the new maritime code can't be the subject because its part of a prepositional phrase. just like this example:
Without the judge knowing how to resolve the issue, he had no way to solve the case.
Even though John is tall, he is not good at basketball.

In both examples above are"Judge" and "John" subjects? or are they simply part of a prepositional phrase they can't be subjects?
This is what I am not clear on.
Hey oasis90 ,

In both the examples you presented, Judge" and "John" are the subjects.

Also, I somehow feel you are not very clear on the difference between a phrase and a clause.
A phrase is either only subject but no verb OR only verb but no verb.

If you are unsure whether a group of words is a clause or phrase, break down the words into the parts of speech to help you decide. If there is a subject and a verb with a predicate, it is a clause. If there is a noun but no verb or a verb but no noun and does not have a predicate, it is a phrase.

Without the judge knowing how to resolve the issue ==> No Verb -- Hence a phrase.
Even though John is tall ==> Both Subject and a Verb -- Hence a clause (To be specific Independent Clause)

Does that make sense?
daagh
We might also note that in A, 'there' is not the subject. It is only an expletive, meaning a meaningless filler word. The real subject is the plural 'provisions' in this inverted clause. But logically speaking, we say for example that ' 'the law will take its course' and not the "provisions in the law" will take their course. We generally say Bible says and not the psalms in the Bible say.
In A, in addition, and more importantly, I feel that 'provisions that provide' is gross redundancy
EMPOWERgmatVerbal

Let's tackle this question, one problem at a time, and narrow it down to the right choice! First, here is the original question, with the major difference between the options highlighted in orange:

Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated international disputes over uninhabited islands.

(A) Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated
(B) Because the new maritime code provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, it has already stimulated
(C) Even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, already stimulating
(D) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, this has already stimulated
(E) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, which is already stimulating

After glancing over the options quickly, there are 2 main things we can focus on:

1. How to handle the clause about maritime code provisions (Modifiers/Subordinate Clauses/Idioms)
2. How each option ends (Pronouns/Meaning)

Let's actually start with #2 on our list because it deals with a pretty easy concepts: Pronouns & Subordinate Clauses. Here are the two things we need to look for:

1. Do the pronouns agree with their antecedents?
2. Can we find the complete sentence/independent clause in the sentence?

Let's see how each option stacks up:

(A) Because there are provisions of the new maritime code that provide that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, they have already stimulated

We need to rule this out as INCORRECT because the pronoun "they" is vague! There are several plural nouns that we could pair this up with: provisions, islets, fisheries, and oil fields. Any time you have a pronoun that could apply to several nouns, get rid of it.

(B) Because the new maritime code provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, it has already stimulated

This is OKAY for now because the pronoun "it" is clearly referring back to the singular "code." Everything else is plural, so it's not likely to refer any of those things. So let's keep this one for later.

(C) Even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, already stimulating

This is OKAY for now because we're not dealing with any pronouns, and there is a clear independent clause here. So let's leave it for later.

(D) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, this has already stimulated

This is INCORRECT because the word "this" is misleading. It's leading us to believe that the thing that has stimulated international disputes is THE ENTIRE PHRASE before the comma, not just the new maritime code provisions. The tiny islets didn't do it, nor did the fisheries or oil fields. So let's toss this one out.

(E) Because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, which is already stimulating

This is INCORRECT because it's a sentence fragment! The clause before the comma is a subordinate clause, which cannot stand alone - it needs to be attached to a complete sentence to work. Unfortunately, what comes after the comma here is NOT a complete sentence - it's a modifier. While this is a very long fragment, it's still a fragment!

We can eliminate A, D, & E because they either include vague/misleading pronouns or aren't complete sentences.

Now that we have 2 options left, let's look more carefully at each one to see if we spot any other issues:

(B) Because the new maritime code provides that even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas, it has already stimulated

This is CORRECT! It's clear that the maritime code is what is causing the international disputes. The subordinating clause also works because the clause that comes after the comma could stand alone as an independent clause.

(C) Even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code, already stimulating

This is INCORRECT. It uses an -ing modifier, which modifies THE ENTIRE CLAUSE before the comma, not just the noun directly preceding it. Readers might be misled to thinking that the tiny islets stimulated international disputes, and not the code. We need a modifier that clearly only applies to the maritime code instead, or it needs to be rearranged (like it is in option B) to work.

AjiteshArun
aditliverpoolfc wrote:
Doesn’t the correct answer have to have the word “provisions” in it?

Even I narrowed it down to A and B
There are a couple of things we should keep in mind here:

1. The provides that even islets can be... gives us a very similar meaning, without the extra word (provisions). This is because provide that actually means "stipulate" (and not "give"). Provisions that provide that... just ends up being wordy. For example:

i. The law provides that X can be fined if ABC.
is more efficient than
ii. There are provisions of the law that provide that X can be fined if ABC.

2. You should check whether you were looking for provisions just because option A used that word. We need to keep in mind that option A is just as likely to be correct (or incorrect [image: :)]) as the other options. In fact. in some questions, the correct option is the only one that uses a particular word or construction. On the other hand, if you're already aware that option A is not "special", then we'll just go with point (1).

AjiteshArun
KaranB1 wrote:
Can you please tell me why is answer choice D wrong. My doubt is pertaining to uses of "this".

In other official question provided in below link, I see uses of "this" is correct in pretty much similar situation.

https://gmatclub.com/forum/severely-hin ... 94388.html
Hi KaranB1,

The short answer to your question is that, generally, using a this to refer to a clause is not incorrect (this post). It just introduces ambiguity issues that may, or may not, be reason enough to remove an option. The long answer, specific to this question, is that using a pronoun to refer to an entire dependent clause (because even tiny islets can be the basis for claims to the fisheries and oil fields of large sea areas under provisions of the new maritime code ← this?) leads to a major drop in meaning clarity.

I believe that my reply in the thread you linked to contains some good advice, but I'll add a few details here. Verbal is always about "the best of the 5 options", and this is the first thing I ask all my students to accept, as it is one of the things that keep some test takers from getting a higher score. In other words, I feel that it is important to drop the right/wrong mindset, and instead adopt an approach that is more about the reliability of the "rules" we learn. Some rules are more reliable than others, but we should be very careful about what we take to be an "absolute".
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https://gmatclub.com/forum/as-an-actress-and-more-importantly-as-a-teacher-of-acting-stella-20808.html#p136836
As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.

(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including

(B) Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors who include

(C) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors whose ranks included

(D) one of the most influential artists in the American theater was Stella Adler, who trained several generations of actors including

(E) one of the most influential artists in the American theater, Stella Adler, trained several generations of actors whose ranks included

TommyWallach
While you all got to the write answer here, there are a lot of mistakes made in the explanations that I'd like to correct.

As an Actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert Deniro.

The category of this question is MODIFIERS, which are responsible for almost every error. We can recognize this simply by reading the original sentence. First, it starts with a prepositional modifier (as an actress...), and then we'd notice the "who trained", which is a modifier opened with a relative pronoun. The most important rule to remember for modifiers is that noun modifiers need to touch the thing they're modifying.

a. Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including
PROBLEM: The first modifier is correct ("As an actress..." is touching "Stella Adler"). Unfortunately, the second modifier is incorrect. "Who trained several..." should be touching Stella Adler as well. Instead it's modifying "American theater", which doesn't make any sense.


b. Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors who include
PROBLEM: The problem here is two-fold. First of all, our modifier gets odd here. If you take out the middle man "one of the most...", we end up with a sentence saying that "As an actress and a teacher of acting, Stella Adler trained several generations of actors." That doesn't make any sense. She only taught people as a teacher, not as an actress. Also, the "who include" is modifying incorrectly here.

Think about this sample sentence, "I have a lot of friends who include Dave and Jim." It sounds like my friends are including Dave and Jim (when they hang out together), rather than that Dave and Jim are two of my many friends.

c. Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors, whose ranks included
ANSWER: This fixes both problems I discussed in B.

d. One of the most influential artist in the American theater was Stella Adler, who trained several generations of actors including
PROBLEM: First, the opening modifier "As an actress" needs to be modifying Stella Adler, but now it's modifying "one of the most influential artists...". The "including" is also problematic, like "include" in b.

e. One of the most influential artist in the American theater, Stella Adler, trained several generations of actors whose ranks included
PROBLEM: Same as above in terms of modifier. Also makes the "trained" mistake that B made. The loss of the comma creates a lack of clarity, but NOT a run-on sentence (that's when you have independent clauses without a period or semicolon to separate them).
GMATNinja
Quote:
(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including

The first issue is that the phrase beginning with "who" is right next to "the American theater", and that doesn't really make sense. "The American theater" isn't a person, and it didn't train generations of actors. Sure, you could maybe argue that "who trained several generations of actors..." reaches back to modify the entire phrase "one of the most influential artists in the American theater", but that's far messier than just modifying "Stella Adler", who is actually the one who trained the actors. We can argue about whether this is definitively WRONG, but at the very least, we can do better than this.

The second issue is that "including" seems to modify "several generations of actors", and that doesn't really make sense: Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro are examples of actors, not "generations of actors." It's subtle -- and probably not the worst error we've ever seen on a GMAT SC question -- but it makes (A) worse than at least one of the alternatives below. So we can get rid of (A).

Quote:
(B) Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors who include

There's still a minor problem with the very last part of the underlined portion: "several generations of actors who include Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro" sounds OK, because those two fellows are examples of actors, but then why are we saying "generations of actors"? Brando and De Niro are examples of actors, not "generations of actors." And there's another problem: "include" is present tense, and it's hard to justify the use of present tense here when the other action related to the actors occurred in the past tense ("trained").

And if you aren't completely sold by that last paragraph, there's something else at the beginning of the sentence: "as an actress... Stella Adler... trained several generations of actors." No, she only "trained generations of actors" as a "teacher of acting" -- not "as an actress." Subtle and nasty. But (B) is out.

Quote:
(C) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors whose ranks included

That opening modifier makes sense now: "as an actress and... as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists..." Cool, that's great. The modifier "training several generations of actors..." also makes sense: it modifies the previous clause, telling us more about Stella Adler and her life as "one of the most influential artists in the American theater.

Superficially, that last part of the underlined portion looks wordy: "several generations of actors whose ranks included..." But adding the phrase "whose ranks included" actually makes the phrase clearer than in (A) or (B): Brando and De Niro were among the ranks of those generations of actors. Fair enough.

So we can keep (C).

Quote:
(D) one of the most influential artists in the American theater was Stella Adler, who trained several generations of actors including

The underlined portion is preceded by "as an actress and... as a teacher of acting", a phrase that really needs to modify "Stella Adler." It's ridiculously indirect for that phrase to modify "one of the most influential artists in the American theater." So (D) is much less clear than (C) in that part of the sentence.

Plus, we have the same minor issue with the phrase "generations of actors including..." as we did in (A). See above for more on that issue. So (D) is gone.



Quote:
(E) one of the most influential artists in the American theater, Stella Adler, trained several generations of actors whose ranks included

(E) has the same problem as (D): the beginning of the sentence needs to modify "Stella Adler." More broadly, "Stella Adler" really needs to be the subject of the sentence, since she's the one that trained the generations of actors -- and it's an indirect mess to use "one of the most influential artists..." as the subject of the sentence.

So (E) is out, and (C) is the best option.
kimmyg
I'm copying the OE from the book ...it's from the OG 11th Edition

The original sentence contains a number of modifiers, but not all of them are correctly expressed. The clause who trained describes Stella Adler, yet a relative clause such as this one must be placed immediately after the noun or pronoun it modifies, and this clause follows theatre rather than Adler. Replacing who trained with training corrects the error because the phrase training...modifies the whole preceding clause rather than the single preceding noun. Several generations of actors including shows the same error in reverse; including modifies the whole phrase, but the two actors named are not generations of actors. The more limiting whose ranks included (referring to actors) is appropriate here.
GMATPill
papillon86 wrote:
As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.

(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including
(B) Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors who include
(C) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors whose ranks included
(D) one of the most influential artists in the American theater was Stella Adler, who trained several generations of actors including
(E) one of the most influential artists in the American theater, Stella Adler, trained several generations of actors whose ranks included

Please support with explantions!!
I think the OA is incorrect for this question....So plz discuss


Indeed (C). Good explanation, MBAhereIcome.

We do want "Stella" in the first part so that gets rid of (D) and (E).

We're left with (A), (B), and (C). (A) almost implies the "theater" who trained....- so the positioning of the word is not right.
(B) is close, but as noted above, "actors who include" implies that the list of people following that phrase belong to the several generations of actors. This is not the case. Now this phrasing might be common in everyday language, but for GMAT purposes that's not what we want.

The phrasing in (C) is better: "several generations of actors whose ranks included"
mikemcgarry
kimmyg wrote:
As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.

(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including
(B) Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors who include
(C) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors whose ranks included
(D) one of the most influential artists in the American theater was Stella Adler, who trained several generations of actors including
(E) one of the most influential artists in the American theater, Stella Adler, trained several generations of actors whose ranks included

The first thing I'll say is --- after the long introductory phrase before the underlined part, it's very natural to expect the name right away. Choice (D) & (E) are awkward in that they delay the name even further. Stella Adler is the focus of the sentence, the star of this particular sentence, so we want to get to her. Just as it wouldn't make sense to have a 3 hour movie in which we meet the star of the movie only in the last 30 minutes, so it doesn't make sense for the subject & focus of a sentence to be unnecessarily buried further & further in the sentence. That's one problem with (D) & (E). We will reject both of those.

(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including
Trainwreck modifier mistake!! The phrase beginning with "who" is an ordinary noun modifier, modifying the subject, Stella Adler. Noun modifiers much touch the noun they modifier. This is incorrect.

(B) Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors who include
Most of this is good, until the end. We get a weird shift in verb tense in the final verb --- everything in the sentence is past tense until we get to present test "include." Why is this last verb in the present tense? That simply doesn't make sense with the rest of the sentence. This is incorrect.


(C) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors whose ranks included
Brilliant! I have to say, as someone who regularly writes GMAT SC practice questions, I am always impressed by the brilliance of the folks at GMAC. This one is 100% correct. Unlike the "who" modifier in (A), the "training" modifier is a little more flexible ---- it can be thought of as modifying the entire independent clause, so it doesn't need to "touch" anything. The truly brilliant part is --- the sentence creates the expectation that the underlined section would end:
... several generations of actors, including ...
That would have been perfectly correct. Of course, if we just replaced the active participle "including" with the passive participle "included", that would be entirely incorrect:
...several generations of actors, included ...
Instead, the folks at GMAC came up with this very clever alternative:
...several generations of actors whose ranks included...
This is different from what one might have expected, but it's 100% correct. Here, the word "included" is not a participle, but a full bonafide verb, the verb of the clause beginning with "whose ranks." Because this structure was unexpected and less familiar, I see that many folks on this page rejected choice (C). That's the sign of a very well written question, if the correct answer is something that many people thing sounds wrong.


laxieqv wrote:
btw, I double-check [image: :P] ...Robert was born in 1943 ....Brando 1924 ....clearly they were from two different generations
I don't know whether laxieqv, who posted that comment 9 years ago, is still following this post, but just FYI, in the first Godfather movie, Marlon Brando plays the elderly father Vito Corleone, and in the following, Godfather II, Robert Di Nero (a generation younger than Brando), played the young Vito Corleone in the flashback portions. I highly recommend both of those movies as classics.
mikemcgarry
kona wrote:
 (A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including
Trainwreck modifier mistake!! The phrase beginning with "who" is an ordinary noun modifier, modifying the subject, Stella Adler. Noun modifiers much touch the noun they modifier. This is incorrect.


Regarding the modifier 'who' in your explanation for choice 'A',I have some doubt.Please consider the below ex:
a box of nails,which is on the floor.
In this case which refers to box and not nails.
So that means its not necessary to have 'which' adjacent to the noun its modifying.

another ex from OG:
Although she had been known as an effective legislator first in the Texas Senate and later in the United States House of Representatives, not until Barbara Jordan’s participation in the hearings on the impeachment of President Richard Nixon in 1974 was she made a nationally recognized figure, as it was televised nationwide.

correct answer includes
later in the United States House of Representatives, Barbara Jordan did not become a nationally recognized figure until 1974, when she participated in the hearings on the impeachment of President Richard Nixon, which were

Here 'which' refers to the hearings.
So based on the above examples cant I say it is similar to 'who' too.

'who' need not be placed immediately after the noun its describing.so here who can still modify stella. Isnt it right?

Please correct me if I am wrong

Dear Kona,

Here, we are running into the distinction of vital vs. non-vital modifiers (a.k.a restrictive vs. non-restrictive, or mission-critical vs. non-mission-critical). See:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/gmat-gramm ... modifiers/
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/that-vs-which-on-the-gmat/

A vital noun modifier can come between a noun and an ordinary modifier. They constitute an important exception to the Modifier Touch Rule. A vital noun modifier is "vital" for establishing the identity of the noun. For example:
... a box of nails,which is on the floor.
In this sentence, "of nails" is a vital noun modifier, because without it, the "box" could be any generic box --- a shoe box, a match box, a tissue box, a refrigerator box, etc. We have no idea. We need "of nails" to tell us exactly what kind of box. Because "of nails" is a vital noun modifier, it can come between the noun "box" and the modifying clause starting with "which."

Similarly, in
.... when she participated in the hearings on the impeachment of President Richard Nixon, which were televised nationwide.
In this sentence, "hearings" by itself would tell us nothing --- Congress has hearing all the time. If we add "on the impeachment", then it's a little more specific, although a few different figures have been up on possible impeachment charges in history, so this alone is not enough to guarantee the exact identify of the hearings. If we add the whole modifier, "on the impeachment of President Richard Nixon" --- OK, now we know exactly which hearings we are discussing. That entire phrase is necessary to establish the identity of the noun. It's a vital noun modifier, which means it can enjoy the privilege of coming between the noun "hearing" and the clause starting with "which". This is a valid exception to the Modifier Touch Rule.

BUT
Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including ...
Look at what comes between the noun "Stellla Adler" and the "who" clause: a verb and everything that follows the verb (that's called the "predicate"). We absolutely are not allowed to put a full bonafide verb or verb + predicate between a noun and its modifier. That is a grossly incorrect violation of the Modifier Touch Rule. That's why this answer choice should be taken out back and shot.

The Modifier Touch Rule is an important rule. It's not absolute, but it is important. We can't just shove any words we like between an noun and its modifier. The only thing we can put in there is a vital noun modifier that is essential for establishing the identity of the noun. This is a crucial distinction to understand for the GMAT SC.
mikemcgarry
thangvietnam wrote:
hi, all of you. I am a person failing on gmat for many years. and I do not stay here to say that something is bad. but I have to say that the explanation in og is wrong. this is vietnamese way of saying. in english, I should say, I do not think the explanation in og is right. which kind of saying is considered insulting depend on the culture you are in.

a similar sentence in og is " though it is called sea, lake on earth, covering..." . you pdf serch to find this question in og13. in this question, the explantion in og is also wrong. there is one smilar question in gmatprep, but I do not remember. we can find the similar question in gmatprep by using "find" fuction in pdf file of gmatprep question to find "which"

"which clause" touching the noun modified is prefered than "which clause"not touching. we choose touching "which clause" if the two choices are different only in placing, touching or not touching the noun modified. many tens questions in og and in The Economist and The newyorktime , contain "which clause" far from the noun modified. even e-gmat present an article of this pattern of modifier. you can find the article in this forum.

in short, we can not use touching rule of noun modifier to eliminate the wrong answer here. "which clause" conveys different meaning and "comma+doing convey different meaning. Ron in manhantan forum explained this problem in a similar question in gmatprep in the manhantan forum.

this question presents a situation, in which two grammatical choices are not illogic. we can not find grammatical error and logic error in both choices. similar question in gmatprep is "lighting in the home..."
which choice we choose.

I want the expert to jump into and help us.


Dear thangvietnam,
My friend, I am happy to respond. [image: :-)]

First of all, keep in mind that the explanations in the OG are not ideal. The questions themselves have been rigorously tested over the course of decades and uniformly conform to the highest standards. By contrast, the explanations have not be tested, have not be vetted, have been subject to little or no feedback. They were NOT even written by the same people: questions in the OG were probably written 20 years ago, and explanations were probably written a couple years ago. Many of the explanations are OK, but some aren't. It's important to appreciate the tremendous difference in quality between the official questions and the official explanations.

Now, the issue of the Modifier Touch Rule is very tricky. The simple statement is that a noun modifier must touch the noun it modifiers. There are all sorts of exceptions to this rule. You can read a little about this here:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2013/modifiers- ... orrection/

I will introduce some terminology.
The noun-modifier that is the -ing form of a verb is called a participle.
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/participle ... -the-gmat/
Words such as "who," "which," "that," etc. are called relative pronouns, and they begin relative clauses.
Participles are particularly tricky, because they can be noun-modifies or they can modify a verb or an entire clause. Relative pronouns definitely cannot modify anything other than a noun. Also, even when both are acting as noun modifiers, the participles have a little more liberty. For example, if we have the structure
[subject][main verb][blah blah blah long phrase], [noun modifier] . . .
then if that noun modifier is a participle, this sound very natural, and it's grammatically & logically clear that it refers to the subject; but if the noun modifier in the same position is a relative clause, it sounds a bit awkward, especially if other nouns follow the main verb. If the [noun][verb] part is short and not followed by much, we can use a relative clause to modify the subject, but the longer the first phrase is, the more out of place the relative pronoun would sound.

Here's the question with choices (A) & (C).
As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.
(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including
(C) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors whose ranks included
This is a very subtle point, and hard for non-native speakers to appreciate, but the structure in (C), [noun][verb][blah blah], "training," sounds so natural and clear, whereas something sounds a little off about (A).


mikemcgarry
thangvietnam wrote:
there are many similar questions in og and gmatprep, one of them, "though called sea, covering...".
so, we need to find the clear reason to eliminate the choice A.

if we eliminate choice A without clear reason, we live on the luck.

business manager/leaders, who direct the big flow of money and human resourse do not live on luck.

thing over this question over and over again and come here again with better explanation to help us. dont walk away,

A is grammatical and contain no logic error. why A is wrong?

who can give us perfect explanation of this choice A will receive 3 usd from each of us, persons in the gmatprep forum. total amount could be 6000 usd. it is worth doing so

Dear thangvietnam
My friend, with all due respect, I explained this already. First of all, (A) is not out-and-out wrong, but it is awkward enough and suspect enough to be wrong on the GMAT SC. I explained why it is awkward compared to (B). You will find all this in my previous post.

There is a subtle logic to what the GMAT is testing on the SC question. For those who understand SC well, it absolutely is not luck. I believe the problem is: you are taking for granted that, right now, at your current level of understanding, you should be able to have full understanding of why (B) is right and why (A) is wrong. There is a certain presumption in that. When you take for granted that you already know enough, you deprive yourself of the opportunity to learn. All true learning happens in a mindset of open-minded curiosity and the humility to realize that one is not done learning and growing.

Also, when you ask an expert for a "perfect explanation," in some sense, you are denying your own responsibility. Education is not something the GMAT experts do to you. Education is something you do to yourself, by yourself, and for yourself, with our support. With math, it's relatively easy to write an explanation that everyone will get, because all the rules can be stated. In grammar, folks are at different levels of intuition, difference levels of comfort with their "ear" for English grammar; therefore, no explanation is going to work for everyone. There is a much greater onus of responsibility on the student to develop his own skills. With all due respect, your own English writing basically communicates what you want to communicate, but it perfectly clear that it was written by a non-native. From your writing alone, it is clear that you have a great deal to learn before you can achieve mastery in GMAT SC: first, you need to master fluency in speaking and writing.

My friend, it is 100% impossible to master GMAT SC by assembling some collection of clear definable rules. Grammar is not math. In math, we can explicitly state all the rules. In grammar, we can't: we can state some of them, but not all of them. That's simply the nature of grammar. If you have learned a lot of rules, that's an excellent start, but to advance significantly from where you are, you need to read. You need to read English for an hour a day, every day, over and above any specific GMAT preparation. See this blog article:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2014/how-to-imp ... bal-score/
I don't know whether you are still studying for the TOEFL, but Magoosh has a TOEFL product that can help you. Here's the TOEFL blog:
http://magoosh.com/toefl/
and here's the intro to the product:
https://toefl.magoosh.com/subscribe/bas ... =FreeTrial
Once again, no combination of expert explanations can get you from where you are now to GMAT SC mastery. You have significant work you need to do. I will do whatever I can to support you in this process, but you need to take the responsibility for your own mastery of English.

EducationAisle
thangvietnam wrote:
so, we need to find the clear reason to eliminate the choice A.

Hi thangvietnam, with A, the sentence is:

As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.

What is who intended to modify? Well, clearly the intention is that who modifies Stella Adler.

Now notice that who cannot modify American theater, because as a relative pronoun, who cannot modify non-living things. However, there is another valid antecedent that who can modify: influential artists. In fact, influential artists is actually closer to who than is Stella Adler.

So, at the very least, there is a clear ambiguity in option A as to what who is modifying: influential artists or Stella Adler.

For the most part, ambiguity is a clear reason on GMAT, to eliminate an answer choice.

As Mike pointed out earlier, OG explanations do leave a lot to be desired.


DmitryFarber
I think most of us would say that A is out-and-out wrong. Mike, that's what you seem to say, too, on the previous page. Although there are exceptions to the touch rule, we can't have a noun modifier crossing over both the verb and subsequent modifiers to refer back to the main subject. Thangvietnam, I don't think you will find a single example of this.

As for C, "training" begins an adverbial modifier that correctly modifies the preceding clause ("Stella was . . . artists").

There's another flaw in A--the actors were not "including" Brando and DeNiro. Those two were included in the group of actors, but not in the actors themselves! (Brando was a pretty big guy--if he were hiding inside another actor, we'd be able to tell!) That's why we have the added word "ranks" in C or E, which are therefore the only viable options. Without "ranks," we are saying either that Brando & DeNiro are inside the other actors or (somewhat less absurdly) that the other actors are including B & D, as in a playground activity. Neither of these seems to be the intended meaning!
ayushman
DmitryFarber wrote:
There's another flaw in A--the actors were not "including" Brando and DeNiro. Those two were included in the group of actors, but not in the actors themselves! (Brando was a pretty big guy--if he were hiding inside another actor, we'd be able to tell!)

Hello DmitryFarber, I thought "including" here is used in the sense of "such as". Is this not the case or is this not allowed?

Because I came across the usage of "including" in sentence below:

Bluegross musician Bill Monroe, whose repertory, views on musical collaboration, and vocal style influenced generations of bluegrass artists, also inspired many musicians, including Elvis Presley and Jerry Garcia, whose music differed significantly from his own.
DmitryFarber
You're right, we could use "including" that way. (And by the way, that Bill Monroe problem is a really good one!) However, we'd need to use a comma first, as the GMAT does in "Bill Monroe." When you put an -ing word directly after a noun (with no comma), it modifies the noun itself. With a comma, it can modify the preceding clause. (In this case, "Bill inspired musicians.")

I know. English is crazy. Next try learning Russian . . . [image: :shock:]




ayushman
DmitryFarber wrote:
You're right, we could use "including" that way. (And by the way, that Bill Monroe problem is a really good one!) However, we'd need to use a comma first, as the GMAT does in "Bill Monroe." When you put an -ing word directly after a noun (with no comma), it modifies the noun itself. With a comma, it can modify the preceding clause. (In this case, "Bill inspired musicians.")

I know. English is crazy. Next try learning Russian . . . [image: :shock:]

Hello DmitryFarber, actually as per Ron's comment, on the link below, "including" is an exception. Further, he says that in "comma + including", "including X" will become a prepositional phrase that describes the stuff preceding the comma:

https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/forums/the-32-species-that-make-up-the-dolphin-family-t6878.html

Now, in view of your post and Ron's, I am beginning to wonder what Ron means by "stuff":(.
Yes, I am indeed a non-native, but after a lot of effort, am beginning to gain quite a comfort level in Sentence Correction. However, sentences and exceptions such as these, slightly throw me off.
^^
DmitryFarber
You know, Ron may have a point there. (He usually does! [image: :)] ) There are cases where ",including" doesn't modify the preceding clause, but rather serves to clarify the preceding noun. I use the word "clarify" rather than the more general "modify" because it is *still* different from "actors including." In these cases ", including X" functions as an aside to make it clear that a particular element is included in the group mentioned. Here's are two examples from recent NYT articles:

"China has jailed two men for selling military secrets, including hundreds of photos of the country's lone aircraft carrier, to foreign spies, state media reported on Friday, without saying which countries were buying them."

(That's a bit more tangled a sentence than you'd see on the GMAT, but the use of ", including" is pretty straightforward.)

"Thai authorities said on Monday they had found a group of 76 migrants from neighboring Myanmar, including six suspected Rohingya, in a sign that one of Asia's busiest smuggling routes is still thriving despite Bangkok's vow to stamp out trafficking."

(This is a bit more interesting. Notice that in this case, "including" skips over the preceding modifier ("from neighboring Myanmar") to modify "migrants." Also, on the GMAT we'd probably want a "that" between "Monday" and "they.")
thangvietname
kimmyg wrote:
As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.

(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including
(B) Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors who include
(C) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors whose ranks included
(D) one of the most influential artists in the American theater was Stella Adler, who trained several generations of actors including
(E) one of the most influential artists in the American theater, Stella Adler, trained several generations of actors whose ranks included

if my folowing explanation is correct, the og explaanation is not good.

in A, who trained... refers to "artists" grammatically. this is not logic because this means many artise traine Marlon and Robert.
this is the only reason but terrible one for which a is wrong.
^^
DmitryFarber
Noun modifiers such as "who" and "which" typically modify the immediately preceding noun. So technically, the sentence is saying that the American theater trained several generations of actors!

A is also wrong for "actors including," as discussed above.
mikemcgarry
KanakGarg wrote:
Need suggestion: In case we tweak b option a bit then will it be correct?

Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors who include
including

Dear KanakGarg,
This is subtle. In the original question, (B) has many problems at many levels. One of these problems is the verb "includes" at the end. Your edit addresses this one issue, but none of the other issues. BTW, we would need a comma before the "including" phrase. Look at the whole sentence with your version of (B)

As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors, including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.

Here we are on tricky ground. Is the sentence grammatically correct? Yes. Is this a well-written sentence? Hmm. There's something awkward about having the subject "hemmed" in by noun modifiers--we get [long noun modifier #1][subject][long noun modifier #2] before we ever get to a verb. There's something subtle that's "off" about this. It's not black-and-white wrong: maybe it could suffice as a correct answer on the GMAT SC, because sometimes the correct answer is less than ideal. This is definitely less than ideal.

Compare this to (C)
As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors whose ranks included Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.
Wow! Sleek, elegant, direct. This design is essentially [long noun modifier][noun][verb][predicate][long verb modifier]. There is something elegant about this: the core of the sentence, the subject + verb, are right next to each other at the heart of the sentence, not five miles apart, as they are in (B). Choice (C) is a eminently satisfying and well-written sentence. Choice (B) is tepid by comparison.

My friend, I don't know whether English is your first language, but I recognize that these points are hard for non-native speakers to appreciate. Remember, the GMAT SC is not simply a test a grammar. The GMAT tests three strands: grammar, logic, and rhetoric--as well as their interaction. In particular, on harder SC questions, many incorrect answers are 100% grammatically correct but clearly wrong for other reasons; these answers are traps for students who pay attention only to grammar.
egmat
rekhabishop wrote:
Though my answer is correct, I couldn't figure out what exactly is wrong with A and B.
B is quite convincing.
Hello rekhabishop,

As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.

Let's begin with understanding the meaning of the sentence.
The sentence presents some information about Stella Adler. She was an actress and an acting teacher. As a teacher, she was one of the most significant artists in the American theater. She trained many generations of actors. Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro are some of the actors from those generations.


Now let's talk about the errors in Choice A.

i. Logical error: The way the sentence is worded, it seems to suggest that the generations of actors include Brando and De Niro. This meaning is not correct. Actors cannot be generations.
If we consider that including associates with actors, then also the meaning conveyed by the sentence will not be appropriate because then the sentence will suggest that Adler trained Brando and De Niro.

ii. Grammatical error: The noun modifier who seems to refer to the preceding noun entity the American theater. The far-away noun modification of one of the most influential artists is not possible because the phrase in the American theater actually modifies the verb was. Hence, who cannot jump over this phrase.


Following are the errors in Choice B:

i. Same logic error as in Choice A.
egmat
KanakGarg wrote:
Just one more clarification needed.

In this sentence "in the theater" modifying was. Is it because it mentions a where part of adverbial modifier. Can we safely assume that whenever "in X" comes we can never jump the phrase for getting next possible noun..
Hello KanakGarg,
Yes, it is true that in the American theater answers the question where was Stella Adler influential. So this phrase is an action modifier and hence stops who from modifying a slightly far-away noun one of the most influential artists.

However, we cannot say that the prepositional phrase in X will always hinder such far-away noun modification. If this phrase modifies the same noun entity that the relative pronoun or the any other noun modifier, placed a little far away, is meant to modify, then the noun modifier can jump over the preceding noun to refer to the slightly far-away noun. For example:

The beehives in the region that store high-quality honey are protected by the villagers.

Needless to say that in the above-mentioned example sentence, the relative pronoun modifier that jumps over the preceding prepositional phrase in the region and modifies the slightly far-away noun The beehives because the preceding prepositional phrase in the region also modifies The beehives.
For more details, explanations, and examples, please review out one of the most famous articles named Noun Modifiers can Modify slightly far away noun in the following link:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/noun-modifiers-can-modify-slightly-far-away-noun-135868.html
egmat
reach_richa wrote:
Not convinced with the answer. Can you please explain why A is incorrect?

Hello reach_richa,
In the phrase generation of actors including, the modifier including could refer to generations or to actors. Context drives this modification. But as such, neither of the two references make sense.

Generations  include Marlon and Robert - non sensical.

Actors include Marlon and Robert - non sensical. This expression is used to communicate the meaning - X include X1, X2...- where X1 and X2 are parts of X. In this sentence, Marlon and Robert are actors. They are not parts of actors.
MagooshExpert
Skywalker18 wrote:
The National Fitness Test consists mostly of body-weight exercises, including sit-ups, push-ups, and chin-ups.
Comma+Including is used -
* It modifies the preceding noun
* It should give a list of some, but not all of that noun.

1.Is there a difference between the usage of comma+ including and including(without a preceding comma)? -- normally for Verb-ing modifiers the presence of comma leads to modification of the preceding action whereas, without the comma, the verb-ing modifies the preceding noun.

2. How do we decide whether verb-ing ( including ) modifies actors or the phrase several generations of actors ? I think it will depend on the context (what follows including )
In option A including follows Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro(examples of actors) . So doesn't it make sense?

(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including ---
Who illogically refers to American theater, but can't who refer to the phrase "one of the most influential artists in the American theater" since who can only modify people and American theater isn't a person.

In the official example stated in below link, we use context(Susan Huntington Dickinson can't be written) and grammar (SV disagreement and which can't refer to people) to allow which to refer to Noun + Prep phrase
        Emily Dickinson’s letters to Susan Huntington Dickinson, which were written over a period beginning a few years before Susan’s marriage to Emily’s brother and ending shortly before Emily’s death in 1886, outnumber her letters to anyone else.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/emily-dickin ... 10142.html
Hi Skywalker18!
The usage of "including" without a preceding comma is typically ambiguous, and therefore usually grammatically incorrect (as in the case here). Since "including" (when it is acting as a modifier) is a non-restrictive modifier, it should always be preceded by a comma. You can read more about that here: That vs. Which on the GMAT

In option A, without context it would be ambiguous as to what exactly "including" is modifying. Since "of actors" is really modifying "generations", we could interpret this as "generations" with two modifiers ("of actors", "including..."), or we could interpret the "including..." as modifying "actors" only. Grammatical rules don't strictly tell us which one it is. However, you're definitely right that from the context here, "Marlon Brando" and "Robert De Niro" tell us that "including..." is modifying "actors", not "generations". If everything else about the sentence were correct, choice (A) could be considered correct (although maybe not as clear as we'd like). However, as I mentioned before, it is incorrect to see "including" here without a comma before it. So that, plus the issue with "who" following "American theater", leads us to eliminate (A).

I hope that helps! [image: :-)]
-Carolyn
Skywalker18
MagooshExpert wrote:
Skywalker18 wrote:
Hi AjiteshArun ,GMATNinja , ChiranjeevSingh, mikemcgarry ,egmat , sayantanc2k, RonPurewal ,DmitryFarber , other experts - please enlighten

The National Fitness Test consists mostly of body-weight exercises, including sit-ups, push-ups, and chin-ups.
Comma+Including is used -
* It modifies the preceding noun
* It should give a list of some, but not all of that noun.

1.Is there a difference between the usage of comma+ including and including(without a preceding comma)? -- normally for Verb-ing modifiers the presence of comma leads to modification of the preceding action whereas, without the comma, the verb-ing modifies the preceding noun.

2. How do we decide whether verb-ing ( including ) modifies actors or the phrase several generations of actors ? I think it will depend on the context (what follows including )
In option A including follows Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro(examples of actors) . So doesn't it make sense?

(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including ---
Who illogically refers to American theater, but can't who refer to the phrase "one of the most influential artists in the American theater" since who can only modify people and American theater isn't a person.

In the official example stated in below link, we use context(Susan Huntington Dickinson can't be written) and grammar (SV disagreement and which can't refer to people) to allow which to refer to Noun + Prep phrase

Emily Dickinson’s letters to Susan Huntington Dickinson, which were written over a period beginning a few years before Susan’s marriage to Emily’s brother and ending shortly before Emily’s death in 1886, outnumber her letters to anyone else.

https://gmatclub.com/forum/emily-dickin ... 10142.html
Hi Skywalker18!
The usage of "including" without a preceding comma is typically ambiguous, and therefore usually grammatically incorrect (as in the case here). Since "including" (when it is acting as a modifier) is a non-restrictive modifier, it should always be preceded by a comma. You can read more about that here: That vs. Which on the GMAT

In option A, without context it would be ambiguous as to what exactly "including" is modifying. Since "of actors" is really modifying "generations", we could interpret this as "generations" with two modifiers ("of actors", "including..."), or we could interpret the "including..." as modifying "actors" only. Grammatical rules don't strictly tell us which one it is. However, you're definitely right that from the context here, "Marlon Brando" and "Robert De Niro" tell us that "including..." is modifying "actors", not "generations". If everything else about the sentence were correct, choice (A) could be considered correct (although maybe not as clear as we'd like). However, as I mentioned before, it is incorrect to see "including" here without a comma before it. So that, plus the issue with "who" following "American theater", leads us to eliminate (A).

I hope that helps! [image: :-)]
-Carolyn

Hi MagooshExpert Carolyn ,
Thanks for your help [image: :-)]

Who illogically refers to American theater, but can't who refer to the phrase "one of the most influential artists in the American theater" since who can only modify people and American theater isn't a person ?

(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including ---

In the official example stated in below link, we use context(Susan Huntington Dickinson can't be written) and grammar (SV disagreement and which can't refer to people) to allow which to refer to Noun + Prep phrase

Emily Dickinson’s letters to Susan Huntington Dickinson, which were written over a period beginning a few years before Susan’s marriage to Emily’s brother and ending shortly before Emily’s death in 1886, outnumber her letters to anyone else.

https://gmatclub.com/forum/emily-dickin ... 10142.html
DmitryFarber
Skywalker18 No, we can't do that, for the simple reason that "who" modifiers aren't used that way. For instance, we can't say "Jennifer is one of my best friends, who always helps me." Sure, it's perfectly clear what "who" is modifying. But we use it to add information about a noun or noun phrase, not to follow a statement. I could say "One of my best friends, who . . . ," but I wouldn't follow a complete clause about Jennifer with a "who" modifier.

Back to the original context, even if we didn't have a complete clause, we probably wouldn't say "One of the most influential artists in the American theater, who . . ." simply because there's too much material between the modifier and the actual noun. We can skip over a little bit, but only as needed, and usually when there's not really a better way to say it. In the Dickinson example, the prepositional modifier "to SHD" can't really fit anywhere but between "letters" and "which."
MagooshExpert
Skywalker18 wrote:
Hi MagooshExpert Carolyn ,
Thanks for your help [image: :-)]

Who illogically refers to American theater, but can't who refer to the phrase "one of the most influential artists in the American theater" since who can only modify people and American theater isn't a person ?

(A) Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including ---
In the official example stated in below link, we use context(Susan Huntington Dickinson can't be written) and grammar (SV disagreement and which can't refer to people) to allow which to refer to Noun + Prep phrase

            Emily Dickinson’s letters to Susan Huntington Dickinson, which were written over a period beginning a few years before Susan’s marriage to Emily’s brother and ending shortly before Emily’s death in 1886, outnumber her letters to anyone else.

https://gmatclub.com/forum/emily-dickin ... 10142.html

Hi Skywalker18,
This is a bit less clear, because the "who" here could be referring to "influential artists in the American theater". This would be a more logical interpretation, from the structure of the sentence, than assuming that "who" is referring to "Stella Adler". It's definitely theoretically possible that those "influential artists" are the ones who "trained several generations of artists". And "trained" is a correct verb tense for either "Stella" or "artists". So here, the "who" is in fact ambiguous, even considering the context. You are correct that we can make certain inferences from the context, but when there are multiple logical references for a pronoun, there is still ambiguity.
I hope that helps! [image: :-)]
-Carolyn
MagooshExpert
teaserbae wrote:
In option C what actually generations of actors whose ranks included mean ?
In option if include was in past tense as:
generations of actors who included . Will it be correct ? If not what's wrong in the modifier please brief
Hi teaserbae!
"Ranks" refers to "members of a group". So when we say "actors whose ranks included ...", that means "actors who were part of a group that included..." You might also see a phrase like "join the ranks of..." which means "become a member of a group".

As for your second question, I'm not sure which option you're talking about -- could you write out the whole sentence? Thanks! [image: :)]

-Carolyn
GMATNinja
Reposting the excellent question asked by gmatman1031 on our SC "ask me anything" discussion, just in case it helps somebody on this thread:

gmatman1031 wrote:
Hey Charles,
I'm reviewing the SC question found here about Stella Adler. And your analysis on this has been super helpful.

However, I have a concern about "include" vs "included" here. Wouldn't it better be to say "include" rather than "included" since these actors still are and will always be considered among the ranks of actors taught by Stella Adler?

I don't think it's enough to seriously call into question the validity of answer (C), but it's a small point that I've been curious about.

I end up thinking about this fairly often: it's often the case that multiple verb tenses would work in the same sentence, without really changing the meaning much. And I think this is one of those cases.

Here's a stripped-down version of the Stella Adler sentence, one in past tense, and one in present tense:
· Stella Adler trained several generations of actors whose ranks included Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.
· Stella Adler trained several generations of actors whose ranks include Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.


I think you could argue that either one is fine. The training happened in the past, so it seems appropriate enough to say that the ranks included Brando and De Niro in the past tense. You could also argue that because the present tense just indicates a general characteristic, you could use the present tense here: the ranks of actors inherently include Brando and De Niro.

Honestly, I think past tense seems more reasonable here. For example, you probably wouldn't say something like "the ranks of dinosaurs include raptors and brontosauruses." That would be weird, since the dinosaurs are clearly dead. It wouldn't be WRONG, exactly, to use the present, but I think it would feel strange, and confuse the reader a little bit. ("Why is the author using present tense to talk about dinosaurs? OH CRAP!! Jurassic Park was a documentary?!?! It was REAL?! AAAAAAAAAAGH! We're all going to get chomped! I need to panic-eat ice cream. RIGHT NOW!")

But of course, the GMAT didn't actually make you choose between the past and present tenses in the Stella Adler question. (The present tense appears in (B), but that answer choice is horrendously wrong for other reasons.) And generally, the GMAT won't force you to choose between those two if there's any ambiguity whatsoever.

I hope this helps a bit! (And for anybody looking for a general treatment of GMAT verb tenses, check out this video.)
DmitryFarber
I don't see a reason for "who trained" to skip over the modifier "in the American theater" to modify "artists," but since neither choice makes sense, we can cross this out without worrying about it. Now if we had something like "It was Stella Adler of the New York Theater Company who trained a generation . . . " we might be able to make that work.
viptest
TommyWallach wrote:
Hey All,

While you all got to the write answer here, there are a lot of mistakes made in the explanations that I'd like to correct.

49. As an Actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert Deniro.

The category of this question is MODIFIERS, which are responsible for almost every error. We can recognize this simply by reading the original sentence. First, it starts with a prepositional modifier (as an actress...), and then we'd notice the "who trained", which is a modifier opened with a relative pronoun. The most important rule to remember for modifiers is that noun modifiers need to touch the thing they're modifying.

a.Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including
PROBLEM: The first modifier is correct ("As an actress..." is touching "Stella Adler"). Unfortunately, the second modifier is incorrect. "Who trained several..." should be touching Stella Adler as well. Instead it's modifying "American theater", which doesn't make any sense.

b. Stella Adler, one of the most influential artists in the American theater, trained several generations of actors who include
PROBLEM: The problem here is two-fold. First of all, our modifier gets odd here. If you take out the middle man "one of the most...", we end up with a sentence saying that "As an actress and a teacher of acting, Stella Adler trained several generations of actors." That doesn't make any sense. She only taught people as a teacher, not as an actress. Also, the "who include" is modifying incorrectly here.

Think about this sample sentence, "I have a lot of friends who include Dave and Jim." It sounds like my friends are including Dave and Jim (when they hang out together), rather than that Dave and Jim are two of my many friends.

c. Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, training several generations of actors, whose ranks included
ANSWER: This fixes both problems I discussed in B.


d. One of the most influential artist in the American theater was Stella Adler, who trained several generations of actors including
PROBLEM: First, the opening modifier "As an actress" needs to be modifying Stella Adler, but now it's modifying "one of the most influential artists...". The "including" is also problematic, like "include" in b.


e. One of the most influential artist in the American theater, Stella Adler, trained several generations of actors whose ranks included
PROBLEM: Same as above in terms of modifier. Also makes the "trained" mistake that B made. The loss of the comma creates a lack of clarity, but NOT a run-on sentence (that's when you have independent clauses without a period or semicolon to separate them).

Hope that helps!

-tommy


I just don't understand your explanation for b and e regarding the modifier. If a person cannot train generations of actors as an actress, then how can a person be an artist as a teacher of acting? If we interpret it as a mismatch of meaning between the modifier at the start and the main clause, then either way the sentence is screwed.



DmitryFarber
viptest There is a difference. In her capacity as an actress, she didn't train anyone. However, her influence as an artist was through both her work and her teaching.
GMATNinja
venkivety wrote:
As "who" is the subject of the second clause, can it refer back to the subject of the previous clause?? i.e. 'Stella Adler'

I assume you're asking about choice (A):

Quote:
(A) As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.

If we wanted to modify Stella Adler with "who trained...", then we'd have to put the "who" clause much closer to "Stella Adler". For example: "... Stella Adler, who trained several generations of actors...".

The placement of the "who" clause in choice (A) leads us to believe that it modifies "American theater" or maybe "one of the most influential artists". The "who" clause would have to jump over both of those options in order to modify "Stella", and that would make the meaning pretty darned unclear.

Choice (C) avoids this problem entirely, so it's a much better option.
EducationAisle
venkivety wrote:
the subject in the second clause refers back to the subject in the first clause.

Hi venkivety, for this rule to be applicable, one would generally expect a conjunction between or in the beginning of one of the clauses.

So, if the sentence had been:

Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater and she trained several generations of actors.

In this case, she (subject of the second clause) would refer back to Stella Adler (subject of the first clause).


GMATNinja
venkivety wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:
venkivety wrote:
As "who" is the subject of the second clause, can it refer back to the subject of the previous clause?? i.e. 'Stella Adler'
I assume you're asking about choice (A):
Quote:
(A) As an actress and, more importantly, as a teacher of acting, Stella Adler was one of the most influential artists in the American theater, who trained several generations of actors including Marlon Brando and Robert De Niro.

If we wanted to modify Stella Adler with "who trained...", then we'd have to put the "who" clause much closer to "Stella Adler". For example: "... Stella Adler, who trained several generations of actors...".

The placement of the "who" clause in choice (A) leads us to believe that it modifies "American theater" or maybe "one of the most influential artists". The "who" clause would have to jump over both of those options in order to modify "Stella", and that would make the meaning pretty darned unclear.

Choice (C) avoids this problem entirely, so it's a much better option.
I hope that helps!


thanq for ur reply..
yes, i'm referring to Choice A..

But in one your video classes, you taught that the subject in the second clause refers back to the subject in the first clause.
that's the idea..
thanq

The distinction here is between using a modifier, such as "who," as the subject of a clause, and using a traditional pronoun, such as "he." A modifier needs to be reasonably close to what it describes, but we have more flexibility when dealing with a pronoun.

For example:

Tim, who has not attended medical school but has watched many YouTube videos describing the details of the procedure, should not be permitted to perform appendectomies on small children.

Here, "who" is describing "Tim" and so should be reasonably close to what it modifies. If we moved the "who" modifier to the end of the sentence, after "small children," it would give us the following:

Tim should not be permitted to perform appendectomies on small children, who has not attended medical school but has watched many YouTube videos describing the details of the procedure.

Now it seems as though the "who" modifier is being used to describe the children, but contains a subject-verb agreement error. (Children... has?!) At the very least, it's confusing. Not good.

Contrast this example with one in which we use a pronoun, rather than a modifier as the subject of the second clause.

Tim should not be allowed to perform appendectomies on small children because he has not been to medical school.

Now, "he" is a pronoun serving as the subject of the second clause, and the most logical place to look for the referent would be the subject of the previous clause, "Tim." This makes sense - Tim is performing both actions. So this is fine.

Takeaway: the convention - not rule - of a subject pronoun referring to the subject of the previous clause applies only to traditional pronouns, but not to modifiers, such as a phrase beginning with "who."












67.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/the-gyrfalcon-an-arctic-bird-of-prey-has-survived-a-close-brush-with-134552.html#p628556
The gyrfalcon, an Arctic bird of prey, has survived a close brush with extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970's.

(A) extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than
(B) extinction; its numbers are now five times more than
(C) extinction, their numbers now fivefold what they were
(D) extinction, now with fivefold the numbers they had
(E) extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than what they were

daagh
Let me put it this way. When you are comparing two nouns, the focus is on the nouns and not on the actions. For example:
John is taller than his brother . 
--We do not say John is taller than his brother is. Because the comparison is just between two nouns namely John and his brother and not how tall both are.

However, look at this now.

John jumps higher than his brother
--This is wrong; Here we are comparing John’s jumping with his brother‘s jumping, a comparison of two actions and hence both the actions must be explicitly stated.

In the given case, the numbers of the previous times are being compared with the numbers of the present time – essentially a comparison of two nouns. Hence, we can afford to drop the verbal comparison.

Context plays a large role in such cases than any given rule IMO.

Kudos to superfreak for his dogged quest of knowledge...






GMATNinja
I kinda hate this question. And I swear that I’m basically a very happy person. [image: ;)]

Quote:
(A) extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than

Two things jump out at me right away in (A), and neither of them are a problem. First, the semicolon needs to separate two independent clauses, and it does exactly that. Second, the “its” needs to refer back to a singular noun, and it does exactly that – “its” refers to “the gyrfalcon.”

So I wouldn't eliminate (A) right away. But it is awfully similar to (B), so let’s put them side-by-side:
Quote:
(A) extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than
(B) extinction; its numbers are now five times more than

The only difference is that (A) uses the phrase “greater than”, and (B) uses “more than.” In real life, I don’t think that either of these necessarily sounds better than the other, and I probably wouldn't notice if somebody said the incorrect version.

Here’s the thing: if you’re comparing numbers themselves – not quantity in general, but actual numbers – it’s generally better to use “greater than” instead of “more than.” For example, you would read the mathematical expression 20 > 10 as “twenty is greater than ten.”

Or you consider the following two sentences:

· I ate more burritos than Mike last night. → we’re comparing quantities of burritos in general, not the numbers themselves, so “more” is OK
· I ate a greater number of burritos than Mike last night. → now that we’re comparing the numbers, we need to use “greater”
· I ate a more number of burritos than Mike last night. → not remotely tempting to use “more” to compare the numbers themselves in this case, right?

Back to the GMAT question. Since we’re directly and literally comparing the numbers  themselves, we need to use “greater than”, and not “more than”.

So we can eliminate (B), and hang onto (A).

Quote:
(C) extinction, their numbers now fivefold what they were
Hopefully, the pronouns jump right off the page at you. “Their” needs to refer to a plural noun, and… well, we don’t have any plurals earlier in the sentence. “The gyrfalcon” is singular.
So (C) is out.

Quote:
(D) extinction, now with fivefold the numbers they had

(D) has a similar problem as (C): there’s some general awkwardness, but the much more important issue is that “they” doesn’t have a logical referent. The only plural noun earlier in the sentence is “the numbers”, and that definitely wouldn’t work: “… now with fivefold the numbers the numbers had…” Yikes. Of course, “they” is logically trying to refer to “the gyrfalcon”, and that’s singular.

So (D) is gone, too.

Quote:
(E) extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than what they were

(E) is just a crappier version of (A). The only real difference is that (E) adds the phrase “what they were” to the end of the sentence, and there’s no good reason to do that – it adds nothing to the meaning, and just makes the sentence wordier and messier.

We can eliminate (E), and (A) is the best we can do.
GMATNinja
datatrader wrote:
Thank you GMATNinja, but I am positing that A is incorrect (not just more concise). A has an incorrect parallelism issue. It would have to read: "extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than they were.... Otherwise, it incorrectly compares "its numbers" with "when the use of DDT was sharply restricted." Am I reading this incorrectly? Would love souvik101990 to weigh in with the source of this Q and reasoning behind OA. I always find it strange when the data reveals overwhelming support for a "wrong" answer (49% chose E vs. 34% for A).

Sadly, (A) is unambiguously the correct answer. It's an official question, straight from the official GMAT verbal guide. And keep in mind that when you take an actual, adaptive GMAT, the test is trying to find the level of question at which you get roughly half of the questions right -- so if this is a 700-level question, we'd expect close to half of the test-takers who get 700s to get it wrong. And in a broader population, we might expect much more than half to miss a really hard question, unfortunately.

Anyway, here are (A) and (E) again:

Quote:
The gyrfalcon, an Arctic bird of prey, has survived a close brush with extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970's.

(A) extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than
(E) extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than what they were

Let me come at (E) from a different direction this time. Sorry friends, I was a little bit lazy above in basically saying "hey, you really don't need the extra words" in (E). But there's a more technical problem: "what" is trying to act as some sort of pronoun in (E), and I don't think that works. "What" can occasionally be used as a pronoun in a non-question (technically, a relative pronoun if you like jargon), but when it is used as a pronoun, it basically is a singular phrase that means "the things that." So these two sentences would be OK:


· "What I did after drinking 17 beers last night was regrettable." --> In other words, "the things that I did last night [were] regrettable." Grammatically, that works fine.
· "Mike couldn't believe what he saw on the beach in Chile." --> Mike couldn't believe "the things that he saw" on the beach. That also works fine.

But in (E)? We have "its numbers are now five times greater than the things that they were when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970's." And that doesn't quite make sense.

Honestly, I agree with the heart of what some of you are arguing here. If the sentence said "it's numbers are now five times greater than they were when the use of DDT was sharply restricted...", then I'd be happier. That would set up the comparison nicely. But that's not one of our options, and the word "what" turns (E) into a mess.

In (A), the key is that the comparison isn't fundamentally illogical or confusing -- even though I agree that it would be clearer if "they were" were added. We're directly comparing the numbers in two different time periods: "its numbers are now five times greater than when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970's." Logically, that actually makes perfect sense, and the GMAT would argue that there's no need to repeat "they were," because it's clear enough (at least in the GMAT's view) that we're comparing those two time periods. And adding the phrase "what they were" would definitely be wrong in (E), for the reasons I explained above.

To be fair: this one is tricky, and I can't really understand why the GMAT thinks it's important to test these concepts. But (A) is unambiguously correct, sadly.

I hope this helps!
jade3
superfreak wrote:
Hi Jade3. Thanks for your response. You say:

Yes you can write "greater than they were" instead of "greater than" when you are comparing numbers

Is it just when comparing numbers? As a non native speaker I am looking for mechanical, non-intuitive methods when possible. Can you point me to some rule here? The reason I am so concerned here is because I have a feeling that I came across the same structure in some other questions as well. Thanks,
You will be required to make sure that the sentence compares like items.

Ex: “Samuel Sewall, like the views of other seventeenth-century colonists, viewed marriage as a property arrangement rather than as an emotional bond based on romantic love”

Notice that the above sentence attempts to compare a “person with the views of a contemporary group of people”. That is illogical. We need to compare between people and people or between views with views

You can fix the above sentence as “Samuel Sewall, like other seventeenth-century colonists, viewed marriage as a property arrangement rather than as an emotional bond based on romantic love.”

Now let us take the original question:

The gyrfalcon, an Arctic bird of prey, has survived a close brush with extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970’s.

Make a habit of looking at the underlined part of the sentence for clues, and make sure that the choice you choose is logical, effective, parallel and concise. Here in the above sentence we have “when….” Which clearly indicates a time in the past. The sentence actually is comparing the present time (“now”) to past time (“when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970’s”). That is logical. Hence the correct answer

(A) extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than
- Correct
(B) extinction; its numbers are now five times more than
-“Greater than” is preferred to “more than”. Hence incorrect
(C) extinction, their numbers now fivefold what they were
- “their” has no referent. Hence incorrect
(D) extinction, now with fivefold the numbers they had
-“they” has no clear referent
(E) extinction, now with numbers five times greater than
-the prepositional phrase “with numbers five times” is wrongly modifying “now”. Hence incorrect.
daagh
The subject is gyrfalcon, a singular. So their numbers in C and they in D are wrong, not withstanding the grammar of using the comma itself in these cases. In addition five folds are not the same as five times greater. Five folds are 5x (original x + four folds) while five times greater is 6x (original x+ five times). This subtle point adds a significant alteration to the intent.

In E, the intent is altered by using the preposition with, as if the bird of prey has survived the close brush with extinction because of the five fold numbers now. On the contrary the original passage implies that five time greater number is the result of the survival rather than the cause of the survival.
B is dumped for using the inappropriate comparison term more to denote a countable plural subject numbers.

This leaves the original one as the right choice, which uses the correct description greater than for the countable plural subject of numbers.

If somebody claims Answer is E, I am bound to repudiate.
mikemcgarry
vmgmat wrote:
I have seen the below question in The official Guide for GMAT Verbal Review.Could you provide your view on it.

The gyrfalcon, an Arctic bird of prey, has survived a close brush with extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970’s.
A. extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than
B. extinction; its numbers are now five times more than
C. extinction, their numbers now fivefold what they were
D. extinction, now with fivefold the numbers they had
E. extinction, now with numbers five times greater than

Now in the underline sentence , its comparing the The Gyrfalcon numbers before and after the use of DDT.Shouldn't the underlined sentence be " its numbers are now five times greater than the numbers,when the use off DDT was ....."

Thanks,
Vinay Menon

Dear Vinay,
This is an issue of what you can drop in parallel. You may find this blog helpful:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2013/dropping-c ... -the-gmat/

Here's a long awkward version of the sentence with nothing dropped --- the repeated words are in color.
  The gyrfalcon, an Arctic bird of prey, has survived a close brush with extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than its numbers were when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970’s.

Those words in red are repeated from the first branch of the parallelism, so they absolutely do not need to be repeated. Thus, it is 100% correct to say:
The gyrfalcon, an Arctic bird of prey, has survived a close brush with extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970’s.
That's the OA, choice (A).


daagh
1. Here is an explanation of the nature of the dependent clause by Purdue.
( https://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/598/01/)

Dependent Clause
A dependent clause is a group of words that contains a subject and verb but does not express a complete thought. A dependent clause cannot be a sentence. Often a dependent clause is marked by a dependent marker word.
When Jim studied in the Sweet Shop for his chemistry quiz . . . (What happened when he studied? The thought is incomplete.)
Dependent Marker Word
A dependent marker word is a word added to the beginning of an independent clause that makes it into a dependent clause.
When Jim studied in the Sweet Shop for his chemistry quiz, it was very noisy.
Some common dependent markers are: after, although, as, as if, because, before, even if, even though, if, in order to, since, though, unless, until, whatever, when, whenever, whether, and while.

2. Semicolon Usage
Taken from ---(https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Semicolon)

One of the applications of the semicolon in English includes:

3. Between closely related independent clauses not conjoined with a coordinating conjunction, when the two clauses are balanced, opposed or contradictory:

• My wife would like tea; I would prefer coffee.
• I went to the basketball court; I was told it was closed for cleaning.
• I told Kate she's running for the hills; I wonder if she knew I was joking.

The Link between a Dependent Clause and an Independent Clause

When a dependent clause is used as an adjective or an adverb, it will usually be part of a complex sentence (i.e., a sentence with an independent clause and at least one dependent clause). The link between a dependent clause and an independent clause will often be a subordinating conjunction or a relative pronoun. For example

He literally stitched mail sacks until his fingers bled. -- until is the subordiante conjunction.

So the second sentences in the choices A and B, while are related to the first, are not dependent clauses, since they lack the subordinating conjunctions...




sayantanc2k
warriorguy wrote:
I am not sure I understand your explanation correctly. I have seen instances wherein ‘more’ is used for a countable noun. If not, then I need to start from scratch [image: :oops:] [image: :shock:]

E.g. Peter has 48 pencils fewer than Sally but 16 pencils more than Kevin.

I think some of the V experts can shed more light on usage more than v/s greater than.

Do we prefer more than when we compare between two objects/quantities and greater than when we compare the same quantity over a period of time? [image: :-D]


Following is an excerpt from Manhattan SC guide, which explains the use of "numbers".

"However, numbers is possible in a few contexts. If you wish to make a comparison, use greater than, not more than (which might imply that the quantity of numbers is larger, not the numbers themselves). See the Idiom List for more details.
Wrong: The rare Montauk beaked griffin is not extinct; its NUMBERS are now suspected to be much MORE than before. 
Right: The rare Montauk beaked griffin is not extinct; its NUMBERS are now suspected to be much GREATER than before."

To explain a bit more on the underlined part above:
5 is greater than 4... correct
The number of boys is the class is greater than the number of girls in the glass.... correct
BUT
There are more boys in the class than there are girls..... correct

When the number itself is compared, use "greater".
egmat
kunalkhanna wrote:
my confusion is
1) doesn't it sound unidiomatic numbers 5 times greater than ( normally we use 5 times the) I am asking this not in context to this particular question but as a rule in general
2) confused between A and E
Thanks in advance



Hello kunalkhanna,

1) There is no issue with the expression numbers are five times greater than.... Another correct expression, as you indicated, is numbers are five times the number.... Don't we explain the expression 5 > 2 as five is greater than 2? So the expression the numbers are greater than... is absolutely fine.


2) Choice E is very wordy compared to Choice A. There is no need for the expression what they were mentioned in Choice E. Choice A presents correct comparison in a very concise manner.
AjiteshArun
rish2708 wrote:
I have a small query here:
Will the placement of now matter in the sentence?

Statement 1:
now its numbers are five times greater than when they were when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970's.

Statement 2:
its numbers are now five times greater than when the use of DDT was sharply restricted in the early 1970's.

Is there any difference in statement 1 and statement 2?
Although I prefer the second one, I don't think it'll make much of a difference, as the meaning is clear either way.

Now the company's profits are five times greater than they were two years ago.
The company's profits are now five times greater than they were two years ago.

This is assuming that we are not looking at any alternate meanings of now. Otherwise, we could say something like this:
Now, the company's profits are five times greater than they were two years ago. 
Here the now  could be used to emphasize whatever comes after it.
AjiteshArun
Mohammad Ali Khan wrote:
I struggled btwn A and E , I understood why E is wrong. but I still dont understand in A if it ends with "Than" should be completed with some comparison phrase.
((Number greater than when..)) sounds very awkward.

What's happening here is that some words are not being mentioned explicitly in that sentence. Here are a couple of other examples to help you see this:

1. You're taller than when I last saw you.
is the same as
You're taller than you were when I last saw you.

2. Students solve questions more quickly at home than when they are at a test center.
is the same as
Students solve questions more quickly at home than they do when they are at a test center.

Similarly,
Its numbers are now five times greater than when the use of DDT was sharply restricted.
is the same as
Its numbers are now five times greater than they were when the use of DDT was sharply restricted.
GMATNinja
dcummins wrote:
As a follow-up, I think a lot of the confusion, including my own, with A vs. E has to do with the literal interpretation of the comparison as mentioned by another user above:
E reads "extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than they were.... Otherwise, it incorrectly compares "its numbers" with "when the use of DDT was sharply restricted."

The thing that helped me understand why this is false is to think of the use "greater". Its quite common to use "greater" alone, but it is uncommon and perhaps incorrect to say x more than (alone) as the comparison is implied in the word, greater, by itself when we use it to compare numbers.

For example: Things are looking great this financial year; our revenue is 5% greater when the GFC hit, but our costs have shrunk by $5.0m from the same period.

I interpreted a literal comparison between the "numbers" and "when", perhaps from reading others' explanations on here, but still my own fault!

Please correct me if i'm wrong.

I think you are on the right track here. Consider the following examples:
· "In 1970, when bird hunting was very popular, the bird's numbers fell to about 100,000. Now, its numbers are five times greater." - We don't need to say, "... Now it's numbers are five times greater than about 100,000" or "Now it's numbers are five times greater than when bird hunting was very popular". It is very clear that we are comparing the current numbers to the 1970 number, so we don't have to repeat those qualifiers. Changing that up a bit, we get the following...
· "The bird's numbers are now five times greater than [the numbers] when bird hunting was very popular in 1970." - Do we really need the part in brackets? Yes, we are comparing two figures, but, from the context, it is clear that we are comparing the current numbers to some numbers in the past. The part in brackets is not necessary, so we can go with something cleaner and less wordy:
· "The bird's numbers are now five times greater than when bird hunting was very popular in 1970." - This is pretty much identical to what's in choice (A). We do not need to repeat "the numbers" because it is clear that we are comparing present numbers to past numbers.

I hope that helps!

rishabhmishra wrote:
Sir i have doubt that does original sentence is comparing numbers with numbers i have that doubt as after greater than we need the numbers please explain and that is why i those option E

gmataaj wrote:
Hi GMATNinja

Looking for a bit more clarity on the comparison part of this question.
Quote:
extinction; its numbers are now five times greater than what they were

Looking at option E...would it be correct to say that:

Had the sentence been like " extinction; The numbers of the gyrfalcon are now five times greater than what they were" it was correct.

Thanks

The pronoun in (E) isn't really the issue. Check out this post for an explanation of (A) vs (E), and let us know if you still have questions!
ChiranjeevSingh
I was recently pointed by one of my students that the incorrect option (E) in the given question (let's name it Version 1) is the correct option in this question (let's say Version 2): https://gmatclub.com/forum/the-gyrfalco ... 13398.html

In my research, I found out Version 2 in GMAC Paper Test (Test Code 42 Section 5 Question 4). However, I have not been able to find Version 1. Rather, I have found Version 3 in OG 10 (Ques 251), Verbal Review 2017 (Q 208), and Verbal Review 2019 (Q 209). The tags for Version 1 suggest that this version is there in OG 10, VR 2017, and VR 2019. However, Version 1 is not there in these 3 guides.

Given my research, I'm doubtful that Version 1 even exists. Can somebody point to an official guide that has this version?

68.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/proceeding-without-a-definite-plan-for-upcoming-labor-negotiations-li-294512.html#p2266878
Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster in the face of the skilled and resolute opposition involved this time.

A. Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster
B. Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm agreed last year to do, would surely have proven to be a disaster
C. Going ahead without the presence of a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed last year to do, would surely have proven disastrous
D. To proceed without the presence of a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm had agreed to last year, would surely have proven disastrous
E. Going ahead without their having a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as they agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster for the firm

DmitryFarber
rheachandra One problem with D is that it uses the past perfect ("had agreed") inappropriately. To use the past perfect, we need to have another past event that the action we're describing clearly precedes.
rheachandra
DmitryFarber thanks understood. Also, im wondering if this is another problem with this sentence structure or not:
"To proceed without..... would have proven to be...." - is this wrong? should it instead be "To proceed without.... would prove to be..."

not sure if there is any rule it violates here^
^^
DmitryFarber
That's not necessarily a problem. The version in D echoes the correct answer in that it addresses a hypothetical about a past event: if the firm HAD PROCEEDED without a plan, this WOULD HAVE proven disastrous. Your version addresses a future hypothetical: If the firm WERE to proceed without a plan in the future, this WOULD prove disastrous. That doesn't convey the meaning intended in the question.


MikeScarn
Bunuel wrote:
Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster in the face of the skilled and resolute opposition involved this time.

Bunuel wrote:
A. Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster

What does "it" refer to? The entire clause of "Proceeding without a plan...." maybe? That isn't right.
Also, like is not the correct word.

Bunuel wrote:
B. Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm agreed last year to do, would surely have proven to be a disaster

Hold
Our verb tenses make sense.

Bunuel wrote:
C. Going ahead without the presence of a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed last year to do, would surely have proven disastrous

Past Perfect error. There is no need for the "had" in "had agreed."
Also, like is not the correct word.

"without the presence of a plan" is a very weird thing to say.

Would you say: "Going to basketball practice without the presence of proper bball shoes is an ankle injury waiting to happen." Heck no.





Bunuel wrote:
D. To proceed without the presence of a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm had agreed to last year, would surely have proven disastrous

The only error I see here, as DmitryFarber pointed out, is that we have the past perfect "had agreed" and "have proven" without another past event that precedes the past perfect.

TBH, this one sounds fine to me from a verb tense perspective. The introductory infinitive "To proceed" probably throws a lot of people off from spotting the past perfect error.

"without the presence of a plan" is a very weird thing to say.

Would you say: "To host a sales meeting without the presence of a powerpoint slide deck would be a bad decision." Heck no.

Bunuel wrote:
E. Going ahead without their having a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as they agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster for the firm
(E) Never even introduces the subject (the firm), yet we're using several pronouns? Yikes.
chetan2u
Bunuel wrote:
Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster in the face of the skilled and resolute opposition involved this time.

A. Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster
B. Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm agreed last year to do, would surely have proven to be a disaster
C. Going ahead without the presence of a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed last year to do, would surely have proven disastrous
D. To proceed without the presence of a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm had agreed to last year, would surely have proven disastrous
E. Going ahead without their having a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as they agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster for the firm

Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster in the face of the skilled and resolute opposition involved this time.
Now, Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations is a noun phrase, and requires a verb after that.
Like is used to compare nouns and AS to compare actions or clause etc.

A. Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster
Run on sentence...Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster

thangvietnam
what is the difference between 'to do' and 'doing" ?
^^
DmitryFarber
thangvietnam "To proceed" and "to learn" are infinitives, so they don't have a tense, future or otherwise. You can say "To learn X would be hard" or "I found X hard to learn."
daagh
A peculiar part of this official question is the semantics behind the use of the term 'as agreed' or 'as had agreed" last year. What did the firm last year agree upon to do? It looks as if the firm agreed last year to come to the table without any preparation this year too. One may go to a negotiation table without preparation but never agree to go without preparation
One can understand if the diction is 'as it did last year' instead of "as it agreed or had agreed last year".
DmitryFarber
daagh Yes, it seems that this odd scenario is just what the sentence is suggesting. The firm actually agreed to proceed without a plan! Otherwise, what would "do" refer to? There's no mention of any action taken with a plan, so we have no choice!
GMATNinja
jawele wrote:
Could anybody please comment on the following:

B. [ Subject ] Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm agreed last year to do, [ Verb ] would surely have proven to be a disaster

How the heck "to do" is parallel to anything since "proceeding" is a gerund, which plays a noun function (i.e. main subject) in this sentence. As many of you have already proposed, and I agree, "to do" finishes off as "to proceed". The problem seems to be that there is no "proceed" in the sentence. Why it can be implied? What's the reasoning behind this? Are there any other similar SC off. problems? This is frustrating ... this was one of those "aha! Parallelism issue" moments for me aaaaaaaaand ....... it's not.

Quote:
Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, like the firm had agreed to last year, it would surely have proven to be a disaster in the face of the skilled and resolute opposition involved this time.

B. Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm agreed last year to do, would surely have proven to be a disaster

For starters, it sounds like you might be assuming that two things are parallel just because they happen to be in the same form. That's backwards, in a way: parallelism occurs in a sentence when there's a darned good reason for it, such as some sort of parallelism "trigger" ("and", "or", etc.) that will indicate the presence of a list of some sort. (More on parallelism and meaning in this video.)

I suppose that you could argue that the comparison demands parallelism, but I think that misses the point. When you see a comparison, your job is to make sure that the comparison makes logical sense; I don't think it's a great idea to obsess over the structural parallelism, because the logic of the comparison is infinitely more important. (And if you want an excessive set of videos about comparisons, here's one video and here's another.)

The other key concept is that the word "do" (or "does" or "did") functions sort of like a pronoun, except that it refers back to a verb (or verb phrase) instead of a noun. For example:
"I always wanted to eat four pizzas in an evening, and last night, I did." -- "Did" refers back to the verb phrase "eat four pizzas." And that makes perfect sense, as long as you tweak the verb form a bit: "I always wanted to eat four pizzas in an evening, and last night, I {ate four pizzas in an evening}." [image: :tongue_opt2]
The idea is similar here:
"Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm agreed last year to do, would surely have proven to be a disaster..."
Replacing "do" with a verb form of "proceeding", we get:
"Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations, as the firm agreed last year to proceed, would surely have proven to be a disaster..."

No problem, right? The comparison makes perfect sense now -- and that's most important thing.

I hope this helps!



AjiteshArun
Darselle wrote:
My understanding of this question is that: If the company did this in the past, it would have been disastrous -> The action "proceeding without plan" already happened -> The promise must come even before that -> Past-perfect tense -> I choose "D" because it has the word "had", which is the exact reason why you guys cross it out.

So can anyone help me understand what the phrase "Proceeding without a definite plan for upcoming labor negotiations would surely have proven to be a disaster" mean in simple English?
Also, when is the structure "would have...." normally used? Thanks guys
Hi Darselle,

Last year
1. The opposition (labor representatives, most likely) was not "skilled and resolute".
2. The firm agreed to proceed without a definite plan for labor negotiations.

This year
3. The opposition was "skilled and resolute".
4. The firm did not try to move ahead without a definite plan for labor negotiations.
5. But if it had, the result would have been disastrous.

In other words, because the opposition was skilled and resolute this time around, the strategy that the firm followed last year would have "proven to be a disaster" if it had been adopted this year as well.










69.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/in-recent-years-cattle-breeders-have-increasingly-used-crossbreeding-128059.html#p620461
In recent years cattle breeders have increasingly used crossbreeding, in part that their steers should acquire certain characteristics and partly because crossbreeding is said to provide hybrid vigor.

(A) in part that their steers should acquire certain characteristics
(B) in part for the acquisition of certain characteristics in their steers
(C) partly because of their steers acquiring certain characteristics
(D) partly because certain characteristics should be acquired by their steers
(E) partly to acquire certain characteristics in their steers

TommyWallach
What an annoying question! I was asked to take this on by private message, and I see why it's bothered so many of you. Let's discuss:

In recent years cattle breeders have increasingly used crossbreeding, in part that their steers should acquire certain characteristics and partly because crossbreeding is said to provide hybrid vigor.

The thing to remember about PARALLELISM (which is the issue here) is that it is ALL about the parallel markers. You're more concerned with the single word that comes after the parallel marker. From there, things get iffy. The parallel marker here is AND, and the word after it is PARTLY. That's your parallelism. You gotta have another "partly".

(A) in part that their steers should acquire certain characteristics
PROBLEM: Both the "partly" issue and the "should". This isn't about what "should" happen. The breeders do it SO THAT the steer will acquire certain characteristics.

(B) in part for the acquisition of certain characteristics in their steers
PROBLEM: Both the "partly" issue and an odd idiom. You don't do something "for the acquisition" of something else, but "in order to acquire" something else.

(C) partly because of their steers acquiring certain characteristics
PROBLEM: They don't do it "because of their steers acquiring..." that sounds like they crossbreed AFTER the steers have acquired the characteristics. But they do it IN ORDER that the steers might acquire the characteristics.

(D) partly because certain characteristics should be acquired by their steers
PROBLEM: I know we all want this one because it says "partly because" and doesn't sound as bad as C, but the "should" is still a meaning issue. There's no question of SHOULD here. The issue is meaning. The breeders crossbreed because they WANT something to happen.
(E) partly to acquire certain characteristics in their steers
ANSWER: Yes, I know it isn't as parallel as we'd like. It would be nice to say "partly to X" and "partly to Y" OR "partly because of X" and "partly because of Y". But we don't get that option. This is still parallel enough (with the two "partly"s), and from there it's all about meaning.

Tough one! Hope that helps.

-tommy
GMATPill
Quote:
In recent years cattle breeders have increasingly used crossbreeding, in part that their steers should
acquire certain characteristics and partly because crossbreeding is said to provide hybrid vigor.
(A) in part that their steers should acquire certain characteristics
(B) in part for the acquisition of certain characteristics in their steers
(C) partly because of their steers acquiring certain characteristics
(D) partly because certain characteristics should be acquired by their steers
(E) partly to acquire certain characteristics in their steers


This is a tricky question. Most people would fall for answer choice (D), but it's really (E). Let me show you how I think through this question:
Step 1: Notice "in part" is underlined and there are variations in the answer choices. So is it "in part" or "partly"?---well let's look continue looking at the rest of the sentence and you'll see the keyword "and" and then the word "partly" next to it.

Step 2: Notice "partly" is not underlined--which means this is cannot be changed. So, what needs to be changed is "in part." Therefore, you can eliminate answer choices (A) and (B) since they both use "in part."

Step 3: Now that you know it's either (C), (D), or (E) because of STRUCTURAL reasons, let's take a look at the MEANING of the sentence.
Ask yourself what are the two reasons the author is trying to communicate?
You're talking about cross breeding. Why are people doing more cross breeding?

Step 4: Well, you know "partly because crossbreeding is said to provide hybrid vigor."

Here the reason is that crossbreeding is said "to provide hybrid vigor."
So your second reason must be consistent with that!

Step 5: With (C), I see "partly because of their steers acquiring certain characteristics"--which is not consistent with the second half of the sentence.

Step 6: With (D), I see "partly because certain characteristics should be acquired by their steers" which does not have words in the form of "to + verb"

Step 7: But with (E), I see "partly to acquire certain characteristics in their steers"--which is consistent with "to provide hybrid vigor."

Remember to look at the MEANING of the two reasons you are talking about. Don't simply see the word "partly because" and automatically assume the answer must be (D)!!

Hope that helps.
TommyWallach
Hey GMATBull,

See my explanation on this. Your explanation is not correct. It would be nice if answer choice E gave us the parallel of "partly to acquire" and "partly to provide", but that isn't how parallel works. The fact that both parallel elements (the stuff after "partly") happens to have a form of the infinitive somewhere ("to acquire" and "to provide") is sheer coincidence. The part that we would typically want to be parallel should come right after the marker. For the parallel you want to be important to exist, it would need to say "partly to acquire certain characteristics in their steers and partly to provide vigor." The "because crossbreeding is said" ruins the parallel you're thinking about, because the "to" that comes before provide is actually part of the idiom "said to", entirely different from the "to" we get after "partly". Hope that makes sense!

-tommy

egmat
dasa2013 wrote:
In recent years cattle breeders have increasingly used crossbreeding, in part that their steers should acquire certain characteristics and partly because crossbreeding is said to provide hybrid vigor.
(A) in part that their steers should acquire certain characteristics
(B) in part for the acquisition of certain characteristics in their steers
(C) partly because of their steers acquiring certain characteristics
(D) partly because certain characteristics should be acquired by their steers

Hi dasa2013,
You have a doubt that confuses a lot of people who solve this question. You have understood the meaning of the sentence well. There are two reasons why the cattle breeders have increasingly used crossbreeding:

a. to acquire certain characteristics in their steers and
b. to provide hybrid vigor.

However, the second reason is not a sure condition. It is believed that crossbreeding provides hybrid vigor to cattle. Hence, it is not possible that these two reason can be written in perfect identical parallel structures. The word "partly" before both the reasons are enough to make the two reasons parallel.

A thing to note here is that this is a very one of its kind questions and such usages are not very common on GMAT.

Hope this helps. [image: :-)]
Thanks.
SJ
GMATNinja
I’ve always kind of hated this question. It’s not that it’s illegitimate or anything like that. It’s just a spectacularly annoying question, because fundamental grammar rules aren’t terribly useful for dealing with most of the answer choices. We have to fight with some goofy meaning issues that aren’t very straightforward.

So I’ll approach this particular explanation differently than usual. Instead of launching right into the answer choices, we’ll use a few stripped-down sentences to illustrate the principles at work in this question. So take a look at these puppies first:


1. Arpit studies hard so that he should get a good GMAT score.
2. Arpit studies hard because he should get a good GMAT score.
3. Arpit studies hard because of getting a good GMAT score.
4. Arpit studies hard in order to get a good GMAT score.
5. Arpit studies hard to get a good GMAT score.

The first three are all at least a little bit illogical if you think strictly and literally about the meaning of the sentences. “Should” implies some sort of value judgment, and that’s not appropriate here: Arpit studies in order to obtain a good GMAT score, NOT because he “should” get a good GMAT score. For that reason, #1 & #2 are wrong.

Similarly, Arpit doesn't study hard “because of getting a good GMAT score.” If we think about that phrase literally (in sentence #3), the sequencing is wrong, because it suggests that getting a good GMAT score is the cause, and “Arpit studies hard” is the effect. And that makes no sense at all.

But #4 and #5 both make plenty of sense, because they clarify that Arpit studies in order to achieve the goal of a good GMAT score. We probably don’t need the phrase “in order to”, when just “to” would suffice. But either #4 or #5 are fine.

If you feel clear about everything I just wrote, then stop, and retry the original question above. If it still doesn’t work for you, then keep reading…



Quote:
(A) in part that their steers should acquire certain characteristics

Before we get into the meaning stuff, there’s a nice parallelism error that we can work with: “…in part that their steers should acquire certain characteristics and partly because crossbreeding…” That’s not pretty.

And perhaps more importantly, the meaning makes no sense here, largely because of the word “should.” (See example #1, above.) So (A) is out.

Quote:
(B) in part for the acquisition of certain characteristics in their steers

(B) has the same parallelism error as (A): in part for the acquisition of certain characteristics in their steers and partly because crossbreeding…” That’s still not pretty, and it’s enough to eliminate (B).

For whatever it’s worth, I’m also not crazy about the phrase “for the acquisition of certain characteristics in their steers.” You wouldn’t say “Arpit studies hard for getting a good GMAT score”, right? It makes much more sense to say “Arpit studies hard to get a good GMAT score” – and it would make more sense to say “cattle breeders have used crossbreeding… to acquire characteristics in their steers…”

In any case, the parallelism is enough to eliminate (B), and we definitely have better options below.

Quote:
(C) partly because of their steers acquiring certain characteristics

(C) has exactly the same problem as example #3, above. (C) seems to get the causality confused, because it suggests that the steers acquired certain characteristics first, and because of that, ranchers decided to use crossbreeding. That’s illogical: the steers acquired characteristics because the ranchers used crossbreeding, and not the other way around.

Quote:
(D) partly because certain characteristics should be acquired by their steers
(D) has the same problem as examples #1 and #2 above. The use of “should” is just wrong here, because it implies some sort of value judgment: maybe my wife thinks that I “should” be more efficient at changing dirty diapers, or maybe you think that I “should” eat less bhindi masala. (Personally, I think that I “should” eat more bhindi masala, but that’s just my opinion.)
But that makes no sense in this case: ranchers are using crossbreeding in order to accomplish something, not because they “should” accomplish something. For that reason, (D) can be eliminated.

Quote:
(E) partly to acquire certain characteristics in their steers

Here we go, this one looks more like #5 in our examples above. The parallelism is fine now (“partly” and “partly” are parallel), and it’s clear that the ranchers are crossbreeding for the purpose of acquiring characteristics in their steers.

It sounds terrible, in my opinion. (But by now you probably know that your ear is not your friend on GMAT SC, right?) Because (E) is the only answer choice that makes logical sense, it is the correct answer.
GMATNinja
Hero8888 wrote:
GMATNinja wrote:

Quote:
(E) partly to acquire certain characteristics in their steers

Here we go, this one looks more like #5 in our examples above. The parallelism is fine now (“partly” and “partly” are parallel), and it’s clear that the ranchers are crossbreeding for the purpose of acquiring characteristics in their steers.
Because (E) is the only answer choice that makes logical sense, it is the correct answer.
----
Hi GMATNinja

Thanks for the detailed explanation. Yet I still miss the point, how these two parts are parallel.

In recent years cattle breeders have increasingly used crossbreeding, (1) partly to acquire certain characteristics in their steers partly and (2) partly because crossbreeding is said to provide hybrid vigor.

First one is a prepositional phrase with infinitive of purpose
"partly to acquire certain characteristics in their steers partly"

AND

Second one is a prepositional phrase with full set of NOUN+VERB
"partly because crossbreeding is said to provide hybrid vigor"

Can I infer a general rule that two parts can be parallel no matter what if they are of the same part of the speech?
E.g. simple adverb AND adverbal phrase/clause, prepositional clause AND prepositional, noun AND noun modified by relative clause etc

Thanks!

Good question! In most instances, thinking about the sentence logically will serve you better than trying to internalize the vast array of constructions that can be linked by conjunctions such as "and."

In this case, "and" connects two phrases that describe why cattle breeders use cross-breeding. Anything that describes why an action is happening is an adverb, since it modifies a verb. So the word "and" links two parallel modifiers (adverbial modifiers, if you enjoy jargon):
1) partly to acquire characteristics in their steers
2) partly because cross-breeding provides hybrid vigor

Put another way: you don't want to get thrown off by the fact that these two phrases look different. Instead, you want to see that they're doing the same thing: describing why an action is taking place. So it's perfectly reasonable to say that these elements of the sentence are parallel.

I hope that helps!









70.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/rivaling-the-pyramids-of-egypt-or-even-the-ancient-cities-of-the-maya-67423.html#p364671
Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt or even the ancient cities of the Maya as an achievement, the army of terra-cotta warriors created to protect Qin Shi Huang, China’s first emperor, in his afterlife is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them.

A. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them
B. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it
C. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete
D. 700,000 artisans took more than 36 years to complete
E. to complete them took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years
TommyWallach
I got asked by PM to answer this. Looks like everybody has gotten to the answer on their own, but I'll weigh in anyway (why not?).

Q> Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt or even the ancient cities of the Maya as an achievement, the army of terra-cotta warriors created to protect Qin Shi Huang, China’s first emperor, in his afterlife is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them.

A. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them
PROBLEM: This is a parallel question, which we can tell from the conjunction "and". The subject is "the army of terra-cotta- warriors". The first verb is "is" (more than 2000...), and the second is "took" (700,000 artisans). If we remove the first item in the list, the sentence would read "The army...took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them." Obviously, we don't want the "them" part.

B. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it
PROBLEM: "The army...took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it." Again, we don't want "it".

C. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete
ANSWER: Looks good.

D. 700,000 artisans took more than 36 years to complete
PROBLEM: We need the verb "took" after the "and", or the parallel goes all wrong.

E. to complete them took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years
PROBLEM: Definitely don't want an infinitive after the "and", because there's no other infinitive in the sentence.

Hope that helps!

daagh
This thread seems to have originated from GMAT Prep and then adopted by OG. All the same, the original version seems to be

Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt or even the ancient cities of the Maya as an achievement, the army of terra-cotta warriors created to protect Qin Shi Huang, China’s first emperor, in his afterlife is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them.

But the OA is not A; The actual answer is C, per MGMAT

A. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them – The subject is the army, referring to a collection antiques. It is a collective noun and singular, as corroborated by the verb “is”. Let’s also not mistake “created” for a verb; it is just a past participle. The pronoun “ them”, an object pronoun, is a problem here; it is plural but earlier its referent was verbed by a singular; so, A is out.


B. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it – The subject is the army; but the pronoun “it” is redundant; It is good enough to say, that the army took more than 700,000 artisans to complete

C. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete --- the subject is again the army and the choice simply skirts the vexing pronoun issue, by altogether dropping it. This is the most concise choice.


D. 700,000 artisans took more than 36 years to complete------ In this choice, the subject changes to 700,00 artisans and although the clause is perfect technically, still the second clause is not connected to the main theme and one is tempted to ask “to complete what?”

E. to complete them took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years --- them is a wrong pronoun.
noboru
TommyWallach wrote:
Hey All,

Q> Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt or even the ancient cities of the Maya as an achievement, the army of terra-cotta warriors created to protect Qin Shi Huang, China’s first emperor, in his afterlife is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them.

B. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it
PROBLEM: "The army...took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it." Again, we don't want "it".

Hope that helps!
Why you dont want "it"?
"it" is the pronoun for Qin Shi Huang, so "The army...took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete Qin Shi Huang" seems to be OK, doesnt it?
^^
TommyWallach
Hey Noburu,

Think of the logic. He's not the one who got completed, he's the Japanese guy who built the warriors. It's the warriors that were completed, and they're plural
maddy2u
It is similar to this : " The movie "The Simpsons" took 500 people 3 weeks to complete.

'It' is redundant as the subject takes care of 'it' .
EducationAisle
bev wrote:
Sir, can you please help me understand if there is any other issue with choice B apart from the pronoun (which I think is not incorrect but you are right in saying C is more concise than B)

Well, it is the only difference between B and C. So, if you agree that C is better, then there cannot be anything else wrong in B (except the it): )

By the way, this redundant pronoun phenomenon is actually quite prominently tested. This is from Verbal supplement:

The computer company’s present troubles are a result of techno-logical stagnation, marketing missteps, and managerial blunders that several attempts at revising corporate strategies have failed to correct them.

them is redundant here.
Let me know if you want more official examples of this nature.
anairamitch1804
This sentence states two main facts about the construction of the army of terra-cotta warriors. It also describes the army of terra-cotta warriors.

WHAT ARE THE ERRORS IN THE ORIGINAL SENTENCE?

Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt or even the ancient cities of the Maya as an achievement, the army of terra-cotta warriors created to protect Qin Shi Huang, China’s first emperor, in his afterlife is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them.

1) This sentence has one clause as shown. The sentence begins with a modifier “rivaling the pyramids…”.
2) This modifier modifies the subject “army of terra-cotta warriors”. The subject is then followed by another modifier “created to protect…”.
3) This subject has two verbs in parallel construction as shown. These two verbs indicate two facts about the “army of terra-cotta warriors”.
4) In this sentence, the use of pronoun “them” is unnecessary.
5) Furthermore, it does not agree in number with its antecedent. ”Them” refers to the subject of the sentence – “the army”. Since “army” is a collective noun, it is singular and hence the pronoun referring to it should also be singular.
6) Furthermore, the use is redundant as explained below.
7) Lets consider the sentence with only verb 2 and with the pronoun replaced by the noun it refers to:

The army of terra-cotta warriors took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete the army of terra-cotta warriors.
As you can see the noun – army of terra-cotta warriors is unnecessarily repeated. Lets consider a simpler sentence to understand this better.

Process of elimination :-

Choice A: Pronoun redundancy error – "them"
Choice B: Pronoun redundancy error as in Choice A.
Choice C: No Errors
Choice D: Punctuation Error: The structure of this sentence is such that the subject for verb 2 in the original sentence is no longer “the army of terra-cotta warriors”. The subject is “700,000 artisans”. Hence this sentence now has two independent clauses but these are not connected using comma + and. These are connecting using only “and”. This is incorrect.
Choice E: Pronoun error as in Choice A. This choice is similar to choice A. The placement of verb modifier “to complete them” has been changed. Thus, Choice C is the correct answer.
ydmuley
ARS1988 wrote:
solidcolor wrote:
Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt or even the ancient cities of the Maya as an achievement, the army of terra-cotta warriors created to protect Qin Shi Huang, China’s first emperor, in his afterlife is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them.
A. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them
B. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it
C. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete
D. 700,000 artisans took more than 36 years to complete
E. to complete them took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years
"took 700,000 artisans" OR "700,000 artisans took" PLEASE SOMEONE HELP ..I always get confused in such types of construction... I was confused between C & D.
Hello ARS1988
Lets try to read the sentence after removing all the clutter:

I will strike out modifiers from the sentence in order to avoid confusion:

Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt or even the ancient cities of the Maya as an achievement, the army of terra-cotta warriors created to protect Qin Shi Huang, China’s first emperor, in his afterlife is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them.

Let's look at more closely now:
The Army .... Is .... X And Took.... Y

The Army:
- Is (Verb) ..... AND
- Took (Verb) .....

Now, look at the word AND, does it reminds you of anything? Yeap - "And" mandates strict parallelism at both the sides (Left and Right)

Now, when you carefully review option D, the structure is as per below:

The Army:
- Is (Verb) ..... AND
- (Subject)............Took (Verb) .....

This has two errors:
- Parallelism is not maintained
- 700,000 artisans - becomes the subject now instead of The Army

And Hence - C is the correct answer.

Please do let me know if this helps to clarify your doubt.
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and narrow down the options to find the correct answer quickly! To begin, here is the original question with major differences highlighted in orange:

Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt of even the ancient cities of the Maya as an achievement, the army of terra-cotta warriors created to protect Qin Shi Huang, China’s first emperor, in his afterlife is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them.

A. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them
B. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it
C. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete
D. 700,000 artisans took more than 36 years to complete
E. to complete them took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years

After a quick glance over the options, a couple key differences jump out:

1. took 700,000 artisans / 700,000 artisans took (Meaning/Parallelism)
2. to complete / to complete them / to complete it (Pronouns)

Let's start with #2 on our list: pronouns. Pronouns are a pretty easy grammar concept to check for, and it should eliminate 2-3 options rather quickly. We need to make sure that any pronouns clearly refer back to the singular subject (the army) and agree with it:

A. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them
B. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it
C. took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete
D. 700,000 artisans took more than 36 years to complete
E. to complete them took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years

We can eliminate options A & E right off the bat because they use the plural pronoun "them" to refer back to a singular subject "the army."

Now that we have it narrowed down, let's tackle #1 on our list: parallelism. This sentence discusses two interesting facts about the terra-cotta army:

Rivaling the pyramids of Egypt of even the ancient cities of the Maya as an achievement, the army of terra-cotta warriors created to protect Qin Shi Huang, China’s first emperor, in his afterlife is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete them.

We need to make sure both phrases in pink are written using parallel structure. Let's see how they break down if we add in the first half:

B. is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete it
This is INCORRECT because the extra pronoun "it" at the end isn't necessary and creates a non-parallel construction.

C. is more than 2,000 years old and took 700,000 artisans more than 36 years to complete
This is CORRECT! It's written using parallel construction, and there aren't any pronouns to deal with!

D. is more than 2,000 years old and 700,000 artisans took more than 36 years to complete
This is INCORRECT because the two phrases aren't parallel in how they're worded.


There you have it - option C is the correct choice! It doesn't have any issues with pronouns, and the two facts about the terra-cotta army are written with parallel wording!


71.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/reporting-that-one-of-its-many-problems-had-been-the-recent-extended-167639.html#p4778
Reporting that one of its many problems had been the recent extended sales slump in women's apparel, the seven-store retailer said it would start a three-month liquidation sale in all of its stores.

(A) its many problems had been the recent
(B) its many problems has been the recently
(C) its many problems is the recently
(D) their many problems is the recent
(E) their many problems had been the recent
GMATNinja
This one is an absolute classic. One key to the question is that “the seven-store retailer” is singular, so “its” definitely works better than “they.” Most people catch that part, though.

The more common mistake is with the verb tenses. Hopefully, you immediately notice the verb tense in the phrase “one of its many problems had been the recent... sales slump." "Had been" is past perfect tense, and for that to be acceptable, there has to another past action somewhere in the sentence that occurs AFTER the recent sales slump. The tricky part is noticing that "said" is actually in simple past tense, and that actually makes sense: the recent sales slump had been a problem before the retailer said that it would begin liquidation.

So with that in mind…
Quote:
(A) its many problems had been the recent

This looks pretty good. The pronoun is correct, and the past perfect makes sense, as described above. So let’s keep (A).

Quote:
(B) its many problems has been the recently

Now the verb tense doesn’t work: “has been” (present perfect, if you like jargon) indicates an action that started in the past and continues into the present. So the sequencing doesn’t really make sense in its current form: literally, it’s saying that the retailer said -- in the past – that it would start a liquidation sale (implying that the retailer is closing down), but somehow it reported an ongoing sales slump that continues into the present? Seems odd to me. We’re trying to say that one of the retailer’s many problems included a sales slump, and THEN the retailer announced the liquidation. So the present perfect tense isn’t ideal in (B).

And if you don’t believe that, we also have a problem with the adverb “recently”:

· ”recent extended sales slump” → Both “recent” and “extended” are adjectives that describe the “sales slump.” And that makes sense: the sales slump is extended (a synonym for “long” in this case), and it also is recent. Fine.
· ”recently extended sales slump” → Now “recently” is an adverb that modifies “extended.” That warps the meaning: now the sales slump was recently extended, meaning that the sales slump was just – in the last few days or weeks – somehow lengthened. And there’s no reason why we would say that here: the sentence is trying to say that the sales slump itself was recent, not that it was lengthened recently.

So we have a couple of not-terribly-easy reasons to eliminate (B).

Quote:
(C) its many problems is the recently

(C) basically has some of the same problems as (B). For starters, the present tense is definitely wrong here: the retailer – in the past tense – said that it would start a liquidation sale, so it doesn’t make sense to say that one of its many problems is the sales slump. How could the sales slump happen AFTER the announcement to liquidate?

And “recently” is still a problem, too. See the explanation for (B) for more on this issue.

So (C) is out.

Quote:
(D) their many problems is the recent

The present tense still doesn’t make sense – see the explanation for (C) for more on that issue. And “their” is plural, and can’t logically refer to the (singular) “seven-store retailer.”

So we can eliminate (D).

Quote:
(E) their many problems had been the recent

I’m good with the verb tense (see the explanation at the very top of this post for more), but “their” once again can’t refer to the (singular) “seven-store retailer.”

We can eliminate (E), and we’re left with (A).




Jayanth2689
Ron Purewal of MGMAT addressed this issue on a different forum! Just for everybody's benefit...this is what he exactly said -

"recent" is an adjective; as such, it modifies a noun.
"recently" is an adverb; as such, it modifies an action, adjective, or other adverb.

the difference here is meaning-based: if the INTENDED MEANING of the sentence is that the noun itself is recent, then you use "recent" to describe that noun.
on the other hand, if the INTENDED MEANING of the sentence is that an action, adjective, or other adverb is recent, then you should use "recently".

examples: (note that "mastering" a sound recording means to improve the quality of the sound after initially recording it)

* recently mastered recordings
--> here, "recently" is an adverb, and so it modifies "mastered".
therefore, this phrase refers to ‘recordings’ that have been mastered recently -- regardless of the time at which they were originally recorded. so, for instance, if i have a 1947 recording of arturo toscanini's orchestra that was just mastered last year, then that's a recently mastered recording.

* recent mastered recordings
--> here, "recent" is an adjective, and so it modifies "(mastered) recordings".
therefore, this phrase refers to ‘recent recordings’ that also happen to have been mastered. so, for instance, the aforementioned toscanini recording would *not* be one of these, because it's not a recent recording.
egmat
skamal7 wrote:
i have a clear understanding why had been tense should be used. But really i dont understand is there any problem why recently(adverb) cant modify the verb extended sales slump? or it can modify????

Let's take an example and explain:

Currently the date is Dec 20.
Picture that there is a discount offer going on in a store for Christmas.
Now this discount offer is extended beyond Dec 25 till 31 Dec.
So this becomes extended discount offer.

Now imagine if similar thing happened during Thanksgiving weekend (Nov 22) as well.
The discount offer was initially supposed to be only for 3 days.
But it was extended for 3 more days.
So that was also an extended discount offer.

So if today is Dec 20, then there is one extended discount offer going on right now through Dec 31. This extended sale is recent
But the one that happened in the end of November is not recent anymore.

Hopefully this helps explain why recent and extended are mutually exclusive. One is not dependent on the other. They are both individual adjectives of sales slump.

However, in choice B, you actually make "recently" modify extended, implying that the sales slump was recently extended.

Hope this helps. [image: :)]
Thanks.
daagh
The recent extended sales slump was in the past; the retailer’s saying was in the past; that the company would start a three-month liquidation was in the modal past; all of these later events are described in past tense, and are not underlined. So we have to take them per se.
Ashishmathew01081987
mvrravikanth wrote:
In option 'B',...recently extended sales slump..",verb 'recently' modifies the adjective 'extended' and 'extended' modifies 'sales slump' right?

What is the difference between’ recent extended sales slump’ and ‘recently extended sales slump’?

Please help me out on this distinction.

First of all it all depends on the context and meaning of the sentence.

"Recently extended sales" is of the form Adverb - Adjective - Noun.
"Recent extended sales" is of the form Adjective - Adjective - Noun.

We have to understand the meaning here.

If we go by the Second statement then recent modifies sales slump. Though technically "Recent sales slump" is correct but here in this case "Recently" needs to modify "Extended".

There is really no other distinguishing parameter here other than understanding the meaning.

In GMAT, Adjective - Adjective - Noun is correct and Adverb - Adjective - Noun is also correct. But which to use when depends on the context.

Also, other things to look at in the above sentence.

Present + Future -------------------- is correct.
Past + Conditional ---------------------is correct.
Only above conditions are possible.

Present + Conditional---------------------------- is wrong.
Past + Future ------------------------------------ is wrong.

Use of their vs it/its

Here we have to look at the non - underlined part.

The non underlined part " the seven-store retailer said it would start a three-month liquidation sale in all of its stores"
uses it /its, hence we have to use it in the underlined part. This is the basic rule of pronoun agreement.

Pronoun must refer to the same subject. Here subject is "Seven Store Retailer"
Pronoun must agree in number. It is singular and their is plural. both cant refer to same antecedent "Seven Store Retailer".

Hence, correct OA is A.
sayantanc2k
cmpunk1990 wrote:
Correct me if i'm wrong.

But the reason why i chose A for this Question :

The singular pronoun "its" correctly refers to singular subject "Retailer". "their" is plural , hence we can eliminate D,E
"Recently " is an adverb and cannot modify noun "slump" . Eliminate B, C.

Now my question is would the following sent be correct :
Reporting that one of its many problems "has" been the recent extended sales slump in women's apparel, the seven-store retailer said it would start a three-month liquidation sale in all of its stores.

is it necessary to have the "had been" structure in the following sentence.?

The verb "had been" is within a statement ("said") that happened in the past. This implies that the verb "had been" occurred prior to another verb in the past "said". Hence past perfect is mandatory.

For example:
1. I say that I was happy, but I will be sad.... correct
2. I said that I had been happy, but I would be sad.. correct
3. I said that I was happy, but I will be sad... wrong

Whenever a verb is within a statement in past, we need to take the verb one step back, i.e. simple past would become past perfect, future (will) would become conditional tense (would).
VeritasKarishma
Quote:
Please explain how come 'recent' is correct in modifying an adverb and not 'recently'

Also is 'has' more appropriate here than 'had' since if the problem is ended then liquidation is happening because the problem is presently being a problem not in the past

"recent" is modifying "extended sales slump", that is, a kind of sales slump. Basically, it is modifying "slump" i.e. a noun. So you will use an adjective.

Look at the skeleton of the sentence:

Reporting that ..., the seven-store retailer said ...

The main verb is "said" which is in past tense. Hence, the extended sales slump had been a problem before they reported it. So the use of past perfect is appropriate here. You will use "had".














72.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/the-olympic-games-helped-to-keep-peace-among-the-pugnacious-states-of-85874.html#p16824
The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of the Greek world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival’s month.

(A) world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival’s month
(B) world, proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival’s month
(C) world when they proclaimed a sacred truce for the festival month
(D) world, for a sacred truce was proclaimed during the month of the festival
(E) world by proclamation of a sacred truce that was for the month of the festival
mikemcgarry
skamal7 wrote:
The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of the Greek world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival's month.
This is GMAT SC #60 in the OG13.

(A) world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival's month
The OG feels that the phrase "in that" is somewhat stilted and over-formal. It does use two words where one would suffice. This one is not black & white wrong, but more a shade of gray. If all the other answers were clearly wrong, this probably could pass as a correct anwer.

(B) world, proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival’s month
Misplaced modifier. The world isn't "proclaiming", so who is? The games? the states? The GMAT doesn't like ambiguity. Also, this sentence has two distinct actions, so it would be best phrased as two full [noun] + [verb] clauses, and this option casts the second half of the sentence as a participial phrase rather than as a clause. This is wrong.

(C) world when they proclaimed a sacred truce for the festival month
A pronoun with unclear antecedent --- does "they" mean the states? the games? the people of Greece (not mentioned explicitly --- another no-no for antecedents on the GMAT!). The antecedent of the pronoun "they" is ambiguity. On GMAT SC, ambiguity = death. This is wrong.

(D) world, for a sacred truce was proclaimed during the month of the festival
Very clear. We have two full clauses, joined by the conjunction "for" (which means "because"), thus making clear the causal link between the two actions. This is sleek, efficient, and direct ---- a very strong answer.

(E) world by proclamation of a sacred truce that was for the month of the festival
A winner of the flabby awkward Olympics! This changes the verb "proclaimed" to a noun "proclamation", and almost invariably, this is the GMAT's strategy for changing a correct answer into a wrong answer. Whenever a verb is re-written as a noun, that almost always makes the sentence more awkward, less direct, and more wordy --- that's exactly what we have here. This version is an unholy abomination that should be taken out back and shot. This is incorrect.

Again, if everything else failed, we might go with (A) in a pinch, but here, (D) is a much stronger answer --- clearly (D) is the best possible answer here.
egmat
Let's apply e-GMAT 3 step process to solve this question:

The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of the Greek world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival's month.

A. world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival's month
B. world, proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival's month
C. world when they proclaimed a sacred truce for the festival month
D. world, for a sacred truce was proclaimed during the month of the festival
E. world by proclamation of a sacred truce that was for the month of the festival


SENTENCE STRUCTURE

• The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of the Greek world
o in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival's month.

[image: Image]

• This sentence tells us that the Olympic Games helped to keep peace among otherwise fighting states of the Greek World.
o This became possible because a sacred truce was proclaimed during the month of the festival. Note that, the sentence does not tell us who proclaimed this truce.

[image: Image]

ERROR ANALYSIS

1. The phrase “festival’s month” is not idiomatic. It gives the meaning that the festival possesses the month. When referring to an inanimate object, we must avoid possessive. This expression should be “the month of the festival”.
2. Here, the expression “in that” means “because”. In this case, ‘because’ is preferred since it is more concise and gives the meaning directly. Note that ‘for’, which is used in the correct option, also means because.
Also as the OG says, this two-word expression can be replaced with a word for conciseness.


PoE

A. Incorrect for the reasons stated above.

B. Incorrect.
1. The phrase “festival’s month” is incorrect as explained in the error analysis.
2. The verb-ing modifier “proclaiming” seems to modify the preceding clause. Now, when a verb-ing modifier modifies the preceding clause, it should make sense with the subject of the preceding clause. So, this option indicates that the Olympic Games did the action of “proclaiming a sacred truce”.
However, if we refer back to the meaning analysis it was not clear from the original sentence who proclaimed the sacred truce. The Games themselves could not have proclaimed anything. So, this option does not indicate a logically correct meaning.

C. Incorrect
1. The reference of the pronoun ‘they’ is ambiguous. It can refer to “the pugnacious states” or “the Olympic Games”.
2. The original sentence indicates that the truce was proclaimed during the month of the festival. This meaning is not conveyed by this option.

D. Correct.
This option corrects the idiom error from the original sentence and replaces the phrase “in that” with “for”, making the sentence concise.

E. Incorrect.
This option is very wordy as compared to option A and D. Also, it suggests that the proclamation of the sacred truce was done by the Olympic Games. This is not the intended meaning of the sentence.

Regards,
Deepak
sayantanc2k
AR15J wrote:
I think there is a gap in my understanding. Please help !

The crow differs from eagle in that eagle has the sharp vision-- correct

As per my understanding "in that" clause is used to present "how"-- how crow differs from eagle

In the same way
The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of the Greek world

how? in that (how Olympic games helped?)

a sacred truce was proclaimed during the month of festival.

Acc to this reasoning, choice A seems to be correct
Words such as "differ" should be there in the sentence if you would like to use "in that" to depict "how". Consider your own sentence:

The crow differs from eagle in that eagle has the sharp vision-- correct

You would not be able to construct this sentence only using "in that" (without "differ").

I scored high in that I studied hard... you may well understand that this sentence does not make sense (though how I scored high is depicted by I studied hard.)
sayantanc2k
manishtank1988 wrote:
My 2 cents:
NOTE: Phrases “during the month of the festival” and “for the month of the festival” mean separate things.
“during the month of the festival” – something was done during the month of festival. HERE WE DON’T KNOW WHEN THAT something WILL END!!!

“for the month of the festival” – something was solely done for the duration of festival month. HERE WE DO KNOW WHEN THAT something WILL END!!!

So in options C and E change the meaning of the sentence.

Not necessarily - "I have enough stock for this month.". This sentence does not imply that the stock will end at the end of this month.
egmat
arvind910619 wrote:
Answer is D .
B seems to be trap answer .
In B proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival’s month implies that Olympic games proclaimed the truce which is nonsensical.
Am i correct?
Hello arvind910619,
Yes, you are correct in your analysis of Choice B.

Also the phrase festival's month is incorrect because this phrase seems to suggest that the month belonged to the festival. This is again nonsensical. The correct phrase the month of the festival conveys the logical meaning.





GMATNinja
A question from our sentence correction "ask me anything" thread:

Rebekah wrote:
The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of the Greek world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival's month.
(A) world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival's month
(B) world, proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival's month
(C) world when they proclaimed a sacred truce for the festival month
(D) world, for a sacred truce was proclaimed during the month of the festival
(E) world by proclamation of a sacred truce that was for the month of the festival

Hi, Ninja, I have seen all the posts about this question, but I still have to ask about the use of "in that". What does it mean? Can you give me a few examples about "in that' ? Thank you so much!!

The phrase "in that" doesn't appear on the GMAT too often... and now that I'm thinking about it, the phrase doesn't appear very often in modern English in general. So don't lose too much sleep over it, but it's basically a goofy way of saying "because."

And I guess that's fine: "The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of the Greek world [because] a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival's month." I can live with that, I guess.

The bigger issue in (A) is that it doesn't really make sense to say "the festival's month." That's a misuse of the possessive. I can't understand how the festival can possess the month. (teaserbae, I don't think that the issue is that it's "unidiomatic". The problem is that the meaning isn't quite right.)

I hope this helps a bit!
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Hello Everyone!

There have already been some great discussions about modifiers, transitions, and wordiness on this question. Let's tackle this question from a different angle and narrow it down to the right answer! Before we dive in, let's take a closer look at the original question and highlight any major differences in orange:

The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of the Greek world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival’s month.

(A) world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival’s month
(B) world, proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival’s month
(C) world when they proclaimed a sacred truce for the festival month
(D) world, for a sacred truce was proclaimed during the month of the festival
(E) world by proclamation of a sacred truce that was for the month of the festival
After a quick glance over the options, a few things stand out that we can focus on:
1. transition after "world": in that / proclaiming / when they / for / by proclamation of
2. the festival's month / the festival month / the month of the festival
3. during vs. for

Let's start with #3 on our list: during vs. for. Since this is an "x or y" situation, we know it will likely eliminate 2-3 options quickly, so it's a great place to start. It may seem like these two words can be used interchangeably, but when it comes to discussing time and events, they mean different things:

during = discussing something that happens within a time period (We went skiing during our 2-month long school break.)
for = discussing the duration of time an event happens (We studied for our final exams for 12 hours straight.)

Since we are talking about something that happens within a certain time period (a truce being proclaimed during the games), we need to keep options that use "during" and toss any options that use "for":
(A) world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival’s month
(B) world, proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival’s month
(C) world when they proclaimed a sacred truce for the festival month
(D) world, for a sacred truce was proclaimed during the month of the festival
(E) world by proclamation of a sacred truce that was for the month of the festival

We can eliminate options C & E because they use "for" instead of "during" to indicate that the truce occurs within the time frame that the games take place.
Next, let's focus on #2 on our list: the festival's month / the festival month / the month of the festival. This is another issue of idiom structure that focuses on how we discuss events which take place during a certain time:

the festival's month = the month belongs to the festival (...which doesn't really sound right, does it?)
the month of the festival = the festival takes place during a specific month (...which makes more sense, don't you think?)

My daughter's birthday takes place during the spring break's week. --> BAD
My daughter's birthday takes place during the week of her spring break. --> GOOD

In English, it makes more sense to say an event takes places during "the month of" rather than saying the month is owned by an event.

(A) world in that a sacred truce was proclaimed during the festival’s month
(B) world, proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival’s month
(D) world, for a sacred truce was proclaimed during the month of the festival

We can eliminate options A & B because the use the incorrect idiom structure "during the festival's month" to discuss an event that happens within a certain time frame.
There you go - option D is the correct choice! It's the only one that uses proper idiomatic structures to discuss events and timing!
GMATNinja
priyanshu14 wrote:
I have gone through all the posts in this thread but I have doubt regarding:
"The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states"

How can Olympic games "Help"?
it should be "the organizing of Olympic games helped"

Above point is similar to reasoning provided that for option B: "proclaiming" can not be done by Olympic Games(logical)

Kindly clarify

There's no reason to expend any energy attempting to understand if the non-underlined portion is correct. We can't change it!

But for what it's worth, the usage is similar to the following:
"Basketball helped Kara deal with her despair after baseball season ended."
In this case, the sentence conveys the notion that it was "watching basketball" or "playing basketball" that helped Kara in her time of need, not that the sport itself was taking long therapeutic strolls with Kara. The point here is that "ABSTRACT NOUN DID X" is a fairly common construction in English, but it's rarely a decision point on the GMAT -- and it's absolutely never a problem if it's not underlined. [image: :)]

I hope that helps!
EducationAisle
Meisme wrote:
For option B, why can't proclaiming modify the action of helped in the previous clause? Explaining how the Olympic game helped the peace?

Yes, but the agent of proclaiming would continue to be Olympic Games, making option B untenable.

GMATNinja
Quote:
I rejected D because it changed the original meaning of the sentence from a qualifier relationship to a causal relationship. Please guide How i could have prevented this error from happening ?

A friendly public service announcement: SC answer choices are never incorrect because they change the "original" meaning. There is no original meaning. There are simply five different ways to write a sentence, and our job is to select the best of those five. Moreover, if the meaning in (A) were illogical, you'd want to change the meaning.

"In that" means something to the effect of "in the sense that." We'd be most likely to use that construction to help explain an unclear or non-literal concept.

Here, there's nothing unclear or non-literal about the concept of keeping peace. It makes far more sense to explain why the Olympic games helped to keep peace, as (D) does, then to provide additional information about what keeping peace means, as we see in (A). Because (D) is more logical, it's better. It doesn't matter which came first.
GMATNinja
nuroahdfj567 wrote:
GMATNinja Quoting you from a post on another question, "The easiest way to assess whether a COMMA + VERB-ing construction works is to recognize that the VERB-ing modifier could be performing one of two functions. It could A) be giving you a consequence of the action given in the previous clause or B) giving you context for the action in the previous clause."

It seems to me as if VERB-ing in answer choice B is performing function B. Please correct me if I am wrong here. Also, it would help immensely if you explain why B is wrong. Thank you.

Here's the full sentence, with (B) inserted into it:

Quote:
(B) The Olympic Games helped to keep peace among the pugnacious states of the Greek world, proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival’s month.

Yeah, I think it's fair to say that "proclaiming a sacred truce during the festival's month" is trying to give us context for the action in the previous clause. But it's pretty confusing: who, exactly, is doing the proclaiming? Are the Olympic Games themselves proclaiming a truce? The "Greek world"? I don't think either of those make much sense.

Notice that (D) avoids the issue completely: "a truce was proclaimed" is passive voice, but at least it's not illogical.

The other issue I see with (B) is the possessive phrase "festival's month". How does a festival possess a month? That doesn't make much sense, either.

To be fair, I think this is a pretty darned tough question. I think (D) sounds like hot garbage, but sound doesn't matter on GMAT SC, right?



73.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/beatrix-potter-in-her-book-illustrations-carefully-coordinating-them-147163.html#p475036
Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

(A) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives,
(B) In her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(C) In her book illustrations, which she carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(D) Carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations
(E) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinated them with her narratives and
egmat
badplanner wrote:
I have no doubt about pronoun 'them' in B. My question is all about modifier concept that OG explains. It's very confusing.
According to OG, 'carefully coordinating...' is in position to modify 'book illustrations', but my understanding is, 'carefully coordinating...' should modify 'Beatrix Potter' instead, which is similar to ''Walking along the road, Beatrix Potter saw several types of flowers''. Can anyone explain ?

Hi badplanner,

Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

Choice B: In her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
In this choice, we have verb-ing modifier “coordinating” after comma. The rule is if the verb-ing modifier is placed after comma, then it modifies the entire preceding clause. However, in this choice, there is not clause before the comma.

You are correct in saying that Beatrix Potter did the action of “coordinating” and logically it should refer to Potter. However, the placement of this modifier is such that it fails to do what it should do. Hence, logically “coordinating” is modifying Potter but grammatically it is not because of it placement after comma.

Let’s compare this choice with the example you have presented:

Walking along the road, Beatrix Potter saw several types of flowers.


There is no modifier error in this sentence. The sentence begins with the verb-ing modifier “walking”, and correctly modifies the subject of the main clause “Beatrix Potter” because she did the action of walking. Notice here that there is no comma before the verb-ing modifier.
In choice B of this OG question, we do have a comma before the verb-ing modifier. Thus it should modify the preceding clause. But there is no clause there. I also quite don’t agree to all the explanations of OG. They have terrific questions but not all the explanations are that good.

The usage of Verb-ing Modifiers has been covered in excruciating details in the "Modifiers - Verb-ing" Concept in the Level 1 Preview Concepts. This section is available for free. Just login to e-gmat.com, register for free and learn the concept.
commdiver
An easy way to see whether or not a modifier is ambiguos is to see whether or not the modifier could be mistaken for modifying something else. For example in the sentence "The men danced with the women, and they enjoyed it", "they" is ambiguous because it could be modifying "men" or "women". Think about it this way: if someone who is just starting to learn English could mistake a word for modifying different parts of a sentence, the modifier is probably ambiguous.

I hope that helps [image: :)]
Vercules
Hi IanSolo,

This is one of those OG problems in which the explanation is not a good one and is confusing at best. B and C are close answer choices.

I guess you must have identified that C is clearly the best option without any ambiguity. But confused by the OG explanation.

Let us consider (B)

The clear error in (B) is them. If we take them as illustrations then the sentence would mean that Beatrix Potter coordinated "the book illustrations" in the book illustrations. This does not make any sense.

Moreover, even if you consider the phrase "coordinating them...." modifying the next clause "Beatrix Potter capitalized....". It contextually sounds illogical, Beatrix Potter cannot develop love for nature by coordinating her illustrations.

The not so good thing about this problem is that you can not generalize the error. You would be better off if you just remember it as a specific pattern of error on GMAT. Furthermore, this also one of these questions in which POE is not the best way to go. Just mark the clearly identifiable answer choice and move ahead.

Hope that helps,
egmat
umeshpatil wrote:
Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

(A) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives,
(B) In her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(C) In her book illustrations, which she carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(D) Carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations
(E) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinated them with her narratives and

I would like to understand the modifier rule that is being tested with this question. Also I am interested to know why B is wrong ?

Hi Umesh,

Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

Notice the placement of "verb-ing" modifier "coordinating". This modifier is certainly acting as a noun modifier here and not as a clause modifier. So it should modify the preceding noun entity. In this case, it is book illustrations. But we know that that the action of coordinating has been done by Potter. Hence, the verb-ing modifier "coordinating" must be placed closer to Potter.
The way the original sentence is written, coordinating cannot jump over "in her book illustrations".

Choice B repeats the same error. Placement of "coordinating" is such that it fails to refer to Potter.

Compare these two choice to the correct answer choice C that clearly conveys the intended meaning of the sentence.

The usage of Verb-ing Modifiers has been covered in excruciating details in the "Modifiers - Verb-ing" Concept in the Level 1 Preview Concepts. This section is available for free. Just login to e-gmat.com, register for free and learn the concept.
You can also go through our one of the most appreciated articles on the same topic by clicking at the link below:
usage-of-verb-ing-modifiers-135220.html

Hope this helps. [image: :)]




EducationAisle
A handy thing to remember is that GMAT does not like two modifiers "back to back", since GMAT considers this as too much separation between the subject and the main verb.

In A, "in her book illustrations" and "carefully coordinating them with her narratives" are both (at least intended to be) modifying "Beatrix Potter", and the main verb "capitalized" comes only after these two modifiers. Not a great construct.

Q#104 OG12:

El Niño, the periodic abnormal warming of the sea surface off Peru, a phenomenon in which...

Again two modifiers following El Niño...not good.

Q#106 OG13 option B:

Originally developed for ..., having the ability to ..., a technique

Again two modifiers before the subject "a technique" is introduced...not good.
egmat
Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

Let’s first understand the meaning of the original sentence.
1. Beatrix Potter (BP) carefully coordinated her book illustrations with her narratives
2. BP capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world in her book illustrations.

Now let’s figure out the errors in the original sentence.
BP, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating... - The phrase "in her book illustrations" is separated by a comma pair, so for all intents and purposes, this is an additional part of sentence that is connected to the sentence using this comma pair. So let’s ignore this part for a while for our analysis of modifiers.

BP carefully coordinating...Now the verb-ing modifier appears to modify BP. And this modification appears to be ok. Now let’s look at the pronoun “them”. We will check the sentence by replacing 'them' with its antecedent - book illustrations:

Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating her book illustrations with her narratives...

Notice how "her book illustrations" is repeated, making the sentence non-sensical. It now implies that BP carefully coordinated her book illustrations with her narratives in her book illustrations.

Furthermore, let’s now discuss the role of “in her book illustrations”. What does this prepositional phrase modifier modify? Logically it should modify the verb “capitalized” but its placement and usage is such that it appears to modify the action represented by the verb-ing “coordinating”.

So this is what is wrong with choice A.

Now let’s move to choice B:
In her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, Beatrix Potter…
This choice also has same pronoun issue as choice A does. If I were to write this choice without the use of pronoun “them”, this is how I would do it:
Carefully coordinating her book illustrations with her narratives in her book illustrations, Beatrix Potter….
So overall, it’s the use of “them” that makes this sentence non-sensical since it ends up implying that BP coordinated her book illustrations in her book illustrations.

Choice C corrects this issue:
In her book illustrations, which she carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
In this choice, the pronoun is no longer there. Also, the prepositional phrase “in her book illustrations” correctly modifies the action “capitalized”.

Regards,
Payal
TGC
IMHO OG correctly explained it

Th is sentence awkwardly presents two phrases intended to modify Beatrix Potter and loses the clarity and logic of the meaning. In the original sentence, these modifiers sound choppy and create too much separation between the subject, Beatrix Potter, and the verb capitalized. Beginning the sentence with In her book illustrations and following that phrase with the relative clause which she carefully coordinated with her narratives allows the subject, Beatrix Potter, to be united with the verb, capitalized, for a stronger main clause.
^^
egmat

In this sentence, since there is no clause preceding the verb -ing modifier, the phrase 'carefully coordinating them with her narratives' is modifying the prepositional phrase 'in her book illustrations'. Hence, the modification is illogical.

I hope this helps to clarify your doubt! [image: :-)]

Regards,
Meghna
kinjiGC
Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.
(A) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives,
(B) In her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(C) In her book illustrations, which she carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(D) Carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations
(E) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinated them with her narratives and

Meaning: BP capitalized on her keen observation and love of natural world in her book illustrations by carefully coordinating illustrations with her narratives.

POE:
In Option A) The modifier "carefully coordinating them with her narratives" is modifying "book illustrations" as if the book illustrations are coordinating with her narratives.

Option B) Same issue as above.

Option D) "Carefully coordinated with her narratives" -> After the verb-ed modifier, we have "Beatrix Potter". It seems as if the BP is the result of coordination.

Option E) The cause and effect is removed by making it as a list.

Option C) is correct
sayantanc2k
mahakmalik wrote:
My two Cents.
the takeaway from this question is that..Beatrix had already coordinated her illustrations........that is why book has been published.the process is still not happening.

One more cent from me:

We know that when two events in a sentence occurred at two different points of time in the past, we are generally required to use past perfect tense for the earlier event. Then why "coordinated" is not expressed in past perfect ("coordinated" occurred prior to "capitalized").

The answer is: we should use past perfect ONLY when we want to emphasize the sequence of the events and the sequence is not clear. Nonetheless, if the sequence is obvious, we often do not need to use past perfect. Another simpler example: I went to the supermarket and bought a pound of bread.
sayantanc2k
abhimahna wrote:
kolheanup wrote:
So After investing 1 lakh rupees and 4th revision of MGM SC,till I am unable to answer the question
Why,i have no answers....

Veritas,Princeton says that GMAT 700 can be cracked in 3 months..

these 3 months are with job or without job...
Some says 2 hours is enough for a day....

I have already convey my mother that in your oldage if you fall ill,please have a 10-15 sleeping pills and die
neither I nor my siblings will be around her to take care
---

Repeating the same thing n number of times or spending in lakhs is not a solution to get to the mark. Its about how correct your approach is.

I think you actually should talk to some experts before proceeding as you are not clear on the strategy.

Moreover, after the lines "I have already convey my mother that in your oldage if you fall ill,please have a 10-15 sleeping pills and die neither I nor my siblings will be around her to take care", I really think you should reach out to a counselor soon.
kolheanup wrote:
I have 2 options holded,
C and D..I choose D but the answer is C..
why C..because no idea...the answer is C ,becoz i selected D..

apart from that i don' see any error..becoz i selected D...the correct choice C

D is incorrect because it has meaning issue. As I said before, you are not clear on the strategy.

So, my dear friend, Do as I suggested above.

kolheanup you may take a look at this one:
how-to-improve-your-verbal-score-213013.html#p1643215

Also please maintain the discussions relevant to the thread topic. In case you have other concerns please address in the respective forums or you may even send me a PM - frustration may flood in and get out of control at times - happens to almost all of us at some point. [image: :-D] See this as well:
780-q50-v47-old-fogey-who-me-stop-kidding-boy-190828.html#p1462711
sayantanc2k
zoezhuyan wrote:
sayantanc2k wrote:
The pronoun "them" is the problem in E. The usage of noun "illustrations" within a prepositional phrase, which is used in the same clause as the pronoun "them" is used is awkward. "Illustrations" should have been directly used rather than been referred by a pronoun.

----
Hi sayantanc2k,
thanks so much for your explanation.

it is first for me to hear this .
would you please give me more examples?

Option E and the similar examples below are in fact senseless:
In my first class, I carefully attended it.
On the floor, the boy fell on it.
sayantanc2k
rekhabishop wrote:
Although I chose C, I am not very convinced with "which she carefully....".

Should'nt it be "which were carefully coordinated...."

Both are alright:
In the first case, "which" is used as an object (the doer of the action (she) is the subject, "which" is the object - active voice).
In your example "which" is used as subject (hence passive voice - doer of the action (she) is NOT the subject). Another example:

I have a pet dog, which my mother does not like. Correct (the relative clause is in active voice - "which" object of the clause).
I have a pet dog, which is not liked by my mother. Correct (the relative clause is in passive voice - "which" subject of the clause).

EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Hello Everyone!

This is a great example of a GMAT question that deals with verb consistency and modifiers! Let's start off by highlighting any major differences we can find between the options in orange, so we can focus on them later:

Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

(A) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives,
(B) In her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(C) In her book illustrations, which she carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(D) Carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations
(E) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinated them with her narratives and

As I said earlier, we have 2 main grammar issues to focus on here:

1. coordinating vs. coordinated (Verb Consistency)
2. Placement of modifier "in her book illustrations" (Modifiers)

Let's start with #1 on our list: coordinating vs. coordinated. No matter which one we choose, it will eliminate 2-3 options rather quickly! If we look at the entire sentence, we can find a clue as to which verb we need to match up to:

Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

We know that all of the actions Potter takes need to use the same verb tense, so let's see how each option handles this:

(A) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives,
(B) In her book illustrations, carefully coordinating them with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(C) In her book illustrations, which she carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter
(D) Carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations
(E) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinated them with her narratives and

There you go - we can eliminate options A & B because they don't use consistent verb tenses for the two actions Potter took with her books!

Now that we have it narrowed down to just 3 options, let's focus on modifiers. We need to make sure the modifiers are clear and placed directly before or after their antecedents. To make problems easier to spot, I've added in the remainder of the sentence.

(C) In her book illustrations, which she carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

This is CORRECT! The two modifiers are placed in the correct order. The modifier "which she carefully coordinated with her narratives" is referring to the illustrations, so it needs to go directly after it. Then both modifiers are placed before Beatrix Potter, which makes it clear they're both referring back to her. It also places the subject (Beatrix Potter) and the verb (capitalized) next to each other, which makes this much easier to follow.


(D) Carefully coordinated with her narratives, Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

This is INCORRECT because the modifier "Carefully coordinated with her narratives" is right before "Beatrix Potter," which is NOT what it's modifying - it should modify "illustrations!" There should also be a comma after "illustrations" to show that's a modifier and not the subject.

(E) Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinated them with her narratives and capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world.

This is INCORRECT for a couple reasons. First, the placement of the phrase "in her book illustrations" in between commas indicates that it's not important information that can be removed. This creates a unique problem. See the pronoun "them" in red? If we remove the phrase "in her book illustrations," the pronoun "them" becomes vague! It has nothing to tie back to. It also strangely could be misunderstood to mean that Beatrix Potter puts herself in the book illustrations, which isn't right.

There you go - option C is the correct choice! If we focus on the "either/or" items first, we can narrow things down to make them more manageable!
GMATNinja
DivyaKnows wrote:
Hi,
Why is Option E wrong ?
Thanks !

EMPOWERgmatVerbal gives a great explanation of this question, including choice (E), in this post.

Adding to that explanation, let's see what happens when we replace "them" with its only logical referent in choice (E):
"Beatrix Potter, in her book illustrations, carefully coordinated her book illustrations with her narratives and capitalized on her keen observation and love of the natural world."
So she carefully coordinated her book illustrations IN her book illustrations?? That doesn't make any sense.

Compare that to choice (C):

"...in her book illustrations, she capitalized..." - This is the correct meaning. She capitalized on her keen observation and love the natural world IN her book illustrations.

(C) is a much better choice!
74.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/among-the-objects-found-in-the-excavated-temple-were-small-terra-cotta-82658.html#p26636
Among the objects found in the excavated temple were small terra-cotta effigies left by supplicants who were either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help.

(A) in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help
(B) in healing physical and mental ills and to thank her for helping
(C) in healing physical and mental ills, and thanking her for helping
(D) to heal physical and mental ills or to thank her for such help
(E) to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help
GMATNinja
The relatively easy part of this question is the parallelism: the words that immediately follow “either” and “or” must be strictly parallel. (And just in case you’re one of the GMAT Club members who asked: these are two of the “special parallelism triggers” I mentioned in our YouTube webinar on parallelism and meaning.)

Unfortunately, there’s also a frustrating idiom thing in this question, and I really don't think that it should be tested at all. But we can't really avoid it in this case. I’ll rant more about that below.

Quote:
(A) in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help

Let’s start with the parallelism triggered by the either/or construction: “…supplicants who were either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help.

Hey, you can’t beat that in terms of the parallelism. Maybe you think that “aid in healing” or “such help” sound funny, but neither of them are wrong, and “sounding funny” is a terrible reason to eliminate answer choices anyway. Let’s keep (A).

Quote:
(B) in healing physical and mental ills and to thank her for helping
In (B), we have: “…supplicants who were either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid in healing physical and mental ills and to thank her for such help.

That’s all sorts of wrong. First, “either” and “and” really don’t go together at all – it just doesn’t make any sense. Second, the parallelism is wrong, anyway: “asking” and “to thank” are not parallel. So (B) is out.

Quote:
(C) in healing physical and mental ills, and thanking her for helping

(C) suffers from exactly the same problem as (B): “either” and “and” just don’t make any sense together. Sure, “asking” and “thanking” are in the same form, but that’s irrelevant if we can’t get the either/or thing right.

So (C) is gone, too.

Quote:
(D) to heal physical and mental ills or to thank her for such help

Well, we have an “either/or” construction now, so that’s good, but the parallelism is still wrong: “…supplicants who were either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid to heal physical and mental ills or to thank her for such help. “Asking” and “to thank” aren’t parallel to each other, so (D) is out, too.

Quote:
(E) to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help
The parallelism looks absolutely fine in (E): “…supplicants who were either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help. Cool.

So now let’s line (A) and up side-by-side, since there are no DEFINITE errors in either of them (and for more on the distinction between DEFINITE errors and other stuff, check out this crusty old article):

Quote:
(A) in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help
(E) to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help
Ugh, this is one of those nightmare scenarios that I absolutely dread, both as a teacher and as a test-taker: the only difference is an idiom. There are roughly 25,000 idioms in English, and they are – by definition! – arbitrary, and don’t follow generalizable rules. I discuss idioms at length in this article; you could memorize 25,000 idioms if you really want to, but the key on the overwhelming majority of GMAT SC questions is to avoid the idioms as much as possible, and look for ANY other error.

But in relatively rare cases, there’s nothing else you can do: you just have to fight with the idiom. In this case, it turns out that the GMAT prefers the phrase “aid in healing” over “aid to heal.” The same is true if we replace “aid” with “help”: “help in healing” would apparently be correct on the GMAT, but “help to heal” would not. So (A) is correct, and (E) is wrong.
Why is that the case? I don’t know. It’s an idiom, so it doesn’t need reasons. And again, I think it’s a silly thing for the GMAT to test. But in the very unlikely event that you encounter these on your actual GMAT, now you know the correct idiom: “aid in healing” or “help in healing” are correct, but “aid to heal” is wrong on the GMAT.

But more importantly: make sure you’re really strict and literal with the “either/or” business, because I 100% promise that you’ll see THAT stuff again.
mikemcgarry
noboru wrote:
Among the objects found in the excavated temple were small terra-cotta effigies left by supplicants who were either asking the goddess Bona Dea’s aid in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help.
(A) in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help
(B) in healing physical and mental ills and to thank her for helping
(C) in healing physical and mental ills, and thanking her for helping
(D) to heal physical and mental ills or to thank her for such help
(E) to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help

I am responding to a pm from sujit2k7.

This is from the OG --- it's SC #109 in the OG12. Here's the OA
Spoiler: ::
When the verb "to aid" is followed by a verb, then
(a) "aid" + "in" + [gerund] is correct according to the idiom
but
(b) "aid" + [infinitive] is incorrect idiomatically

Remember
gerund = the "-ing" form of a verb used as a noun -- "I like singing", "Eating vegetables is good for you."
infinitive = the standard dictionary-listing for a verb, preceded by the preposition "to" --- "to be or not to be"
See this blog for more on infinitives and infinitive phrases:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/infinitive ... -the-gmat/

If the word "aid" is used as a noun and followed by a noun, the person receiving the aid, then it would be OK to use "to" as the preposition following "aid"
e.g. "Does the United States give aid to Belize?"
Essentially, the word following "to" is an indirect object in this context. If you write an indirect object as a prepositional phrase, you always use the word "to."

I can think of casual contexts in which "aid for" might be used, but I can think of anything GMAT-worthy that would use that combination.


It's not enough just ask about which preposition to use. Context is everything. It matters very much whether "aid" is a verb followed by another verb, or whether "aid" is noun followed by another noun.
sdrandom1
Both Aid in and Aid to are correct. But pay attention.....to what follows the propostions.

Aid to the victims (noun) is available.
Her Aid in walking (verb) the dog is appreciated.

As you can see, the question, requires the second version because healing is a verb.

So based on idiom itself, you can eliminate D and E. And among A,B,C - A is the only one that follows correct either/or structure. Therefore A is correct.
BMindful
Aid in + action (gerund) VS Aid to + person
Her aid in cleaning the injury is appreciated. VS The volunteer nurse provides aid to the patients.
(I referred to MGMAT strategy guide book)
mikemcgarry
sujit2k7 wrote:
I have got one doubt. Are the below construction correct:
The NGO provides aid for the Tsunami victims.
The NGO provides aid to the Tsunami victims
The NGO provides aid in rebuilding the colony devastated in Tsunami.


The NGO provides aid for the tsunami victims. = possibly something you will hear in informal spoken English, but for GMAT SC purposes, this is incorrect.

The NGO provides aid to the tsunami victims. = correct
The NGO provides aid in rebuilding the colony devastated in tsunami. = correct
mikemcgarry
vietmoi999 wrote:
this is most beautiful explanation. it looks nice that "aid in doing" is correct. but I do not see this idiom in dictionary.
second point is that...
"healing" in A is gerund. this means, "healing" refers to a general action, not a specific action by a specific noun in the sentence.

"to heal" in E, in contrast, refers to "supplicant" . this means "supplicant ask the aid so that they can heal". this meaning is quite different from meaning in choice A and is the reason for elimination of E.
is my thinking correct? I very much want you to comment.
Dear vietmoi999,
Thank you very much for your kind words. I am happy to respond. [image: :-)]

I think you are analyzing far too much.
aid in [gerund] is idiomatically correct.
aid [infinitive] is awkward and idiomatically incorrect

It's hard for any dictionary to list every possible correct idiom. The best way to learn idioms is to read, read, read. Nothing replaces a daily habit of reading sophisticated writings in English. If you want some practice with idioms, here are some free Idiom Flashcards:
https://gmat.magoosh.com/flashcards/idioms
mikemcgarry
iMyself wrote:
Among the objects found in the excavated temple were small terra-cotta effigies left by supplicants who were either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help.

(A) in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help
(B) in healing physical and mental ills and to thank her for helping>>Parallelism is not ok.
(C) in healing physical and mental ills, and thanking her for helping>>parallelism is not ok.
(D) to heal physical and mental ills or to thank her for such help>>parallelism is not ok.
(E) to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help>> it seems to me that 'to heal' (infinitive) is ok. BUT, why 'in healing' is ok??
Thanks...

iMyself wrote:
There is no phrase in Cambridge dictionary like 'aid in' brother

Dear iMyself,
My friend, this is a matter of idioms. Dictionaries may list some of more typical idioms for a particular word, but there is no way that a dictionary could list every possible idiom that could accompany a word. The absence of a possible idiom from a dictionary entry establishes nothing.

The construction with "aid" + [infinitive] is awkward.
asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid to heal physical and mental ills ...
This is not "wrong," but it sounds "off." Presumably, the infinitive used here would be an infinitive of purpose, but there is something logically suspect about this. An infinitive of purpose is typically not how we express the intent of a request we make of someone. Again, this is not B/W wrong, but it is palpably "off" in a way that is immediately obvious to a well-spoken native speaker.

By contrast, the construction with "in" is idiomatically correct.
asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid in healing physical and mental ills
To a native ear, this strikes a note of rightness that the other lacks. This is a valid idiom.

I realize that this is the hardest thing for folks learning English as a second language to appreciate, that intuitive sense of "rightness" about the language. I sincerely say that anyone who, starting from another language, has gotten up to GMAT level in English has my complete respect: that is a tremendous achievement in and of itself. At the same time, it takes tremendous additional effort for a non-native speaker who is already highly competent in English to build this deep intuitive sense of "rightness," and few students have the stamina or the patience for such work. The difference maker is the habit of reading, which over times builds intuition. See:
How to Improve Your GMAT Verbal Score
mikemcgarry
bpiyush wrote:
Experts please pitch in
Dear bpiyush,
My friend, I am going to chide you for asking a not-very-helpful question. This thread is five pages long: it is full of all kinds of discussions. What exactly is the dispute or uncertainty that requires attention? Your question is not helpful to us experts and it also was not helpful to you. Think about it. How much time did it take to write and post that question? How much effort did it take? How much thoughtful reflection went into crafting that question? The process of education is very much a reflection of what you bring: low effort brings meager rewards and high effort brings substantial rewards. If you aspire to an excellent performance, I strongly recommend the habits of excellence. One of these concerns the often underrated value of crafting high quality questions. See:
Asking Excellent Questions
You see, the reflection and thoughtful effort it takes to craft an excellent question is actually an essential and often neglected part of the learning process. It's important to bring as much diligence and priority to this task as to the other learning tasks. How you do anything is how you do everything.

Here's my challenge to you. Come back to this thread and study it carefully. Think about the exact issue that you believe need clarification. Explain what you understand from all the parties who discussed that topic, cite all the relevant authors & entries, explain exactly what you understand and exactly the part that is still unclear to you. If you ask that excellent question, I will be more than happy to respond.





mikemcgarry
bpiyush wrote:
Dear mikemcgarry,
Thanks for your reply. I highly appreciate this forum and the efforts that have been put forward by all the members. I am sorry for my question that did not reflect the doubt I actually had. So my doubt is between the options A and E which would be better. I am facing difficulty in that. I do understand the question brings in the concept of correlative conjunctions and parallelism. I do understand the usage of asking after either would require the usage of thanking after or. But whether it should be in healing or to heal there lies my doubt.
Please help me with this doubt.
Regards

Dear bpiyush,

I'm happy to respond. :-) Thank you for asking a much better question.

What you are asking is an idiom question. I will recommend these free resource:
GMAT Idiom Flashcards
GMAT Idiom eBook

The correct idiom is: to ask for aid in doing X.

The infinitive sound unnatural in this context. It's close to an infinitive of purpose, but it doesn't work here.

It's hard to learn all the nuances of idioms. I strongly recommend developing a habit of reading. See:
How to Improve Your GMAT Verbal Score
EducationAisle
Hi Shraddha, I am assuming your question is how an object pronoun (her) can refer to possessive noun (Bona Dea's).

Similarly, there are instances where Subject pronoun referring to possessive noun.
So, the answer is that GMAT takes a liberal view of these references.

EMPOWERgmatVerbal

Let's take a look at this question, one problem at a time, and narrow it down to the right answer quickly! To begin, here is the original sentence, and we've highlighted the major differences between the options in orange:

Among the objects found in the excavated temple were small terra-cotta effigies left by supplicants who were either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help.
(A) in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help
(B) in healing physical and mental ills and to thank her for helping
(C) in healing physical and mental ills, and thanking her for helping
(D) to heal physical and mental ills or to thank her for such help
(E) to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help

After taking a quick glance over the options, there are a few places we can focus on to narrow down our options:

1. in healing / to heal (Idioms)
2. and / or (Idioms)
3. thanking / to thank (Parallelism)
4. such help / helping (Parallelism)

Since a majority of this deals with Idioms & Parallelism, let's focus on that for now! If we look closely at the original sentence, we can spot the idiom we're dealing with:

Among the objects found in the excavated temple were small terra-cotta effigies left by supplicants who were either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help.

The idiom we need to work with is:

either X or Y

Let's focus just on the idiom structure for now. We'll deal with parallelism later. Here is how they break down:

(A) in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help --> either X or Y = OK
(B) in healing physical and mental ills and to thank her for helping --> either X and Y = WRONG
(C) in healing physical and mental ills, and thanking her for helping --> either X and Y = WRONG
(D) to heal physical and mental ills or to thank her for such help --> either X or Y = OK
(E) to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help --> either X or Y = OK

We can eliminate options B & C because they don't use "either X or Y" correctly.

Now that we have it narrowed down to only 3 options, let's focus on parallelism. Remember that X and Y both need to be parallel in structure, wording, verb tense, and number. To make this easier, I'm going to add the first half of the idiom ("either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aide"). Here's how things break down when we focus on parallelism:

(A) either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help
(D) either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid to heal physical and mental ills or to thank her for such help
(E) either asking the goddess Bona Dea's aid to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help

We can eliminate option D because it doesn't use parallel structure in the idiom "either X or Y." This leaves us with only 2 options left, so let's focus on what's different about each one to determine which is the better option:

(A) aid in healing physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help

This is CORRECT! We're dealing with another idiom here. The proper way to say this is to "aid in verb-ing."

(E) aid to heal physical and mental ills or thanking her for such help

This is INCORRECT because the proper idiom is "aid in verb-ing," not "aid to verb."


AjiteshArun
thangvietnam wrote:
this question is purely idiomatical. I agree choice A is best.

but I have a question
in choice A, "healing " refers to the subject "who" or to " aid" ?
Neither, as we have an aid in X here. Read it along with the in (in doing something).

... in healing...












75.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/downzoning-zoning-that-typically-results-in-the-reduction-of-housing-85884.html#p343243
Downzoning, zoning that typically results in the reduction of housing density, allows for more open space in areas where little water or services exist.

(A) little water or services exist
(B) little water or services exists
(C) few services and little water exists
(D) there is little water or services available
(E) there are few services and little available water
GMATNinja
Two things jump out at me right away, as we discussed in this YouTube video on sentence correction priorities. First, there seems to be a subject-verb agreement thing going on: we have “exists” and “exist”, and then “there is” and “there are.” Looks like we’ll get some cheap eliminations from this stuff.

And then there’s the modifier “little.” It’s a funny one. If it’s used to modify a countable noun (“dogs” or “doughnuts”, for example), it refers to size: “little dogs” or “little doughnuts” are both small things. But if “little” modifies a non-countable noun (“wine” or “homework”), then it refers to quantity: so if you “drink very little wine” or “do very little homework”, we’re clearly talking about the amount of those things.

So with all of that in mind…

Quote:
(A) little water or services exist

This sounds pretty good! But it’s wrong, anyway.

The subject-verb is OK. Since this is an expression with “or” in it, only the final noun is used to conjugate the verb, so “…services exist” is fine.

But the word “little” is a problem. “Little water” makes sense: since “water” is non-countable, the phrase is saying that there’s a small quantity of water. Trouble is, the adjective “little” seems to also modify “services,” and that doesn’t make sense: since “services” is countable, the phrase “little services” would suggest that we’re talking about size (i.e., physically very small services). And that doesn’t make sense: we’re trying to discuss the quantity of services, not the size of them.

So we can eliminate (A).


Quote:
(B) little water or services exists

Once again, “little” seems to modify both “water” and “services”, and that doesn’t make sense, since “services” is countable. See the explanation for (A) for more on that issue.

Plus, the subject-verb is wrong now: “services” is plural, but “exists” is the singular form of the verb. (If it helps, replace “services” with “they” to make it easier to hear the error: “they exists.”)

(B) is out.

Quote:
(C) few services and little water exists

Hm... "little water exists" sound pretty good to me! But it's wrong.

In (C), the “or” has been replaced with an “and”, so the subject (“services and water”) is plural. But the verb “exists” is singular, so it's incorrect. (If you’re not convinced: replace “services and water” with “they”. “They exists” is clearly wrong.)

But at least the modifiers are correct now: “few” is countable, and correctly modifies the countable noun “services”, while “little” modifies the non-countable noun “water”, so it indicates a small quantity of water.

But still: that subject-verb thing is a pretty big deal, so we can eliminate (C).

Quote:
(D) there is little water or services available

(D) has the same problem as (A): “little” seems to modify both “water” and “services”, and that causes a problem, because “little services” doesn’t make logical sense. See the explanation for (A) for more on this issue.

In case anybody is wondering: I think the subject-verb agreement is OK here. When the subject of a clause contains the word “or”, then the verb generally is conjugated using the nearest noun: so “services or water IS” would be correct, for example. And in this case, “there is little water…” seems fine.

But that modifier problem is a pretty big deal. (D) is out.

Well poop, I hope we like (E), since we’ve eliminated everything else.

Quote:
(E) there are few services and little available water

I know what some of you are thinking: (E) arguably sounds wordy and awkward, and it seems like the phrase “there are” is a waste of words. I agree with all of that. I feel like there HAS to be a better way to write this sentence.

But writing the BEST possible version of the sentence isn’t our job. Our job on SC is to find the four answer choices that contain grammar or meaning errors. All of the first four answer choices have definite errors with either subject-verb agreement or modifiers. (E) has none of those mistakes: “few services” and “little available water” both are modified correctly, and “services and water” is correctly preceded by a plural verb phrase, “there are.”

So we’re stuck with (E), whether we like it or not.
daagh
It is a general principle that whenever –or is found in a collection of choices, each of the choices will be taken as singular and the verb also will be singular , while, if – and – is found, both the subject and the verb will be plural

(A) little water or services exist …… ‘services’ matched the verb ‘exist’ but ‘little water’ does not.
(B) little water or services exists … reverse of A; little water tallies with exists, while services does not

(C) few services and little water exists ------ few services and little water is plural; does not tally with exists.

(D) there is little water or services available --- There is little water is okay; but there is services available is not okay.

(E) there are few services and little available water ---- The plural subject --- few services and little available- tallies with the plural verb are ; correct choice
gmat922
Casinoking wrote:
papillon86 wrote:
Downzoning, zoning that typically results in the reduction of housing density, allows for more open space in areas where little water or services exist.
(A) little water or services exist
(B) little water or services exists
(C) few services and little water exists- Verb agreement
(D) there is little water or services available
(E) there are few services and little available water


Pls explain.....
Ans not 'A' because LITTLE doesnt go with SERVICES, because SERVICES are countable.

Ans not 'B' because of the same reason as above.

Not 'C' because EXISTS is Singular which doesnt tie in with ‘Water and Services’. The sentence basically doesnt sound ok with option 'C'

Not 'D' for the same reason as why not A.

'E' is perfect.

Does this make sense?
mikemcgarry
goodyear2013 wrote:
Downzoning, zoning that typically results in the reduction of housing density, allows for more open space in areas where little water or services exist.
(A) little water or services exist
(B) little water or services exists
(C) few services and little water exists
(D) there is little water or services available
(E) there are few services and little available water.

Dear goodyear2013,

"water" is uncountable, so we use "little water."
"services" are countable, so we use "few services."
See:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2012/gmat-gramm ... -vs-fewer/
The choices with "little water or services" are completely wrong. This eliminates (A) & (B) & (D).

As a subject, "little water" is singular, and by itself would take a singular verb.
As a subject, "few services" is plural, and by itself would take a plural verb.
As a compound subject, "few services and little available" is definitely plural, and demands a plural verb.
This blog discusses related issues:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2013/gmat-sente ... agreement/
The choices with singular verbs, (B) & (C) & (D), are incorrect.

These splits eliminate everything except (E). Choice (E) is grammatically correct, not ideal, but acceptable, and it is the best possible answer.



mikemcgarry
gaitbhu wrote:
Can you pls help me in understanding the meaning?

(E) there are few services and little available water

a) With replacement of or by and, are we not changing the meaning of the sentence.
b) available is modifying water. There is a meaning difference between available water and existing water

Dear gaitbhu,

I will say a few things.

First of all, notice that the "or" appears only in the grammatically incorrect construction "little water or services," as if it were trying to make the word "little" apply to both words. When that structure was not used, the answer choices had "and." Thus, this is not a direct "and" vs. "or" choice, but a choice between that structure and other structures.

Second, "available water" and "existing water" mean exactly the same thing: the water that people have available to drink in a given situation.

Finally, your questions really indicate that you have a lot to learn about the English language. While it's great to ask questions about individual Verbal problems, what will most support your rapid progress is the habit of reading. See:
How to Improve Your GMAT Verbal Score

Also, here are some free GMAT Idiom Flashcards that you may find helpful.

GMATNinja
StrugglingGmat2910 wrote:
lary301254M7 wrote:
Doesn't "or" and "and" mean different things?
It sounds like "and" implies both conditions have to be present while or is more flexible.
For downzoning to be true, both 1) little water and 2) fewer services have to happen?
This is why I didn't pick E
In my opinion :first go for straight rules and then eliminate with meaning change : the correct option though suggests a meaning change but its the only grammatically correct option


I agree with you on this, StrugglingGmat2910! (And I also hope that you aren't actually struggling too much! [image: ;)]) lary301254M7, you might benefit from this article or this video -- both cover the same general idea that you want to eliminate answer choices with DEFINITE grammar errors first, and then worry about meaning next.

In this particular case, I'm not sure that it's clear whether "and" or "or" does a better job of conveying the intended meaning. I suppose that "and" (in answer choice E) suggests that downzoning allows for more open space where there's a shortage of BOTH water and services, and that makes sense. But I also don't see anything inherently wrong with using "or" -- it would just suggest that if either water or services were lacking, then downzoning would allow for more open space. There's not really a clear reason to choose one of those options over the other. The grammar is pleasantly clear, however. [image: :)]

I hope this helps!
MagooshExpert
Skywalker18 wrote:
Quote:
(D) there is little water or services available
--> water is nearer to the verb 'is'. So, as per the subject-verb agreement rule, the verb should agree with water? (I know that in normal construction(Not subject-verb inversion) the verb agrees with the nearer subject)

In case of subject-verb inversion, if we have 2 subjects( water and services) in this case, to check for subject-verb agreement we flip the order of subject so as to put water next to the verb in normal order?

‘services or water’ IS --After converting the inverted sentence into a normal one. So, here the verb IS should agree with subject WATER ?

Hi Skywalker18!
You are correct. Since "water" is closer to the verb, we would want to use "is". So this would be correct:
...allows for more open space in areas where there is water or services.

However, that's not the sentence that we actually have. Instead, we have:

...allows for more open space in areas where there is little water or services.

The "little" makes a difference here, because it is supposed to be referring to both "water" and "services". However, "little" cannot refer to "services", since "services" is plural. That's why D is wrong here.

Does that make sense? [image: :-)]
-Carolyn
GMATNinja
abhik1502 wrote:
Would someone pls suggest me why we are referring to "few services and little available water" as subject for verb identification.
What about "there" preceded in that clause, which refers to "area".

Experts would you pls clarify my silly doubt out there.
thanks in advance!

In that last part of the sentence ("there are few services and little available water"), you'll want to think about what, exactly, is "performing" the verb. In this case, the verb "are" just indicates a state of being (i.e., that something exists). And since "services and... water" are the two things that exist, then "services... and water" is the subject for that verb. And so the verb needs to be plural.

And be careful with the word "there" in this case. It's not a pronoun, so it's not referring back to anything. "There are" or "there is" is just an expression indicating that something exists, and generally has nothing to do with a specific location. In this sentence, "where" connects that final clause to a location, but "there are" just indicates the existence of few services and little water.

I hope this helps!
GMATNinja
sandman13 wrote:
GMATNinja, hi. I got this question correct. I have a doubt about SVA in the presence of "or".

I know that in "either ... or" or "neither ... nor" constructions, the verb has to agree with the subject close to "or/nor". But what about the case when "either/neither" is not present?

Example: Sandman or GMATNinja is likely to win the lottery. (I think this is correct)
Example: Sandman or GMATNinja are likely to win the lottery. (I think this is incorrect)

Can you please clarify?
Thanks.

Yup, you're correct, sandman13! The presence of "(n)either" has no affect on how you handle the verb. So in your examples, the final noun is used to determine the form of the verb, with or without the word "either" or "neither."



Diwabag
Hi experts,

Isn't there a parallelism in the "little water" and "services"? I assumed that since "little water" is adjective + noun, "services" should have an accompanying adjective before it.

But the experts analysis assigned "little" to "water" and "services". If that's the case, how will I know whether I should assign "little" to both "water" and "services" or identify this as a parallelism error?

Please help.
Thanks
^^
EducationAisle
Hi Diwabag, this is because there is no such thing as little services.

Services, in the context that it is used here, is countable and so, the correct usage here is few services.
GMATNinja
gmattodreamschool wrote:
GMATNinja
Hello Gmat Ninja ,
I understand that when you have two things connected by and then the verb is plural .
but in your videos for parallelism I remember you have asked us to see if each of the elements in a list match with the root of the list

doing so in option (A)

(A) --> little water or services exist

Little water (correct)
Little services ( wrong ) Totally understood this part

but what confuses me is option (E)
(E) -->there are few services and little available water

there are few services (correct)
there are Little available water ( are little available water seems wrong)

what am i missing here .

would be thankful if you could kindly help me understand this and also help me understand how to find the root of the list ( if my method was wrong)

Good question! Consider the following examples:

· His favorite sport is 1) hockey, 2) soccer, or 3) tennis.
· My favorite sports are 1) baseball, 2) basketball, and 3) cricket.

In both cases, we have a parallel list of nouns. In the first example, we use a singular verb (because of the "or"), and the second example requires a plural verb ("My favorite sports IS baseball, basketball, and cricket" would obviously be wrong).

You are absolutely right: if your analysis is too robotic, you might think that the second example is wrong because "my favorite sports are cricket" doesn't work by itself. But in this case, both the subject ("sports") and the parallel list of items ("baseball, basketball, and cricket") are plural, so "are" is clearly the superior choice.

The same is true in the original question. The sentence is trying to say that limited quantities of "services and water" exist, and that's clearly a plural entity, just like "baseball, basketball, and cricket." So it makes sense to use an expression with a plural verb: "there are."

So, as with any technique, don't try to apply the "root" concept too mechanically -- it can be a useful tool, but subject-verb agreement is pretty darned important, too. [image: :)]

I hope that helps!
GMATNinja
altairahmad wrote:
GMATNinja

Thanks a lot for your detailed explanations. I have learned a lot from them.

In this particular question I have a query regarding option (E). It doesn't mention 'few-er'. Is it because there is no 'than' present in the sentence ? If a 'than' was present, a mere 'few' would have been wrong and would have demanded the 'er' version.

Will appreciate your comments on this.

I'm glad to hear that you've been enjoying our explanations!

I think you have the right idea here... we use "fewer" when we are comparing one quantity to another and "few" as a standalone modifier:

· "I have fewer burritos than you have." - We are comparing the number of burritos that I have to the number of burritos that you have. (Incidentally, I'm sad about my lack of burritos.)
· "This area has fewer Mexican restaurants than that area." - We are comparing the number of Mexican restaurants in one area to the number of Mexican restaurants in another area. (I'm sure you can figure out which area I would prefer. [image: :tongue_opt2])
· "The desert has few services." - We are not comparing the services in the desert to the services somewhere else. We are simply trying to say that there are a small number of services in the desert, so we use "few" instead of "fewer".
· "The desert has fewer services." - By itself, this sentence does not work because we are not comparing one quantity to another.

I hope that helps!
















76.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/lacking-information-about-energy-use-people-tend-to-overestimate-the-81026.html#p597064
Lacking information about energy use, people tend to overestimate the amount of energy used by equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate that used by unobtrusive equipment, such as water heaters.

(A) equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate that

(B) equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate it when

(C) equipment, such as lights, that is visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate it when

(D) visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate that

(E) visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate it when

KyleWiddison
goodyear2013 wrote:
Lacking information about energy use, people tend to overestimate the amount of energy used by
equipment. such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate that used by
unobtrusive equipment, such as water heaters.
(A) equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate that
(B) equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate it when
(C) equipment, such as lights, that is visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate it when
(D) visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate that
(E) visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate it when



Lots of good stuff in this question. You can see Subject Verb agreement issues in A & B (equipment are is). There is a nice split between "equipment that is visible" and "visible equipment" - "visible equipment" is more concise and is parallel with the comparison element, "unobtrusive equipment", so C can be eliminated.

That leaves us with D & E and this is where is gets interesting. This is a case where the correct answer "sounds wrong". It sounds good to say "underestimate it when" and sounds wrong to say "underestimate that". Grammatically, however, we can use "that" to refer back to "the amount of energy" but "it" doesn't refer clearly back to that phrase/concept. Additionally, using the word "when" is not parallel. We need to say "overestimate the amount of energy used...and underestimate that [the amount of energy] used". The correct answer is D.
GMATNinja
Hm, lots of "that" going on here, plus some bonus pronoun and meaning stuff. If you're not sure what to do with the word "that", check out this crusty old article or this YouTube video.

Quote:
A. equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate that
The first "that" isn't quite right: it seems to be modifying "equipment," since "such as lights" is a self-contained little modifying phrase (an appositive, if you like grammar jargon), and the last chunk of the sentence is clearly discussing equipment in general, not just the lights. But there's a problem: "equipment... that are visible." Subject-verb fail.

What about the second "that"? It's a singular pronoun in this case, and I'd argue that it unambiguously refers back to "the amount of energy", since there's a super-clear parallel structure: "people tend to overestimate the amount of energy used by equipment [that is visible]... and underestimate that used by unobtrusive equipment..." And that seems completely fine: "people tend to... underestimate the amount of energy used by unobtrusive equipment" makes perfect sense.

But the first "that" is still a mess. Eliminate (A).

Quote:
B. equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate it when
Same subject-verb error as in (A).

I'm also really not crazy about the use of "when" here: literally, they're saying that people underestimate the amount of energy used at the moment when the energy is used by unobtrusive equipment. And that's not quite right: the underestimate is something that happens in general, and not at a specific moment in time. 
Quote:
C. equipment, such as lights, that is visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate it when

"...equipment... that IS visible" is right, but we have the same "when" problem as in (B). Now that I think about it, I'm also not crazy about the "it" -- the pronoun is a long way from its antecedent, "the amount of energy." The pronoun "that" is much clearer in (A) or (D), because of the parallel structure.

If you wanted to be conservative and hang onto (C) at first, that's great -- I would do the same. But as we'll see in a moment, there's a much better option.

Quote:
D. visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate that
Ooh, this looks great. No subject-verb issue, plus it's pleasantly succinct: "visible equipment... that must be turned on and off" is way better than "equipment that is visible and must be turned on and off." And as discussed above, "that" is a nice, clear pronoun. Keep (D).

Quote:
E. visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate it when
The first part of the underlined portion is nice, but the last chunk "and underestimate it when" is a little bit shaky, both in terms of the pronoun agreement and the meaning of the word "when", as discussed above. (D) is clearly a better choice.
EducationAisle
RMD007 wrote:
I have following doubt in option D.
In option D - first "that" refers to "visible equipment" and second "that" refers to "the amount of energy".
How can the same "that" refer to two different entities in a sentence?

Hi RMD007, you ask a very good question.

The thing is that here, the first "that" is a completely different usage from the second "that".

The first "that" is used as a relative pronoun, while the second "that" is used as a demonstrative pronoun.
By the way, apart from these two usages, that also has a third usage: as a conjunction. All the three usages of "that" are quite frequently tested on GMAT.
egmat
haardiksharma wrote:
If C did not had pronoun ambiguity "it"
would it be still correct?

Hello haardiksharma,

Even if the issue of pronoun it is resolved, Choice C will still remain incorrect for the usage of when.

See, the word when is used quite literally on GMAT SC. With the usage of this word, Choice C suggests that people underestimate the amount of energy when used by unobtrusive equipment. Otherwise they do not. Hence, usage of when makes Choice B, C, and E incorrect.
gmatt1476
Official Explanation

Rhetorical construction; Agreement

This sentence, as worded, has a subject-verb agreement problem: the noun equipment, not lights, serves as the subject of the verb are; because equipment is singular, is should be used. Furthermore, the sentence would read more clearly if visible equipment were used rather than equipment . . . that [is] visible. This would create a less wordy sentence that has a more parallel structure, in which visible equipment is contrasted with unobtrusive equipment.

A. This version is flawed for the reasons given above.
B. This version has the same subject-verb agreement problem as in A. Furthermore, it is unclear what the referent of the pronoun it is here. Finally, this version, like A, is wordy, and its structure is not parallel.
C. This version correctly uses the singular verb is. However, as in choice B, the pronoun it has no clear referent. Finally, this version, like A and B, is wordy, and its structure is not parallel.
D. Correct. This version is free of subject-verb agreement errors and its structure is parallel.
E. Although this version is free of subject-verb agreement errors and appropriately uses a parallel structure, it retains the problem from choices B and C: the pronoun it has no clear referent.

The correct answer is D.



EducationAisle
hero_with_1000_faces wrote:
In the correct option the first "that" is acting as a modifier - modifying "visible equipment" and second "that" is acting as a pronoun.
Hi! Actually in both instances, that is used as a pronoun: relative pronoun in the first case and demonstrative pronoun in the second case.

Quote:
Can be this be called parallel grammatically?
There is no parallelism of that being tested in this question. The parallelism here is between overestimate and underestimate, both verbs (used as infinitives here).

EMPOWERgmatVerbal

Let's tackle this question, one thing at a time, and narrow down our options quickly so we know how to answer questions like this when they pop up on the GMAT! To begin, let's take a quick look at the question and highlight any major differences between the options in orange:

Lacking information about energy use, people tend to overestimate the amount of energy used by equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate that used by unobtrusive equipment, such as water heaters.

(A) equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate that
(B) equipment, such as lights, that are visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate it when
(C) equipment, such as lights, that is visible and must be turned on and off and underestimate it when
(D) visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate that
(E) visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate it when

After a quick glance over the options, we have a few key differences to focus on to help narrow down our choices:

1. equipment vs. visible equipment
2. that / that are visible / that is visible
3. that vs. it when

Let's start with #1 & #2 on our list because they both deal with the same grammar issue: concision/wordiness. The GMAT prefers concise, clear language whenever possible, so we need to determine which phrasing option is the clearest and most concise. The easiest way to do this is to take out the phrase "such as lights," since it's only there to trip us up:
equipment...that are visible = WRONG = This is both overly wordy AND a subject-verb agreement problem. Equipment is a singular word, so we can't use a plural verb "are."
equipment...that is visible = WRONG = While this option fixes the subject-verb agreement problem, it's still not the most concise option.
visible equipment = CORRECT = This conveys the same meaning as "equipment that is visible" in half as many words! This is our choice!

We can eliminate options A, B, & C because they are not concise and/or have subject-verb agreement problems.

Now that we have it narrowed down to only 2 options, let's tackle #3 on our list - that vs. it when - which is an issue of both pronouns & parallelism! To make potential problems easier to spot, let's add back in the non-underlined portions of the sentence.

(D) Lacking information about energy use, people tend to overestimate the amount of energy used by visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate that used by unobtrusive equipment, such as water heaters.

This is the CORRECT option because the pronoun "that" is clearly referring back to "the amount of energy." If you were to replace the word "that" with "the amount of energy," this would still make perfect sense!

Also, if we replace the pronoun with the phrase it's referring back to, the 2 actions are parallel:

overestimate the amount of energy used by visible equipment
underestimate the amount of energy used by unobtrusive equipment

(E) Lacking information about energy use, people tend to overestimate the amount of energy used by visible equipment, such as lights, that must be turned on and off and underestimate it when used by unobtrusive equipment, such as water heaters.

This is INCORRECT for a couple reasons. First, the pronoun "it" isn't clearly referring back to "the amount of energy" as clearly as in option D. Even if we replace the pronoun "it" with "the amount of energy," we also have a parallelism problem! There are 2 actions people are doing in this sentence:

overestimate the amount of energy used by visible equipment
underestimate the amount of energy used when by unobtrusive equipment

Since these two actions aren't written using parallel construction, we have to toss this one out!

There you have it - option D is the correct choice! By finding the splits among our 5 options, we were able to eliminate several incorrect choices quickly, leaving us more time to focus on the more nuanced grammar problems at hand!

77.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/a-report-by-the-american-academy-for-the-advancement-of-science-has-co-47018.html#p331321
A report by the American Academy for the Advancement of Science has concluded that much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes from the incineration of wastes.

(A) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes
(B) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins that North Americans are exposed to come
(C) much of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and that North Americans are exposed to comes
(D) many of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and North Americans are exposed to come
(E) many of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed come

pqhai
alimad wrote:
A report by the American Academy for the Advancement of Science has concluded that much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes from the incineration of wastes.
(A) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes
(B) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins that North Americans are exposed to come
(C) much of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and that North Americans are exposed to comes
(D) many of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and North Americans are exposed to come
(E) many of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed come

When to use a much v/s many. and should it be "exposed to" or just "exposed" ? A better explaination instead of just an answer letter would be preferred. Thanks

Tricky question.

Small tip to recognize countable vs uncountable.

If countable --> you will see Noun + "s", e.g. dioxins.
If uncountable --> NO "s", e.g. dioxin.


"Dioxins" here means different types of dioxin chemical.

Narrow down to D & E. No need to say E is much better.

Hope it helps.


robinantony
alimad wrote:
A report by the American Academy for the Advancement of Science has concluded that much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes from the incineration of wastes.
(A) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes
(B) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins that North Americans are exposed to come
(C) much of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and that North Americans are exposed to comes
(D) many of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and North Americans are exposed to come
(E) many of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed come

When to use a much v/s many. and should it be "exposed to" or just "exposed" ? A better explaination instead of just an answer letter would be preferred. Thanks

This is an easy one. There are 2 mistakes in the original question -
1. use of much or many. Dioxins are countable like carbon dioxide, sulphur dioxide, etc. Therefore it should be many rather than much.

2. come/comes - Since it is plural is is come rather than comes.

pleonasm
bigfernhead wrote:
I need help to understand why D is wrong...

D) many of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and North Americans are exposed to come

North americans are exposed -> to what? This is not clear, because North americans are exposed to is an independent clause.
Option E corrects this by clearly eliminating the independent clause and bringing in the infinitive and the pronoun.

Also dioxins that are uncontrolled is wordy as compared to 'uncontrolled dioxins'.

Hope this helps,
-pradeep
egmat
Hi AB,

Yes, it is correct that we need to repeat "that" before every entity to make them parallel to each other if "that" appears before the first entity in the list.

There is also meaning change in Choice D. Without "that" "North Americans...", the choice becomes incorrect because this entity fails to connect with the previous entity in the list and appears to be hanging without even suggesting what North Americans are expose to. This leads to an ungrammatical construction.
Also, the original sentence says that “much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed”. This means that North Americans are exposed to currently uncontrolled dioxins that come from incineration. There is a relationship between the uncontrolled dioxins and North Americans. They are exposed to the same dioxins that are uncontrolled. This relation is better shown by the expression "to which North Americans are exposed" than the parallel structure employed in Choice D.
egmat
arunjay wrote:
Official Guide 2013 - Sentence Correction - Q#83

A report by the American Academy for the Advancement of Science has concluded that much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes from the incineration of wastes.
(A) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes
(B) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins that North Americans are exposed to come
(C) much of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and that North Americans are exposed to comes
(D) many of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and North Americans are exposed to come
(E) many of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed come

I was able to arrive at the answer. But in the process I got some doubts:
1. of the currently uncontrolled dioxins ... comes -> here the subject dioxins lies inside the prepositional phrase
2. to which North Americans are -> here the subject North Americans lies inside the prepositional phrase

Usually we should not consider the subjects lying inside the prepositional phrase; however here we are considering. Kindly help to explain.

Hi Arun,

1. In the correct answer choice E, the subject for the verb come is many of the currently uncontrolled dioxins. Essentially, the subject for this verb is many. Since many refers to more than one, it correctly takes plural verb come.

2. to which is not a typical prepositional phrase. Look at it this way. A relative pronoun modifier always starts a dependent clause. The relative pronoun modifier itself can be the subject of the DC it starts or can a have separate SV pair. In this particular choice, the relative pronoun modifier which starts a DC but does not act as the subject of the DC it starts. The subject of that DC is North Americans that correctly takes the verb are.





sayantanc2k
@p00rv@ wrote:
pqhai wrote:
alimad wrote:
A report by the American Academy for the Advancement of Science has concluded that much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes from the incineration of wastes.
(A) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes
(B) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins that North Americans are exposed to come
(C) much of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and that North Americans are exposed to comes
(D) many of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and North Americans are exposed to come
(E) many of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed come

When to use a much v/s many. and should it be "exposed to" or just "exposed" ? A better explaination instead of just an answer letter would be preferred. Thanks

--
Tricky question.

Small tip to recognize countable vs uncountable.

If countable --> you will see Noun + "s", e.g. dioxins.
If uncountable --> NO "s", e.g. dioxin.


"Dioxins" here means different types of dioxin chemical.

Narrow down to D & E. No need to say E is much better.

Hope it helps.
---
As per your tip, "waters" will be a countable noun too? so we will use 'many of the waters' or 'much of the waters' in that case??


There could be various dioxins: Sodium-dioxin, Potassium-dioxin, etc.(these are just hypothetical names - the real names are too complex, Polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins or 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzodioxin, and unnecessary to explain the issue).

However water (the liquid substance that we drink) cannot take plural form - "waters" is generally not correct to mean that substance. There is no sodium-water or potassium-water. So 'many of the waters' and 'much of the waters' are both wrong - the correct usage is "much of the water".

However sometimes "waters" is used to refer to a specific body of water. That usage is NOT similar in meaning to usage of dioxins.

sayantanc2k
sleepynut wrote:
Hi,
B,C,D could be eliminated at first sight since "to come[s]" is wrong
Between A and E:
If we interpret the sentence as several types of dioxins come from the incineration,"many...dioxins...come" is correct.I agree with the answer.
But what if we would like to imply that the amount of dioxin comes from the incineration? much...dioxin...comes?
And what if we would like to imply that that a large amount from variety of dioxins comes from the incineration? much ...dioxins...comes? --> may be this is wrong,but really want a step further to clarify my doubt

Grammatically "much" cannot go with a plural noun. So even if the last meaning you mentioned is implied, the correct usage would be "much of the dioxin" - here "dioxin" would refer to the whole group of the chemical.
lalania1
Split1) Modifier - Countable vs Uncountable nouns. The word "dioxins" is countable. How so? Because using "s" at the end of the word means that is plural = the plural makes the word countable. As a result we should decide whether "many" or "much" can modify dioxins. "Much" is used for uncountable words such as water. Conclusion = Use the word "many" in order to modify the word "dioxins". A, B and C are out.

Split2) Preposition rule. the following is a rule: Preposition + Object. The object can be a 1) noun, pronoun in objective form, 2) gerund, 3) substantive clause/noun clause. In this example = to = preposition => "to" + "which North Americans" = Preposition + Object. B, C, and D are out.

Split3) Meaning. in A, B, and E present the information about dioxins and exposure as one long modifier, while answers C and D separate this portion into two parallel pieces of information by using the word "and". what's the difference? You should use "and" to separate parallel pieces that do not have anything to do with one another directly. In this case, both parts are related "the uncontrolled dioxins that North Americans are exposed" so the following is wrong meaning: "The uncontrolled dioxins and that North Americans are exposed to" C and D are out.






GMATNinja
crack800 wrote:
egmat wrote:
arunjay wrote:
A report by the American Academy for the Advancement of Science has concluded that much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes from the incineration of wastes.
(A) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed comes
(B) much of the currently uncontrolled dioxins that North Americans are exposed to come
(C) much of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and that North Americans are exposed to comes
(D) many of the dioxins that are currently uncontrolled and North Americans are exposed to come
(E) many of the currently uncontrolled dioxins to which North Americans are exposed come

I was able to arrive at the answer. But in the process I got some doubts:
1. of the currently uncontrolled dioxins ... comes -> here the subject dioxins lies inside the prepositional phrase
2. to which North Americans are -> here the subject North Americans lies inside the prepositional phrase

Usually we should not consider the subjects lying inside the prepositional phrase; however here we are considering. Kindly help to explain.
----
Hi Arun,

1. In the correct answer choice E, the subject for the verb come is many of the currently uncontrolled dioxins. Essentially, the subject for this verb is many. Since many refers to more than one, it correctly takes plural verb come.

2. to which is not a typical prepositional phrase. Look at it this way. A relative pronoun modifier always starts a dependent clause. The relative pronoun modifier itself can be the subject of the DC it starts or can a have separate SV pair. In this particular choice, the relative pronoun modifier which starts a DC but does not act as the subject of the DC it starts. The subject of that DC is North Americans that correctly takes the verb are.

--Shraddha
----
I have doubt on Dioxins part, as a person from commercial background, I have no clue about types of Dioxin and so I would simply conclude it as a pollutant causing harm; Just like we treat something like carbon monoxide. Now, constructing a sentence using "many" to refer to carbon monoxide will make it awkward. How to identify issue in such a case, as answer to this question would be obvious only to the ones who know that there are various kinds of Dioxin.

Thanks,
Sumit
Rest assured, the GMAT does not require a strong background in chemistry. Certain GMAT Club experts (*cough*) would be in big trouble if it did. [image: :-)]

It's enough to know that "many" refers to countable nouns and "much" refers to uncountable nouns. And if the noun is plural, it has to be countable, right? So the presence of the plural "dioxins" is enough to indicate that "many" is appropriate here.

You're absolutely correct that carbon monoxide is non-countable, but there's no rule that says that pollutants must always be non-countable. It just depends on the specific pollutant in question. The same is true for all sorts of other categories of nouns. Foods, for example, could be either countable ("chips" or "deep-fried Twinkies") or non-countable ("okra" or "oatmeal").

I hope that helps!















78.
https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/forums/over-75-of-the-energy-produced-in-france-derives-from-t6833.html
https://gmatclub.com/forum/qotd-over-75-percent-of-the-energy-produced-in-france-derives-from-248127.html#p211526
Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33 percent.

(A) while in Germany it is just over 33 percent
(B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent
(C) whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany
(D) whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
(E) compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent
GMATNinja
Here’s another great example of the GMAT’s favorite SC concept: if you aren’t strict and literal with the meaning of these sentences, you’re toast. We said a lot about that in our beginners’ guide to SC, and it’s also been a theme in our QOTDs (all of which are available here).

Quote:
(A) while in Germany it is just over 33 percent

The pronoun “it” catches my eye right away. I guess it could refer to “nuclear power”, but that wouldn’t make sense: “in Germany nuclear power is just over 33 percent.” Huh? 33 percent of what?

Maybe “it” refers to “energy”? Nope: “in Germany energy is just over 33 percent.”

OK, what about “energy produced in France”? That’s even worse: “in Germany energy produced in France is just over 33 percent.”

(A) is out.

Quote:
(B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent

Germany “uses just over 33 percent”… of what? If we look at this one strictly and literally, it makes no sense, either. (B) is gone, too.


Quote:
(C) whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany
Ooh, now this is clear. “…nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany.” Fair enough.

(Are most of the bakeries nuclear-powered, too? Because German bakeries are some of the best in the world. I don’t know why more people don’t talk about this. The rest of the world talks about German beer, and German engineering, and German football. But the bakeries mostly get ignored. A couple of weeks ago, we engineered an extended layover in Munich just to eat pretzels. You think I’m joking, don’t you?)

Wait, where were we? I don't see any problems with (C), so let's keep it.

Quote:
(D) whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
This is subtle and nasty. That phrase “33 percent of the energy” doesn’t contain a pronoun, but if you’re being strict and literal with it, you’ll have to ask: what does “the energy” mean? It seems to be referring back to “the energy” that was mentioned earlier in the sentence.

But that’s the problem: “the energy” seems to refer back to “the energy produced in France.” So now the sentence says “whereas just over 33 percent of the energy {produced in France} comes from nuclear power in Germany.” And that doesn’t make sense. Tricky! Eliminate (D).

Quote:
(E) compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent
This has similar problems as (A) and (B). “… where it ("energy"?) is just over 33 percent.” 33 percent of what? (E) is gone, and we’re left with (C).
egmat
Mission2012 wrote:
Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33 percent.
(A) while in Germany it is just over 33 percent
(B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent
(C) whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany
(D) whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
(E) compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent.
Could you please help me understand structural parallelism in option C which is the correct answer. Though, I agree the option C is the best option as far as meaning is concerned, i am still not sure if both the clauses in option C are parallel.
Look at the sentence structure below:

 Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power,
 whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany

The clauses in option C are indeed parallel.

The entities being compared are “energy produced in France” and “energy produced in Germany”.

Observe the verb-ed modifiers “produced in France” and “produced in Germany”.

They appropriately add relevant information to “energy” in both the clauses.

The clauses are essentially comparing relevant entities without any grammatical issues.

The sentence conveys the meaning unambiguously. (Unlike Option D, where the “energy” in the second element is ambiguous).

Therefore there are no parallelism issues in Option C.

However, “the energy” in the underlined portion of Option D refers back to the already mentioned energy in the option i.e. “energy produced in France”. This gives the incorrect meaning that “just over 33% of the energy produced in France comes from nuclear power in Germany.”

This is not the intended meaning of the sentence.

Regards,
Krishna
metallicafan
Over 75% of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33%.
A) while in Germany it is just over 33%
B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33%
C) whereas nuclear poweraccounts for just over 33% of the energy produced in Germany
D) whereas just over 33% of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
E) compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33%.

I have the following doubts with these questions:

a) In choice C, the subject in the first part of the comparison is "over 75 percent of the energy produced in France", while the subject in the second part is "nuclear power". How can these be parallel? Also, based on the explanations of other questions, the compared clauses should be parallel in structure, so the second clause should be something like "(whereas) just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany comes from nuclear power". As you can see, now both structures are similar and the things that are compared are logically parallel (percentage vs. percentage). I don't understand, how C can be correct.

If you see choice E, my analysis would be correct. There, the sentence compares "over 75 percent of the energy produced in France" vs. "energy from nuclear power in Germany": not parallel.

b) In choice E, the OE says that "it" is ambiguous, and Ron Purewal (MGMAT) mentions that "it" doesn't have an antecedent. But I think that "it" refers to "the energy from nuclear power in Germany". I think that there is no problem with "it". If you replace the pronoun for that noun, it works.

Please, your help with this problem.
nusmavrik
Just found this post interesting. I will try to reason why D is wrong.

D) whereas just over 33% of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany

It means that 33% of the energy produced in France comes from the nuclear power in Germany.

E.g I have a car; the car is red in color. "the car" refers to the same car in the previous sentence.

Now apply the same here -
"the" is determiner -> "the energy" about which we had spoken --> We had spoken about "the energy produced in France"

Over 75% of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, whereas just over 33% of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany

Gotcha ! Ohh so just over 33% the energy produced in France comes from nuclear power in Germany. That's crap.


ariel wrote:
Sure, let's go over the options one by one.

A) Here 'it' is missing an antecedent, I'm sure you got this. 'It' logically should stand for something like the proportion of energy derived from nuclear power. We can't use the noun/phrase in the preceding clause because that refers to the energy produced in France.

B) This sentence is really bad - there is faulty parallelism ('compared to Germany' is not parallel to anything). Also the sentence says that Germany "uses" something, but France doesn't, again parallelism issues.

D) This option is ambiguous. A likely meaning for this sentence the way it's written is that there is energy we don't know where that comes from nuclear power in Germany. All this is telling us is that there's nuclear power in Germany that is used to produce some type of energy. What this sentence refers to by "the energy" could be any energy ANYWHERE. Note that the way this sentence is written doesn't necessarily mean that the energy is in Germany, which is what might be what's confusing you.

E) Again, "it" doesn't have a legitimate antecedent. Also there's another faulty comparison in this option. It's comparing ‘percentage of energy’ to ‘energy’.

Hope this helps a bit.
SaraiGMAT
papillon86 wrote:
Can we please discuss some examples involving multiple antecedents for pronouns like "it".
Really confusing me now.

Thanks
papillon86 wrote:
Over 75% of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33%.
A) while in Germany it is just over 33%
B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33%
C) whereas nuclear poweraccounts for just over 33% of the energy produced in Germany
D) whereas just over 33% of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
E) compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33%
Spoiler: ::

Hi papillon86,
The reason that you cannot use "it" is because you are not comparing something to itself.

A tip regarding comparisons!

To compare something to itself, use "it" or "they".
Ex. The legs of chair A are more wobbly than they were yesterday.

To compare one thing to another, use "that" or "those".
Ex. The legs of chair A are more wobbly than those of chair B.

Thus, in the problem above, you do not want to compare the amount of energy produced in France to itself. Instead, the sentence seeks to compare the percentage of energy produced by nuclear power in France to the percentage of energy produced by nuclear power in Germany.

Does that help at all?

tuanquang269
kat1983 wrote:
what is wrong in choice D.

Choice D change the meaning of sentence. It means that 33% of the energy which refers to ‘energy produced in France’ come from nuclear power in Germany. It seems illogical. Choice E is more concise.

The most important key for this problem is focus on the meaning of the sentence. Actually, before this time, I faced this sentence and choose correct one. In this time, I neglect it little bit to go out of track to choose choice D. Fortunately, my second thought lead me to remain on track.. If you stick to the meaning, you will keep on track.
DmitryFarber
A & E--There is no antecedent for it. "It" would have to be "the amount/proportion of energy derived from nuclear power," and this is never stated.
B--Germany uses just over 33% of what? Also, the use of "compared to Germany" is awkward, since the subject of the sentence is not "France" but "Over 75% of the energy."
D--This isn't ambiguous at all. It is flat-out stating that just over 33% of the energy produced in France comes from nuclear power in Germany. Imagine that we said "65% of the income in my household is from wages, whereas just over 20% of the income is from investments in real estate." Same structure, but you'd never question that the real estate income is part of my household income. The same thing goes for D. "In Germany" is modifying "nuclear power." If we want it to modify "energy" or "energy produced," we need to put it in the right place. " . . . whereas just over 33% of the energy produced in Germany comes from nuclear power."
C--This makes the same fix I just made above, but it swaps the order a bit. Since these are two complete clauses joined by "whereas," we do not need the order to be parallel. Each is a complete thought, and each is grammatically correct. We might not love this sentence, and we might think there is a more elegant way to express the idea, but there is nothing wrong with the grammar or the meaning, and that's more than we can say for the other choices! C is the winner.
souvik101990
Concept Tested: Meaning, Clarity, Comparison
Difficulty level: High
Illustration:
This problem tests subtle differences of meaning and clarity, which appears when illogical things are compared.
In A, the pronoun “it” does not have a logical antecedent (which should be proportion of the energy which is derived
from nuclear power).
In B, a lot of things go wrong. “in France” is compared with “Germany” which is incorrect. Also B is not clear about whether Germany uses
33% of nuclear power of 33% of energy itself.
D is clearly illogical and ambiguous. In D it is very unclear what the term “energy” suggests. It could be energy in
Germany or somewhere else that utilized 33% of German nuclear energy.
E has two errors. First, it compares a proportion of energy in France with energy derived from German nuclear power. E also uses “it” which lacks a logical antecedent.
C is correct.
VeritasPrepRon
ratinarace wrote:
Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33 percent.
A. while in Germany it is just over 33 percent
B. compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent
C. whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany
D. whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
E. compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent

C removes the pronoun ambiguity in the original sentence and maintains the proper comparison between energey produced in France and energy produced in Germany. The comparison is paramount but your first instinct on such a question should be to remove "it" because it is ambiguous. After that B (verb tense) and D (meaning) are incorrect (as stated above).
GMATPill
This is a tricky one. You need to pay extra attention to MEANING.

We are talking about what PERCENT of energy comes from source X for France, and then the same thing for Germany.

So the beginning of the sentence correctly says "over 75% of energy in France comes from nuclear".

Now look at (D): "33% of the energy comes from [nuclear power in Germany]"

Is this really what we're trying to say?

What we really want to say is "33% of the energy in Germany comes from nuclear power"

Note, this is different from what (D) says. It's close, but the shuffling of the words changes the meaning. They purposely do that to trick you. So structurally it looks like it runs parallel, but MEANING-wise it's not correct. (C) doesn't look parallel, but it matches exactly what we are trying to say.



rockstar23
(A) while in Germany it is just over 33 percent
Here "it" has an ambiguous antecedent (what is just over 33%, energy or nuclear power) . Hence wrong.

(B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent
compared to Germany is not a valid comparison. It seems that energy is compared to Germany.

(D) whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
This changes the meaning. Here it seems that "33 percent of energy" comes from "nuclear power in Germany". In other words, 33% of energy for some place where it will be used comes from the nuclear power in Germany. It has ambiguous meaning

(E) compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent.
This also changes the meaning. This implies a comparison between the 75% of energy in France and energy from nuclear power in Germany. It is also not parallel

Hope it helps [image: :)]
egmat
SidKaria wrote:
Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33 percent
A. while in Germany it is just over 33 percent
B. compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent
C. whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany
D. whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
E. compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent

my doubts are related to Ellipsis.Please clarify.

meaning- The author says that over 75 percent of the total energy produced in France comes from the nuclear power, while only 33 percent of the total energy produced in Germany comes from nuclear power.
A) Incorrect- while in Germany it is just over 33 percent.

1) According to me here IT is ambiguous.

while in Germany ( the energy produced from) it (nuclear power) is just over 33 percent.

while in Germany it(the energy) (produced from nuclear power) is just over 33 percent.

So it can refer to either the energy or nuclear power.



2)According to me there is ambiguity in comparison too.

while in Germany ( the energy produced from) it (nuclear power) is just over 33 percent.
this sentence doesn't convey the intended comparison, it doesn't say that 33 percent of the total energy produced in Germany.

while (the energy produced ) in Germany (from) it (nuclear power) is just over 33 percent.
This is the intended meaning.



Option B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent.

even this is ambiguous.

if we don't use ellipsis.
The energy produced in France is compared to Germany.(this is incorrect)

with ellipsis.
compared to ( the energy produced from nuclear power in ) Germany,which uses just over 33 percent.

Even this doesn't state the intended meaning but my point is that there are 2 comparisons possible.

DOUBT- is this all correct ?? or have i gone too far with Ellipsis. am i missing something.

And can we use that the comparison is illogical or incorrect because we didnt use ellipsis as i did in option B)

if we don't use ellipsis.
The energy produced in France is compared to Germany.(this is incorrect)

Hi Sid,

Your analysis seems correct to me. In option A, the ambiguity in comparison arises because the reference of "it" is not clear. So, the pronoun error causes the ambiguity in comparison also.

In option B again, I'll say you have clearly understood both the cases, and analyzed them correctly. However, you need not to consider the second case (with ellipsis). If you focus on the ellipsis questions in GMAT, generally a preposition or a verb is omitted to bring the ambiguity in the meaning. You won't usually see long phrases such as "the energy produced from nuclear power in" omitted.
Hope this helps. [image: :)]
Deepak
EducationAisle
SidKaria wrote:
A) Incorrect- while in Germany it is just over 33 percent.

1) According to me here IT is ambiguous.

Not just ambiguous, it actually does not have any referent.

Quote:
while in Germany ( the energy produced from) it (nuclear power) is just over 33 percent.

while in Germany it(the energy) (produced from nuclear power) is just over 33 percent.

As e-gmat mentioned, there is really no case of ellipsis here. The main reason why A is incorrect is because of incorrect usage of it. It is also important to understand that the left hand side of the sentence does not talk at all about energy produced from nuclear power. It is talking about energy derived from nuclear power. So, we cannot assume that it refers to energy produced from nuclear power.

Quote:
Option B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent.

with ellipsis.
compared to ( the energy produced from nuclear power in ) Germany,which uses just over 33 percent.

Again, for the reason cited above, we cannot assume this, because left hand side does not mention energy produced from nuclear power.

The easiest way to eliminate B is that it says: Germany uses just over 33 percent; nothing about the usage is mentioned or implied in the original sentence.
sayantanc2k
mvictor wrote:
sharadGmat wrote:
Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33 percent.

1 while in Germany it is just over 33 percent
2 compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent
3 whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany
4 whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
5 compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent compare energy with energy

1. compare energy with germany - out.
2. same mistake as in 1.
3. compares energy with energy, looks good.
4. compares energy, while smth else - no. 33% of energy produced in france comes from nuclear power in germany? ambiguous.
5. energy produced compared with energy from nuclear power. 33% of what?

C looks the best here.

Hi mvictor,

I have a slight difference in opinion about your explanation of option 1 [image: :)] . The comparison between in France and in Germany does not seem to have any error. The problems lies in the following:

Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France is compared with it in Germany . The comparison between the prepositional phrases in France and in Germany does not have problem as such. The problem is in the comparison between Over 75 percent of the energy produced and it. The pronoun it by virtue of parallelism refers to over 75 percent of energy. Therefore the second part of the sentence effectively becomes .....in Germany over 75 percent of the energy produced is just over 33 percent. This sentence, as you would understand, is thus meaningless. [image: :)]
daagh
Munching whether we can do this question without drooling over Ninja's favorite nuclear-power baked pretzels, I found a way out.

Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33 percent.

(A) while in Germany it is just over 33 percent --- 'it' absurdly refers to the 75% energy

(B) Compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent--75% energy is being compared to Germany

(C) Whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany-- The only choice with a semblance of expediency.

(D) Whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany-- means that 33% of the energy produced in France comes from German plants

(E) Compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent -- same problem of pronoun reference as in A
( GMATNinja-- I can see you haven't yet licked your lips over the just made murukkus, especially from Manapparai(not Manippuri) of South India.)
GMATBusters

See Manhattan Blog: https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/forums/over-75-of-the-energy-produced-in-france-derives-from-t6833.html

Reason why D is wrong :
this sentence is written in a way whose meaning is at best ambiguous and at worst incorrect.

one possible meaning, if not the meaning, is that 33% of "the energy" (we don't know where this energy is, or where it's used) comes from "nuclear power in germany". i.e., the power itself is in germany (whatever that means), but "the energy" is we-don't-know-where
Skywalker18
Ron's explanation

Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33 percent.

(A) while in Germany it is just over 33 percent - the pronoun "it" doesn't have a legitimate antecedent.
here, "it" would have to stand for something like "the percentage/proportion/fraction of energy provided by nukes". there is no such noun in the sentence, so "it" is an orphan.
(B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent - EVERYTHING here is wrong.

"compared to germany" isn't a valid comparison, because it's not parallel to anything.
france is tethered to the prepositional phrase "IN france", so it can't be compared to just "germany".

also, the sentence doesn't say that france "uses" anything.

finally, "uses" isn't used logically here. germany "uses" the nuclear energy, but it also "uses" the energy that isn't nuclear!
(C) whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany - Correct

(D) whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany - this sentence is written in a way whose meaning is at best ambiguous and at worst incorrect.

one possible meaning, if not the meaning, is that 33% of "the energy" (we don't know where this energy is, or where it's used) comes from "nuclear power in germany". i.e., the power itself is in germany (whatever that means), but "the energy" is we-don't-know-where.
(E) compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent - first, false comparison: the earlier part doesn't mention "the energy from nuclear power in france", so this isn't parallel. (the earlier part mentions a percentage of ALL power in france.)

second, and more obviously, the pronoun "it" doesn't have a legitimate antecedent, for essentially the same reason as in (a).

Answer C
GMATNinja
Priyadarshana wrote:
Quote:
Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power, while in Germany it is just over 33 percent.

(A) while in Germany it is just over 33 percent
(B) compared to Germany, which uses just over 33 percent
(C) whereas nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany
(D) whereas just over 33 percent of the energy comes from nuclear power in Germany
(E) compared with the energy from nuclear power in Germany, where it is just over 33 percent
Every question of the day will be followed by an expert reply by GMATNinja in 12-15 hours. Stay tuned! Post your answers and explanations to earn kudos.


I have a query when it comes to option C. The non-underlined portion in the questions is active voice whereas Option C is in passive voice. Could anybody please clarify?

(C) actually isn't in passive voice at all. Check out this post for more on the difference between active and passive voice. And if that doesn't help, let us know.

AprajitaG wrote:
@GMATNinja- I am a little confused here. While I understand the issues in other options, I think option C has a comparison issue. Is overall energy not being compared to nuclear energy in C. Is that correct? Or is it not wrong enough to eliminate C?

The way (C) is structured, the comparison isn't just between two nouns. Basically, the comparison is between two clauses, separated by the conjunction "whereas":


· Clause 1: "Over 75 percent of the energy produced in France derives from nuclear power..."
· Clause 2: "...nuclear power accounts for just over 33 percent of the energy produced in Germany."
So there's no problem there. We're very logically comparing two different nuclear-power situations in two different countries, in the form of two distinct clauses.

I hope that helps!
GMATNinja
zoezhuyan wrote:
i dismiss answer choice C because of "whereas", which is not the member of FANBOYS -- for, and nor, but, or, yet, so.
I think i must miss something, but i have no idea about it.
Any experts can elaborate further ?

I'm not 100% sure that I'm interpreting your question correctly. It sounds like you dismissed "whereas" BECAUSE it isn't a "FANBOY"? I'm not sure if that's what you're thinking, but there's no rule that says that you need a "FANBOY" here.

If it helps, "whereas" basically means something like "while on the other hand" or "in contrast to the fact that." Neither of those are elegant phrases, but they hopefully give you a sense of the meaning of "whereas".

Does that help at all?
CrackVerbalGMAT
This question tests multiple concepts, but what we have to look at first is the sentence structure.
We need to make sure that the items being compared are parallel structure. In other words, X in France should be parallel to X in Germany.

Now let’s look at the options one by one:

Option A: In this option, ‘it’ does not have a clear referent. Here it seems like ‘it’ refers to ‘over 75% of the energy produced in France’. Eliminate.

Option B: Incorrectly compares 'energy' and 'Germany'. It raises the question - "33 percent" of what? If we think, Germany, then it alters the meaning. Germany does not use 33 percent of nuclear energy. Eliminate.

Option C: Correct comparison between nuclear energy produced in France and Germany. This is the best option.

Option D: Same as B. It is not clear what "the energy" refers to. Of the world? Of Germany? Seems to imply that 33 percent of ALL energy comes from Germany. It’s ambiguous. Eliminate.

Option E: "nuclear power" (all of it) is illogically compared to "nuclear power in Germany" - not the intended comparison. The last clause reads - "nuclear power in Germany Is just over 33%" - 33% of what? There is also the ambiguous ‘it’ in this option. Eliminate.
























79.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/his-studies-of-ice-polished-rocks-in-his-alpine-home-land-far-outside-1363.html#p6437
His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine home land, far outside the range of present-day glaciers, led Louis Agassiz in 1837 to propose the concept of an age in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas.

(A) in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas
(B) in which great ice sheets existed in what are now temperate areas
(C) when great ice sheets existed where there were areas now temperate
(D) when great ice sheets had existed in current temperate areas
(E) when great ice sheets existed in areas now that are temperate
daagh
‘In which’ is used in cases, where we cannot use which directly in the context for some genuine reasons. Otherwise, in which’ means the same as ‘which’. For example, we cannot use ‘which’ when we refer to a period; we cannot use which when referring to a place. In such cases, we can still use the prepositional phrase ‘in which’ and make the correct meaning.

Ex 1: I belong to the golden times when elders were respected rather than unwelcome.
I belong to the golden times in which elders were respected rather than unwelcome.

Ex 2: In the olden Kerala where Matriarchy was in practice, women were dominant.
The olden Kerala in which Matriarchy was in practice, women were dominant.

The additional factor in favor of ‘in which’ is that the prepositional phrase can be used gainfully to replace the relative adverbs 'when' and 'where' as in the given a case.
Here in the context, ‘when’ has a problem. It might mean that Louis proposed in 1837 when Ice sheets had existed. This twisted meaning renders the use of ‘When’ as inappropriate. Hence C, D, and E can be dumped even without proceeding further. The correct choice should be between A and B.; Of course, A is wrong because ‘now currently’ is redundancy. B is the correct choice.
egmat
A) His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine homeland, far outside the range of present-day glaciers, led Louis Agassiz in 1837 to propose the concept of an age in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas.

[image: Image]
It is very important to understand the meaning of this sentence in order to ascertain whether we need past perfect tense in this sentence or not. In 1837, Louis Agassiz proposed the concept of an age in which great ice sheets existed in those areas that are now temperate areas. His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine homeland, far outside the range of present-day glaciers led Agassiz to make this proposal.
[image: Image]

We use past perfect tense to establish sequencing, that is to show out of two events in the past, which event took place earlier and which took place later. It is true that there are two events in this sentence and both took place in the past – “led” and “had existed”.
However when we use past perfect tense, we must keep in mind that in order to establish sequencing between the two events, they must be related. There should be some bearing of one event on the other.
In this sentence, Agassiz proposed the concept of ice age in 1837. And this age actually existed long time ago. However, what we must may heed is that even if Agassiz did not propose the concept of ice age, the fact does not change that ice age still existed. It is not that because Agassiz proposed the concept of ice age, that age came into being. Hence, existence of ice age has no bearing on the proposal of the concept. Hence, we have two independent actions here between which sequencing is just not required.

Error Analysis:
1. Since existence of ice age is a universal fact and did not depend upon the proposal of its concept, use of “had existed” is incorrect. We need simple past tense here.
2. In the presence of “now” already, “currently” is redundant.

POE:

Choice A: in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas: Incorrect for the reasons stated above.

Choice B: in which great ice sheets existed in what are now temperate areas: Correct. Simple past tense establishes the fact that ice age did exist.

Choice C: when great ice sheets existed where there were areas now temperate: Incorrect. The temperate areas are still there. Using past tense “were” is incorrect.

Choice D: when great ice sheets had existed in current temperate areas. Incorrect. Same verb tense error as in Choice A.

Choice E: when great ice sheets existed in areas now that are temperate: Incorrect. The phrasing is not correct here. It should be “areas that are now temperate”.

PS – Use of both “in what” and “when” is correct in the context of this sentence.

[image: Image]

1. Use past perfect tense only to establish sequencing between two related events.
2. Avoid redundancy in answer choices.
3. Be wary of the changes in the word that appear in the original sentence. These changes may lead to change in the meaning.
.
----Shraddha
aakashbaweja
"When’ and ‘in which" both are used to modify a time period but here the period is already defined by the word "age".

"age in which" is correct and not "age when"

this gives us 3-2 split.

past perfect is only used when we want to sequence 2 events. Since only 1 event is described here, so no need of past perfect.

Paul
I go with B on this one
A) now/currently is redundant
C) if you are talking about something "now temperate", the present tense "are" is needed. "were" is wrong
D) this is illogical. It is as though those ice sheets existed, but ceased to exist in the temperate areas of today.
E) syntax error. Adjective "now" should immediately precede "temperate" because it should be used in conjonction with "temperate" in order to describe the noun "areas"
Praetorian
1. "when" is incorrect because it suggests that Louis proposed the concept when great ice sheets had existed. This completely changes the original meaning.

2. "in which" correctly explains what that age was like.

3. "now currently" is incorrect...either use now or currently...using both of them is redundant usage.

priyankur_saha@ml.com

When "age" means some period, use of pronoun reference "in which" is correct. But referring to particular age i.e. at age 18, "when" is correct.
Ex: I was 18 when I met my consort. - referring to particular time
We are living in an age in which art galleries are more popular than theme parks. -- referring to a period

So, I eliminated to A and B and went with A. I assumed that "led" is in past form so must be preceded by exist (past verb). botirvoy and icandy are correct. "In which" starts new clause here, so any clause after pronoun reference creates new fragment and, thus, jeopardizes the chronology, if any. B is correctly using "existed" as standalone past action.


esledge
Are you asking because there are two verbs? [led and (had)existed] You might be thinking that one event preceded the other. If so, be careful about linking the two, as they are used quite differently here.

The subject of "led" is "his studies." The subject of "existed" is "ice sheets." Not only that, but the two verbs are found in different clauses of the sentence. The main sentence includes the main verb "led": His studies ... led Louis Agasiz ...to propose the concept. "The concept" is the object of the main clause. We find "existed" deep within a modifier of a modifier of the object. This structure alone implies that the ice sheets existed before Agasiz was led to propose the concept.

A rule of thumb is that if you can use the simple past and still convey the meaning accurately, you shouldn't need to use the past perfect tense.

It would be different if the ice sheets did two things, at different times. For example:
His Studies led Louis Agasiz to propose the concept of an age in which great ice sheets had existed in now temperate areas and melted gradually over the course of a thousand years.
egmat
Hi Gyanendra,

Here is my response to your question on this official sentence.

His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine homeland, far outside the range of present-day glaciers, led Louis Agassiz in 1837 to propose the concept of an age in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas.

Meaning Analysis:

In 1837, Louis Agassiz studied the ice-polished rocks of his Alpine homeland, far outside the range of present-day glaciers. These studies led him to propose the concept of ice age. During this age, great sheets of ice existed in the areas that are now temperate areas.

Error Analysis:

1. Use of past perfect tense “had existed” is incorrect in this sentence because we use past perfect tense to denote the earlier event in presence of two past events. Past perfect tense establishes the time sequencing between the two past events. However, here we do not have two events that are related to each other in regards to the timing of their happening. The fact that the ice age existed does not depend on Agassiz’s studies. Also, the temperate areas exist in the present time. So there is no question of using past perfect tense in the sentence.

2. Use of “now” and “currently” together leads to redundancy error.

PoE:
(A) in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas: Incorrect for the reasons stated above.

(B) in which great ice sheets existed in what are now temperate areas: Correct. This choices use the correct verb tense – simple past.

(C) when great ice sheets existed where there were areas now temperate: Incorrect. This choice is awkward and non- precise.

(D) when great ice sheets had existed in current temperate areas: Incorrect.
i. This choice repeats the verb tense error of choice A.
ii. “Current” should actually be “currently”.

(E) when great ice sheets existed in areas now that are temperate: Incorrect. Placement of “now” is not correct.

---Shraddha
egmat
bagdbmba wrote:
egmat wrote:

PS – Use of both “in what” and “when” is correct in the context of this sentence.
---
Hi Shraddha,
Here after 'age', don't you think 'when' is a better usage rather than 'in which' as 'age' indicates a time period in this question I think and when it's time 'when' suits better than anything else...
So the reason we select B over other choices is because rest of the options have other major errors. Right?
Look forward to hearing from you.
P.S: I actually chose E as B appeared to me as verbose [image: :-(]

Hi bagdbmba,

Firstly, there was a typo in the original post.

The correct sentence is Use of both “in which” and “when” is correct in the context of this sentence.

It is also mentioned in the Official explanation for this sentence that both of them can be used interchangeably in this sentence.

So both "in which" and "when" are equally good in this sentence and there is no error with their usage.
The errors in the incorrect options were already pointed out in the previous explanation.
--Krishna
egmat
purnima wrote:
Curly05 wrote:
His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine home land, far outside the range of present-day glaciers, led Louis Agassiz in 1837 to propose the concept of an age in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas.

(A) in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas
(B) in which great ice sheets existed in what are now temperate areas
(C) when great ice sheets existed where there were areas now temperate
(D) when great ice sheets had existed in current temperate areas
(E) when great ice sheets existed in areas now that are temperate
Spoiler: ::

---
I have doubt regarding tense usage in the question.

My meaning analysis of the sentence is :-

1.Studies conducted by Louis in his homeland led him to propose in 1837 a concept of an age .
2.In this age great ice sheets existed in area that are now temperate area.

POE done in original sentence:-

1. I don't see error in tense usage , but due to redundancy now / currently.Option A is wrong.

How do I work on the tense and see no error:
1. As per my understanding of egmat course on tense :

-On the timeline , studies are done in the past , in 1837 ( past time ) Louis proposes the concept of an age.
- In this age ice sheets existed in areas.

Usage of past perfect tense as per me is Ok because :-

1. That age has now ceased to exist . so if we use simple past existed it would not convey the meaning.

1. Also I want clarity on the usage of ín which 'and 'when'

My current understanding is : Use 'When 'to refer time /time period.

Expert opinion would be great on each answer choice.


Dear Purnima,
Thank you for your query. [image: :)]
Now as mentioned by Shraddha in her post, the use of the Past Perfect Tense is not appropriate in choice A.

As pointed out by Shraddha as well, we use the past perfect tense to establish or emphasize sequencing, that is to show which event took place earlier and which took place later. And mind you, these two events have to have a direct bearing on each other. For example:

• By the time I reached the theater, my friend had left from there.

In the above sentence, my friend left before I reached. I need to stress this sequencing as both the actions are related in terms of the direct impact the earlier action has on the latter . Because of my friends’ leaving earlier and my reaching later, it can be understood that we could not meet. However, does it make sense to use the Past Perfect tense when I say the following:

• Emily found out in 2001 that India had gotten its independence in the year 1947.

Now, arguably India’s independence happened before Emily found out about the same. But do the two events have a direct bearing on each other? Nope! Emily could have found out that fact about India’s history some other time as well, say in 1995. Does the timing of India’s independence and the timing of Emily’s finding out have a direct bearing on each other? No, they don’t! Do you need to emphasize or clarify the sequence of events here? No, you don’t!

Now, in the sentence at hand, it is true that there are two events that are set in different time-periods in the past. But my questions remain the same : Do we need to emphasize or clarify the timing of these events in terms of which event happened earlier and which happened later? Does the timing of the first event have a direct bearing on the second event?

As regards the following analysis by you:

That age has now ceased to exist . so if we use simple past existed it would not convey the meaning.

Why wouldn’t simple-past convey the meaning that the ice-age doesn’t exist anymore? What is the meaning when one says the following:

• We all boast of an era in which calm and peace existed among the various sects of the religion.

Now from the above sentence, is it not clear that the same calm and peace ceased to exist after that era?


Moving on, as mentioned by Krishna above, both “when” and “in which” can be used to modify time elements. However, if you observe, typically “in which” is used to modify longer periods of time, whereas “when” is used for relatively shorter time periods. Accordingly, you’ll see nouns such as “age” and “era” are normally modified by “in which”.

As regards posting analysis for each and every choice, Shraddha has already posted a detailed reply above. Please have a look at the same. In case you still have some questions, please feel free to post them here. However, when you do so, please make sure that you post your analysis of the various choices along with the same. We’ll take our discussion forward from there. [image: :)]

Regards,
Neeti.
egmat
gennia wrote:
His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine homeland, far outside the range of present-day
glaciers, led Louis Agassiz in 1837 to propose the concept of an age in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas.
(A) in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas
(B) in which great ice sheets existed in what are now temperate areas
(C) when great ice sheets existed where there were areas now temperate
(D) when great ice sheets had existed in current temperate areas
(E) when great ice sheets existed in areas now thatare temperate

In above question, the 'great ice sheets existed' EVEN BEFORE Louis Agassiz studies 'led' him to propose the concept. So, why answer B is correct when correct verb tense showing sequence of events is 'had existed'.

Hi there,

The reason why usage of past perfect tense "had existed" is incorrect in Choice A is that the two events that are mentioned n the sentence, i. e. "led" and "had existed", are not related to each or has no bearing on each other.

Even if Agassiz did not propose his theory, the fact remains that the ice sheets still existed. If in place of Agassiz, somebody else would have proposed the theory at some other point in time, still the fact that the ice sheets existed would remain unchanged. So you see, there is no relationship between these two events that needs to be expressed by using past perfect tense.

We use past perfect tense only for those two past events that have some effect on the occurrence of each other. For example:

My friend had left the theater by the time I reached.


Here use of past perfect tense is needed because the two events are related. Because of my reaching late, I could not meet my friend because the friend had already left. But this is not the case with the official sentence. The ice sheets existed irrespective of anyone proposing any theory.

--SJ
chetan2u
snorkeler wrote:
Isn't that existence of great ice sheets occurred prior to his proposal of concept?, Do I need to consider them as two different events occurred in different time scale or is it a single event? I'm bit confused here.. Pls let me know where my logic goes wrong..

yeah you are correct that proposal of a concept and existence of great ice sheets were at two different times..

But the moment you say he proposed the concept of an age after going through some studies of..., it clearly shows that the age was naturally before he proposed about it existing..
There is no ambiguity in the chronological order..

And when there is no ambiguity, we can avoid the past perfect..

some more example,
The scientist proposed in 1976 that the dinosaurs became extinct during ice age..
CrackVerbalGMAT
Here the 'in which' refers to the word 'age'. And the subject of the 'in which' is 'great ice sheets'.

In general, when you encounter a 'preposition + which' construction, the subject can be found in the clause that follows 'which'.
But, in a 'which' construction, the subject occurs before the 'which'.

For example - 1. the box of toffees, which is on the table, is expensive. Note that the subject of the which clause occurs before the which clause. Also, 'which' modifies that subject (the box).
(the subject is 'the box'; also note that since 'which' is followed by a singular verb, it cannot refer to 'toffees').

2. the box, in which toffees are kept, is made of aluminum. Here, the subject of the 'in which' clause is 'toffees'. But the 'in which' clause modifies 'the box'.

Hope this helps


billybealright
kiranjith wrote:
His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine homeland, far outside the range of present-day glaciers, led Louis Agassiz in 1837 to propose the concept of an age in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas.

(A) in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas
(B) in which great ice sheets existed in what are now temperate areas
(C) when great ice sheets existed where there were areas now temperate
(D) when great ice sheets had existed in current temperate areas
(E) when great ice sheets existed in areas now that are temperate

First Glance

The underline starts with in which. Glance at the answers to notice that other choices offer when instead. The sentence might contain a Modifier issue.

Issues

(1) Verb: had existed

The original sentence uses the past perfect: Ice sheets had existed. Other answers use the simple past existed. Which is correct?

Past perfect is used to denote the longer-ago of two past actions. In this case, the had existed action is paired with a comment about the climate in those same areas now. It's acceptable, then, to use simple past existed; don't use a more complex tense when a simple tense is acceptable. Eliminate answers (A) and (D).

(2) Meaning

In answer (A), now currently is redundant—both words mean the same thing. Eliminate answer (A), and examine the meaning in the other answers:

(B) existed in what are now temperate areas
(C) existed where there were areas now temperate
(D) existed in current temperate areas
(E) existed in areas now that are temperate

Answer (D) drops now and switches from currently to current. That word is modifying the adjective temperate, so it needs to be in the adverb form (currently). The adjective form current can only be used to modify nouns. Eliminate answer (D).

The other answers drop currently and use only now. Answers (B) and (C) are okay, but answer (E) has a meaning problem. The word now must be tied to a particular action or event: Something happened now. In answer (E), the word now is actually tied to existed: Sheets existed now that are temperate. Something can't be simultaneously in the past (existed) and happening now. Eliminate answer (E).

Answer (C) also mixes two time frames: were and now. They were [not] temperate  before; they are temperate now. Eliminate answer (C).

The Correct Answer

Correct answer (B) fixes the initial verb error by switching to the simple past existed. The construction in what are now temperate areas properly indicates that the climate has changed in these areas. they used to be cold; they are now temperate.

Miscellaneous

Note: The in which versus when split turned out be a red herring! Both versions are acceptable.

GMATNinja
dreamofbest2020 wrote:
Hi GMATNinja
In one of the post you mentioned that when "what" is used as a preposition, we can substitute "what" with "the thing that" and check whether the sentence still makes sense.
I followed the above and now the sentence is:
(B) in which great ice sheets existed in the thing(or place) that are now temperate areas

The above sentence makes sense to me when I replaced "thing" with "place", thinking its of safe to do that, since instead of a "thing" the sentence is talking about a "place".
Please let me know if my understanding is correct?

That sounds perfect!!

I'm very happy that you didn't take my previous advice TOO literally and simply swap "what" with "the thing that" without using your brain. [image: ;)]

Instead, you recognized that this sentence is talking about a "place", not a "thing", so you were flexible in your approach. Nicely done.
GMATNinja
GmatDisciple wrote:
Curly05 wrote:
His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine home land, far outside the range of present-day glaciers, led Louis Agassiz in 1837 to propose the concept of an age in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas.

(A) in which great ice sheets had existed in now currently temperate areas
(B) in which great ice sheets existed in what are now temperate areas
(C) when great ice sheets existed where there were areas now temperate
(D) when great ice sheets had existed in current temperate areas
(E) when great ice sheets existed in areas now that are temperate

I initially eliminated C,D and E based on the "when" split considering it to be ambiguous. It could refer to either the year 1837 (if we ignore prepositional phrases) or the age.
However, I see some conflicting posts here on whether the usage of "when" is acceptable.

Expert Daagh's post seems to agree with my analysis
daagh wrote:
Here in the context, ‘when’ has a problem. It might mean that Louis proposed in 1837 when Ice sheets had existed. This twisted meaning renders the use of ‘When’ as inappropriate. Hence C, D, and E can be dumped even without proceeding further. The correct choice should be between A and B.; Of course, A is wrong because ‘now currently’ is redundancy. B is the correct choice.

While, egmat expert suggests that usage of "when" here is acceptable.
egmat wrote:
PS – Use of both “in which” and “when” is correct in the context of this sentence.
GMATNinja, could you please be the tie breaker and help clarify whether my approach was valid?
Thanks in advance! [image: :)]

Sorry, I'm really late to the party! But in case it isn't too late to be helpful: I think Daagh and Krishna both have a point!

Generally, if you see "when" you'd ask yourself if it's referring to a time period. Here it does. This is Krishna's point.

But, of course, any sentence with an illogical meaning will be incorrect, even if "when" is technically referring to a time. This is Daagh's point, not that "when" is inherently wrong here. It might help to clarify why (C), (D), and (E) are illogical.

Quote:
His studies of ice-polished rocks in his Alpine home land, far outside the range of present-day glaciers, led Louis Agassiz in 1837 to propose the concept of an age...

(C) when great ice sheets existed where there were areas now temperate


This construction is illogical. The ice sheets existed where there were areas, but not in the areas themselves? And the phrase, "were areas now" makes no sense - "were" suggests past tense and "now" suggests present. (C) is out.

Quote:
(D) when great ice sheets had existed in current temperate areas

There's another logical problem here involving tense. "When" indicates two actions happening at the same time. For example:
"Tim took a shower when his children were fighting over the dog bone."
Here, the actions "took a shower" and "were fighting" happened at the same time. But "had" suggests that one action happened before another in the past. If we wrote, "Tim took a shower when his children had been fighting over the dog bone..." the sentence conveys that Tim showered at the same time that his children were no longer fighting. This is confusing.

In (D), the phrase, "when great ice sheets had existed" is muddled in the same way: "when" seems to tell us that the sheets existed during the age, but "had" seems to tell us that the sheets were already gone. It makes far more sense to write that the sheets existed during the age, so we don't want "had" here. (D) is out.

Quote:
(E) when great ice sheets existed in areas now that are temperate

This is a mess. The phrase "ice sheets existed in areas now," again, gives us contradictory time frames: "existed" suggests past and "now" suggests present. Notice that in the OA, "existed" and "now" are in different clauses, logically conveying that the sheets existed in the past, and that the areas are temperate now.

I hope that helps!





80.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/declining-values-for-farm-equipment-and-land-the-collateral-against-128648.html#p320373
Declining values for farm equipment and land, the collateral against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season, is going to force many lenders to tighten or deny credit this spring.

(A) the collateral against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season, is
(B) which farmers use as collateral to borrow against to get through the harvest season, is
(C) the collateral which is borrowed against by farmers to get through the harvest season, is
(D) which farmers use as collateral to borrow against to get through the harvest season, are
(E) the collateral against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season, are
KasiaEconomistGMAT
sahilchaudhary wrote:
EducationAisle wrote:
honchos wrote:
Declining is a gerund here, what is verbing participle?
---
It is not used as a gerund (noun) here; it is used as an "adjective" ("-ing" form of verb, used as an adjective, is called participle).
----
Hi Ashish,

Please explain why is D incorrect and E correct.
---
Answer D is incorrect because it repeats the same information in two phrases: "use (something) as collateral" and "borrow against (something)." It is enough to use only one of these expressions. Thus answer D is redundant. Moreover, the preposition "against" should not be placed at the end of the modifier. It should be close to the noun that it refers to ( "collateral").
Answer E corrects both mistakes. It uses the less wordy modifier "the collateral against which farmers borrow...". In addition, the preposition "against" is placed at the beginning of the modifying clause, near the noun "collateral" and not at the end of the clause.
kapac
The level of credibility of A, B and C is seemingly out of doubt, so we should concentrane on D and E in the first 10 seconds after reading the sentence. In my native language the translated phrase " the collateral against which farmers borrow" sounds perfectly correct, so I would definitely go with that version. On the other hand, borrow against in D, sounds implausible, maybe "bet against" or "insure against", but not "borrow against" because it doesen't make sense.

ConnectTheDots
catgmat wrote:
(D) which farmers use as collateral to borrow against to get through the harvest season, are
wrong meaning, the farmers don't use the declining values as an collateral to get through the winter, therefore wrong!
(E) the collateral against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season, are
'Declining values...and land, the collateral...' clearly modiefied, 'are' used as verb. Best answer!

I do not see any issues with "Which" Vs "The". The usage of either an appositive or adjective clause doesn't make any difference. Both the ways convey a nonrestrictive description of "farm equipment and land".

But consider below:
Omit the excessive portion.

Declining values for farm equipment and land, which farmers use as collateral to borrow against to get through the harvest season, are going to force many lenders to tighten or deny credit this spring.

Problems:
Clause ends with preposition : "against"
If we add the extra portion ... to borrow against.. to get through... This double infinitive kind of lengthens the sentence. In GMAT short is sweet.

Though above issues are not major, still in presence of a better choice E - these issues are accountable.

Declining values for farm equipment and land, the collateral against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season, are going to force many lenders to tighten or deny credit this spring.

This looks good.
Marcab
Aristocrat wrote:
I have came across many times with these question.
and always misinterpret Declining values for farm equipment and land as a singular phrase. and chosen option 'A'
any idea how to differentiate between Adjective in these one as 'Declining' from phrases that starts from '-ING' form?

whenever a clause or a phrase acts as a subject of a clause, it is always singular.
ex-"............., but what is much more difficult to determine IS.....". In the example, " But what ...........determine" is an intermediate clause, and the subject of this clause is "what is much more to difficult to determine". Hence we have a singular subject here.


Aristocrat, in the question above, the subject of the status quo phrase is "Declining values". We must remember that subject of the clause or phrase can't reside in the prep. phrase unless there is some quantity word. Hence ‘Declining Values’ is correctly modified by "are".
Hope that helps.
Do let me know if anything remains unclear.
EducationAisle
honchos wrote:
Declining is a gerund here, what is verbing participle?

It is not used as a gerund (noun) here; it is used as an "adjective" ("-ing" form of verb, used as an adjective, is called participle).
EducationAisle
sahilchaudhary wrote:
Hi Ashish,
Please explain why is D incorrect and E correct.

Couple of issues with D:

a) At the very least, "which" is ambiguous, since it is not clear whether "which" is modifying "land" or "equipment and land". In fact, for the most part, "which" is not likely to ever modify a "list" ("equipment and land" in this case).

b) "which farmers use as collateral to borrow against" does not conform with GMAT‘s stylistic preference. Modifier clauses (especially relative clauses) should not end with a preposition. Here, this clause ends in a preposition "against".
GMATPill
TGC wrote:
Can't we consider "Declining values for farm equipment and land" as a participle phrase?
And as per rules , phrases and clauses when acting as a subject are considered singular.

Declining values for farm equipment and land....................................is going to force many lenders.

It is the whole idea of the phrase which is GOING to FORCE not just "declining values".
Plz Advise !

DECLINING -- is not used as a typical participial phrase. This different from: "Knowing everything, James aced the test."

Look for what's after the COMMA -- and see if it makes sense that the noun can be modified by the DECLINING phrase.
Can COLLATERAL be declining values? Doesn't make sense. COLLATERAL can be DECLINING IN VALUE -- but it can't be declining value. So you know this can't be a participial phrase.

Instead, DECLINING VALUES are simply processes that are happening. These declining values... ARE going to force...

We refrain from user fancy "gerund phrase" or other terminology because that's not how we think through these questions. Hope the above was useful.
TGC
GMATPill wrote:
TGC wrote:
Can't we consider "Declining values for farm equipment and land" as a participle phrase?
And as per rules , phrases and clauses when acting as a subject are considered singular.

Declining values for farm equipment and land....................................is going to force many lenders.

It is the whole idea of the phrase which is GOING to FORCE not just "declining values".

Plz Advise !
----
DECLINING -- is not used as a typical participial phrase. This different from: "Knowing everything, James aced the test."

Look for what's after the COMMA -- and see if it makes sense that the noun can be modified by the DECLINING phrase.

Can COLLATERAL be declining values? Doesn't make sense. COLLATERAL can be DECLINING IN VALUE -- but it can't be declining value. So you know this can't be a participial phrase.

Instead, DECLINING VALUES are simply processes that are happening. These declining values... ARE going to force...

We refrain from user fancy "gerund phrase" or other terminology because that's not how we think through these questions. Hope the above was useful.

How about considering the phrase as an idea.

"Declining values for farm equipment and land"

So, when phrase acts as an idea, wouldn't it be singular and take singular verb (is)?


prasi55
Dear TGC,

In such questions, you can apply the following trick. Replace the word you are confused about with its antonym(s), and then verify which of the interpretations makes sense.

Let's do that for the two interpretations above.
1) Rising/Increasing values are forcing blah-blah.
2) Accepting values is forcing blah-blah.

The first interpretation makes sense. Changes in the values might force the lenders to take corrective action.

Now review the second interpretation. Why would someone decline, i.e., reject, or accept a value? Rejecting a request makes sense -- but rejecting values for farm equipment and land? The 2nd interpretation suggests that the lenders are rejecting the values, i.e. fact, and that their rejection of those values is forcing them to curtail their lending. (This essentially says that the lenders' denial of reality is forcing them to curtail their expenses.) This interpretation does not make sense.
daagh
Will any lender take a declining value as the collateral? The collateral should always be a solid physical asset.

For the altered question, let me point out that collaterals are used in order to borrow to get through some tight period and not just get through a harvest season. Why would any one use the collateral, if one is not going to borrow. D is wrong because of changed meaning. E is ok.
EducationAisle
vinod332002 wrote:
I'm not sure I still fully understand the issue with D

which always modifies the nearest grammatically eligible word preceding it. That word is land in D, leading to an incorrect meaning.

EducationAisle
vinod332002 wrote:
Thanks for the reply, but I dont quite follow how "which" leads to an incorrect meaning in D - which modifies the word (noun) closest.. here cant farm equipment and land be what "which" refers to?

Hi Vinod, GMAT exhibits a preference for that, when the intent is to refer to a list (such as farm equipment and land in this case). Hence, in this sentence, which would refer to land only, and this is an issue here.

Quote:
D) Declining values for farm equipment and land, which farmers use as collateral to borrow against to get through the harvest season, are going to force many lenders to tighten or deny credit this spring.

Actually there is another issue with this. As a matter of (what we call) writing preference, you would never find any correct sentence on GMAT where the clause ends in a preposition. So, the clause which farmers use as collateral to borrow against would not be correct, because this clause ends with a preposition against.
abrakadabra21
Declining values for farm equipment and land, the collateral against which farmers borrow to get through
the harvest season, is going to force many lenders to tighten or deny credit this spring.

(D) which farmers use as collateral to borrow against to get through the harvest season, are
(E) the collateral against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season, are

Declining values so it should be "are"

Ron explanation:-

one real problem with choice (d) is the modifier “to borrow against”, which ends with a preposition. modifiers are not allowed to end with prepositions.
this is a very common form in spoken language, but it's incorrect in the written language.
examples:

wrong: "the restaurant (that) we ate at on friday was crowded."
right: "the restaurant at which we ate on friday was crowded."

wrong: "the person joe spoke to yesterday told him that ..."
right: "the person to whom joe spoke yesterday told him that ..."

wrong: "now that i've moved, i need to find a new grocery store to shop at."
right: "now that i've moved, i need to find a new grocery store at which to shop.
sayantanc2k
RMD007 wrote:
Hi sayantanc2k
I have few doubts and would be happy if you can clarify..
In the above sentence, I understand that, the collateral is defined for values (which are declining) of farm equipment and land, and the same acts as Resumptive Modifier. Please correct this, if it is wrong. I got the understanding about Resumtpive modifier from - a-group-of-paleontologists-recently-announced-that-a-site-in-89765.html#p1700111

Now, I found a similar post of Manhantten Verbal Legend - RON, which describes similar concept about concrete noun and abstract noun.(https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/foru ... tml#p35386)
The terminologies used in the post and mentioned for Resumptive modifier are similar and thus, I am not able to differentiate between two. Can you please explain this with few examples and also in a given sentence, how can I figure out that some term is a resumptive modifier or an abstract noun?

Thanks in Advance

Understanding the difference between the following two types of modifiers would hopefully clarify your doubt:

1. Appositive modifier: A noun used to modify another noun:

Marc, my best FRIEND, will come tomorrow.
Here the noun "friend" modifies another noun "Marc" and hence is an appositive. (Also note that "my best" is an adjectival phrase that modifies the appositive "friend" in turn).
Now consider option E and compare with the above:
Declining values for farm equipment and land, THE COLLATERAL against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season, are going to force many lenders to tighten or deny credit this spring.
Here the noun "the collateral" modifies another noun phrase"farm equipment and land" and hence is an appositive. (Also note that "against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season" is a relative clause modifier that modifies the appositive"the collateral" in turn).

2. Absolute phrase modifier: A noun + noun modifier structure used to refer to a clause as a whole. (The following example is from Manhattan SC guide)

Scientists have found high levels of iridium in certain geological formations around the world, results that suggest the cataclysmic impact of a meteor millions of years ago.
The underlined part above is the absolute phrase modifier (Noun = results, noun modifier = that suggest the cataclysmic impact of a meteor millions of years ago). The absolute phrase modifier modifies the whole clause.

2a. Resumptive modifier: A special case of Absolute phrase modifier - the noun within the absolute phrase is a repetition of another noun already used in the clause.
Scientists presented the results of their research , results that suggest the cataclysmic impact of a meteor millions of years ago.
The underlined part above is the absolute phrase modifier (Noun = results, noun modifier: that suggest the cataclysmic impact of a meteor millions of years ago). The absolute phrase modifier modifies the whole clause. The noun "results" is repeated.

Abstract noun is something else altogether and bears no relation with the above discussion. A noun that cannot be touched, but can only be felt is an abstract noun. Examples: love, faith, trust, pain etc. (You may go through any high school grammar book to recapitulate the different types of nouns).

Please note that the noun within the absolute phrase modifier (or resumptive modifier) need not be an abstract noun -
After decades of hard work, the workers built the monument, the monument that we all have read about in the history book.
The noun within the resumptive modifier ("The monument") is NOT an abstract noun, but a common noun.

sayantanc2k
AR15J wrote:
sayantanc2k wrote:
RMD007 wrote:
Hi sayantanc2k
I have few doubts and would be happy if you can clarify..
In the above sentence, I understand that, the collateral is defined for values (which are declining) of farm equipment and land, and the same acts as Resumptive Modifier. Please correct this, if it is wrong. I got the understanding about Resumtpive modifier from - a-group-of-paleontologists-recently-announced-that-a-site-in-89765.html#p1700111

Now, I found a similar post of Manhantten Verbal Legend - RON, which describes similar concept about concrete noun and abstract noun.(https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/foru ... tml#p35386)
The terminologies used in the post and mentioned for Resumptive modifier are similar and thus, I am not able to differentiate between two. Can you please explain this with few examples and also in a given sentence, how can I figure out that some term is a resumptive modifier or an abstract noun?

Thanks in Advance
---

Understanding the difference between the following two types of modifiers would hopefully clarify your doubt:

1. Appositive modifier: A noun used to modify another noun:

Marc, my best FRIEND, will come tomorrow.
Here the noun "friend" modifies another noun "Marc" and hence is an appositive. (Also note that "my best" is an adjectival phrase that modifies the appositive "friend" in turn).
Now consider option E and compare with the above:
Declining values for farm equipment and land, THE COLLATERAL against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season, are going to force many lenders to tighten or deny credit this spring.
Here the noun "the collateral" modifies another noun phrase"farm equipment and land" and hence is an appositive. (Also note that "against which farmers borrow to get through the harvest season" is a relative clause modifier that modifies the appositive"the collateral" in turn).


2. Absolute phrase modifier: A noun + noun modifier structure used to refer to a clause as a whole. (The following example is from Manhattan SC guide)

Scientists have found high levels of iridium in certain geological formations around the world, results that suggest the cataclysmic impact of a meteor millions of years ago.
The underlined part above is the absolute phrase modifier (Noun = results, noun modifier = that suggest the cataclysmic impact of a meteor millions of years ago). THe absolute phrase modifier modifies the whole clause.

2a. Resumptive modifier: A special case of Absolute phrase modifier - the noun within the absolute phrase is a repetition of another noun already used in the clause.
Scientists presented the results of their research , results that suggest the cataclysmic impact of a meteor millions of years ago.
The underlined part above is the absolute phrase modifier (Noun = results, noun modifier: that suggest the cataclysmic impact of a meteor millions of years ago). THe absolute phrase modifier modifies the whole clause. THe noun "results" is repeated.

Abstract noun is something else altogether and bears no relation with the above discussion. A noun that cannot be touched, but can only be felt is an abstract noun. Examples: love, faith, trust, pain etc. (You may go through any high school grammar book to recapitulate the different types of nouns).

Please note that the noun within the absolute phrase modifier (or resumptive modifier) need not be an abstract noun -
After decades of hard work, the workers built the monument, the monument that we all have read about in the history book.
The noun within the resumptive modifier ("The monument") is NOT an abstract noun, but a common noun.


Please let me know if you still have doubts.
----

Thanks for wonderful explanation. I had a similar doubt.

1. Can resumptive modifier refer to other type of the noun (other than abstract).?

I gave her a squared bowl, a bowl that can only be found in Russia. ---is it the correct usage of resumptive modifier?

2.In the below sentence, can we say that modifier -- a consultant in los angeles-- is an appositive modifier?

I went to the bar with john smith, a consultant in los angeles.

------------



1. Yes, your understating is correct. Resumptive modifiers are not limited to just abstract nouns.
2. Yes, your understanding is correct . It is an appositive - the noun "consultant" modifies another noun "John Smith".
AjiteshArun
Manat wrote:
confused between option D & E. Please help!
The use of both borrow against and use as introduces redundancy.

... use as collateral to borrow against...

If someone borrows against X, he or she is using it as collateral.
EducationAisle
gcantre3 wrote:
How can "which" be used without a comma preceding it on the gmat?

Hi gcantre3, I am assuming you are referring to option E here.

Well, one would expect a comma before which on GMAT. However, there is an important exception to this: whenever which appears as part of prepositional phrase (against which in this case), there would not be a comma before which.

For example, following sentence is correct:

This is the car in which the perpetrators arrived at the crime scene.

Again, which appears as part of prepositional phrase (in which in this case); hence, there would not be a comma before which.









81.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/according-to-some-analysts-the-gains-in-the-stock-market-reflect-grow-70645.html#p520819
According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.

(A) that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come

(B) in the economy to avoid the recession, what many feared earlier in the year, rather to come

(C) in the economy's ability to avoid the recession, something earlier in the year many had feared , and instead to come

(D) in the economy to avoid the recession many were fearing earlier in the year, and rather to come

(E) that the economy will avoid the recession that was feared earlier this year by many, with it instead coming

metallicafan
Please, your help with this:
a) According to the OE in the OG 12th: "The original sentence successfully avoids the problems that may occur in a long sentence with multiple modifiers. Two subordinate clauses begin with "that", and one of them is contained within another".
Could someone please explain: why does, in this case, the sentence successfully avoid this usual problem?, and Why, in other cases, other sentences can't?

b) How can one be sure that "come" is parallel with "avoid", and not with "reflect" of the main clause?,

c) In B, why does "rather to come" is wrong?




^^
daagh
Quote:
a) According to the OE in the OG 12th: "The original sentence successfully avoids the problems that may occur in a long sentence with multiple modifiers. Two subordinate clauses begin with "that", and one of them is contained within another".

Could someone please explain: why does, in this case, the sentence successfully avoid this usual problem?, and Why, in other cases, other sentences can't?

b) How can one be sure that "come" is parallel with "avoid", and not with "reflect" of the main clause?,

c) In B, why does "rather to come" is wrong?

The problem with this question is that it is a recent OG question and that we have to take the OA and OE per se, however cryptic or abnormal they are. Let me give my own interpretation of the GMAC’s thinking.

a) According to the OE in the OG 12th: "The original sentence successfully avoids the problems that may occur in a long sentence with multiple modifiers. Two subordinate clauses begin with "that", and one of them is contained within another

(A) that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come

The question here is what is going to avoid the recession? Is it the economy or the confidence? If we realize that it is the economy that will avoid the recession, then the expression ‘in the economy’ becomes irrelevant. Thus A avoids the pitfall of multiple modifier sentences in which it will be difficult to fix which noun will be modified by which modifier. A seems to be better than B, C and D

b) How can one be sure that "come" is parallel with "avoid", and not with "reflect" of the main clause?,

The confidence does two things and those two things must be parallel. One is that the economy will avoid something and instead (will) come in for something. Reflect is a present tense plural verb and (will) come is a singular future tense verb as in ‘will avoid’. Please do not lose sight of the auxiliary verb ‘will’. So 'reflect' and 'come' are
not parallel.

C) In B, why does "rather to come" is wrong

Pl lread in full - “According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence in the economy to avoid the recession, what many feared earlier in the year, rather to come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.”

First part: The gains reflect confidence (in the economy) to avoid the recession
Second part: The gains reflect confidence (in the economy) to come in for soft landing

When OG says that ‘to come’ is not idiomatic, it may be meaning that ‘to come’, though grammatically parallel ‘to avoid’, is not the normal usage. Common usage is to describe it as ‘to avoid’ ‘but / instead come’, dropping the infinitive marker ‘to” in the second part.
soumanag
Option A is correct in this case. The split is between "That" and "in" + "Will avoid" and "to avoid"
Now not considering the portion" growing confidence" we get ..... "the gains in the stock market reflect ..... that the economy will avoid...."
Therefore its either A or E.

The past perfect form had feared is used to keep the logical flow of events. The sequence is jumbled up in the original sentence but can be read like following:
" many had feared earlier in the year" (Past perfect - had feared economy will slow down in past) ....... ( implicit past - economy recovered ) "the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence" (present - reflect confidence now) ...... "the economy will avoid the recession" (future)

The Past Perfect expresses the idea that something occurred before another action in the past. It can also show that something happened before a specific time in the past. - people feared that economy will slow down but stopped fearing after it recovered.
I hope I am correct. Please let me know your views on this.
vishwaprakash
According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.

(A) that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come
(B) in the economy to avoid the recession, what many feared earlier in the year, rather to come
(C) in the economy's ability to avoid the recession, something earlier in the year many had feared , and instead to come
(D) in the economy to avoid the recession many were fearing earlier in the year, and rather to come
(E) that the economy will avoid the recession that was feared eariler this year by many, with it instead coming




Meaning :

Analyst Said : Gains Reflect confidence . Confidence that Economy with Avoid recession. A recession that was feared by many but come soft with increase in business activity.


Sentence Structure :

According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence (Clause - Gain : Subject, Reflect - Verb)
That the economy will avoid the recession, (clause - Economy: Subject, Will avoid : Verb )
that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity. (clause That (Recession) : Subject, had Feared and had come verb)

Second clause modifies "Confidence" and Third clause modifies Recession.

Error Analysis :

1. Use of "that" - Usually That introduces clause (S + V), ( when lot of action is happening in small part of sentence GMAT always prefer Clause instead of Phrases ) As per above structure analysis, we have full clause after every occurrence of that and hence Use of that is correct.

2. Use of Will : Any future prediction need Use of simple future hence use of Will is correct.

3. Use of Past perfect Had : Is fear still exist ? No, It was expected / Feared by many but that fear is not there at the time of analyst making that statement. Analyst made that sentence in past and they talked about "Fear" their past event - So Use of "HAD" is not incorrect.

4. Modifiers : there is not misplaces or dangling modifiers, clauses introduced by "that" logically modifies its preceding noun.

So sentence is correct

Option B,C,D can be eliminated based on the absence of "that"
There are other issues as well in Option B,C and D, such as Incorrect usage of "Rather or Instead"

Let's analyse Option E (only option with "That")
that the economy will avoid the recession - Correct
that was feared eariler this year by many - Simple past tense, that means, when analyst made that statement Fear was in existence that means analyst statement in void. this part changes the intended meaning - incorrect
with it instead coming - Adverbial phrase acting as modifier, what this guy is trying to modify, Recession or economy not clear.
jatinrai
bdumpala wrote:
According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.
(A) that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come
(B) in the economy to avoid the recession, what many feared earlier in the year, rather to come
(C) in the economy's ability to avoid the recession, something earlier in the year many had feared , and instead to come
(D) in the economy to avoid the recession many were fearing earlier in the year, and rather to come
(E) that the economy will avoid the recession that was feared eariler this year by many, with it instead coming
please post your answers with explanations

A is the correct answer. Usage of 'that' makes all the difference. "Gains reflect the confidence that economy will avoid..." is correct. "Gains refect the confidence (in the economy) to avoid..." is flawed.

'in the economy' modifies 'confidence' in options B,C & D. You must try to make sense without reading the modifier in between. Try reading "gains reflect the confidence to avoid...". Does that make any sense?

Ofcourse E is too wordier & flawed that you'll be able to pick between A & E.

Hey guys, surprisingly, this is one exception to the use of idiom: 'instead of'. Can someone explain why is this exception?
nusmavrik

pdarun wrote:
Can you elaborate on "instead" versus "rather".
Rather - shows preference
e.g
1). We ought to invest in machinery rather than buildings.
2) I want a cat rather than a dog

Instead - suggests that one person, thing or action replaces another.
1). I'll have tea instead of coffee, please.
2). I stayed in bed all day instead of going to work.

E is wrong. You can kill C because instead is not followed by infinitive.
(C) in the economy's ability to avoid the recession, something earlier in the year many had feared , and instead to come

egmat
karanthakurani wrote:
Hi EGMAT,

According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.

(A) that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come
(B) in the economy to avoid the recession, what many feared earlier in the year, rather to come
(C) in the economy's ability to avoid the recession, something earlier in the year many had feared , and instead to come
(D) in the economy to avoid the recession many were fearing earlier in the year, and rather to come
(E) that the economy will avoid the recession that was feared eariler this year by many, with it instead coming

Here correct answer is A. But why we are using past perfect tense. here we are talking about three time periods :past (fear of recession), present (time when the sentence was spoken), and future (will avoid recession). Can't we show past by simple past instead of past perfect? I am unable to get this as there cannot be the case of if.. then.. condition.
Also why choice C is wrong? Is it due to parallelism issue?

Hi karanthakurani,
Yes, the usage of past perfect tense is a bit tricky here. We need to understand the structure and the meaning of this sentence.

"According to some analysts" is equal to saying "Analysts said". This is just implied in the sentence. This is the past tense event for the analysts.

Also "earlier this year" makes it clear that the analysts "feared" before they stated their opinion. So the usage of past perfect tense is correct here.

In the presence of words that establish time sequencing, such "earlier in the year", use of past perfect tense is optional and not incorrect. You may or may not choose to use past perfect tense in the presence of such words.

This is the reason why Choice A is correct here.

In Choice C, placement of “earlier in the year” is not correct. It suggests that recession was earlier in the year and not many had feared it earlier in the year. Also, use of “instead to” is not idiomatic.
Regards,
Krishna
egmat
bagdbmba wrote:

Hi eGMAT,
I got the question but need a quick clarification on your explanation above...

Here, "earlier in the year" is a time indicator like "by the time". Right ? You've mentioned that use of past perfect tense is optional. But for a sentence like 'By the time the party ended, the chief guest had left.', use of past perfect tense is must NOT OPTIONAL.

So, please let me know why it'll be optional for this OG question ?

P.S: Optional use of past perfect tense, I guess, only works in a sentence where words such as 'after','before' etc are present,I think. Please correct me if I'm wrong.

Hi @bagdbmba,

Thanks for drawing our attention to this one. [image: :-)]

When time markers are present to indicate the sequencing, the past perfect tense is usually optional. Whether it’s actually used or not depends on the context of the sentence.
I would say that it’s better to use the past perfect tense in the context of this sentence, if only because there are several actions in the sentence, both stated and implied.

1. Earlier: many had feared that the economy was heading into a recession.
2. There were gains in the stock market => Logically, this must have happened after the fears, since people wouldn’t have feared that there would be a recession if the stock market already had gains.
3. The analysts made their statement about what these gains reflect. => This is usually considered the ‘simple past’ part of this sentence. I believe, though, that either this part or the previous one (there were gains in the stock market) could be the ‘simple past’ action here.
4. The analysts’ prediction is that the economy will avoid the recession and instead come in for a ‘soft landing’.

Regards,
Meghna
egmat
bagdbmba wrote:
So in case of time marker/indicator such as "by the time", use of past perfect tense is MUST. 'By the time the party ended, the chief guest had left.' Right ? (Or is "by the time" NOT a time marker? )

Then for which time markers the use of past perfect tense is OPTIONAL, as you say ? Can we list 'em anyhow ?
Hi @bagdmba,

"Earlier" and "by the time" are both 'time markers', since they tell us more about the time at which an action took place. I don't believe we can create any prescriptive list of time markers that must ALWAYS be used in a specific way. In my opinion, the GMAT doesn't work like that. It tests your reasoning abilities, and not your ability to memorize and apply a certain list of terms. The use of a particular tense in the context of a specific sentence depends on the meaning of that sentence. So I would caution you against trying to come up with such lists. If there are any other official questions on tenses for which you'd like to make clarifications, I'm happy to discuss them with you. [image: :-)]

Regards,
Meghna
egmat
vietmoi999 wrote:
I can come to choice A because other choices have clear errors.
But I am uneasy with choice A
there is no past action or past point of time before which "had feared" happened. In nearly all og questions, "had done" has a past point of time or past action.

we can infer the meaning only from the forms of verb in the sentence.

Hi vietmoi999,

A very good question indeed. [image: :)]

You are absolutely correct in saying that there is no ‘past action’ or past point of time’ in this sentence. The usage of the past perfect tense is a little tricky in this sentence. Let’s analyze the structure and meaning of the sentence to understand:

• According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence (C-1)
o that the economy will avoid the recession (C-2)
• that many had feared earlier in the year (C-3)
o and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity. (C-2)....Continued

In the above sentence, “according to some analysts” presents a meaning similar to “some analysts said that”. This is the related past event in the sentence.

So, the two events from the past are:
1. Some analysts said….
2. Many had feared earlier in the year…..

The time marker ‘earlier in the year’ tells us that the 2nd action happened earlier in the past than the 1st action. So, the usage of the past perfect tense is correct here.

Note that, it’s not intuitive to consider “according to some analysts” a separate event, but I would suggest that we try to understand the context of the sentence to see how an event can be expressed without using an action word.

Also, as you have already mentioned, no other answer choice is error-free. So, we can apply POE to get to the answer.

Regards,
Deepak
egmat
TGC wrote:
egmat wrote:
vietmoi999 wrote:
I can come to choice A because other choices have clear errors.
But I am uneasy with choice A
there is no past action or past point of time before which "had feared" happened. In nearly all og questions, "had done" has a past point of time or past action.

we can infer the meaning only from the forms of verb in the sentence.
---

Hi vietmoi999,

A very good question indeed. [image: :)]

You are absolutely correct in saying that there is no ‘past action’ or past point of time’ in this sentence. The usage of the past perfect tense is a little tricky in this sentence. Let’s analyze the structure and meaning of the sentence to understand:

• According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence (C-1)
o that the economy will avoid the recession (C-2)
• that many had feared earlier in the year (C-3)
o and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity. (C-2)....Continued

In the above sentence, “according to some analysts” presents a meaning similar to “some analysts said that”. This is the related past event in the sentence.

So, the two events from the past are:
1. Some analysts said….
2. Many had feared earlier in the year…..

The time marker ‘earlier in the year’ tells us that the 2nd action happened earlier in the past than the 1st action. So, the usage of the past perfect tense is correct here.

Note that, it’s not intuitive to consider “according to some analysts” a separate event, but I would suggest that we try to understand the context of the sentence to see how an event can be expressed without using an action word.

Also, as you have already mentioned, no other answer choice is error-free. So, we can apply POE to get to the answer.

Regards,
Deepak
----

Hi e-gmat,

Thanks for the good explanation. However, below is my query.

How can we be so sure of the phrase "According to some analysts" is a past event?

Unless the below are mentioned we cannot be sure enough?

(1). Currently, according to analysts : Present
(2). In the past, according to analyst: Past
(3). According to analyst in the coming years: Future

And lastly for the indefinite time when we don't know the time period we use "Present Perfect"

(4). According to analysts: Present perfect.

Please clarify !

Hi Saurabh,

It is not advisable to use the present perfect when the time period is not known. The present perfect tense is used when we need to show the duration over which an action has continued or when the effect of an event that happened in the past are still visible in the present.

Also, the time marker "earlier in the year" tells us that the recession was feared earlier in the year. So, what event could possibly have happened after this fear? The context of the sentence tells us that the claims of the analysis is the only thing that could have happened afterwards.

Regards,
Deepak



KyleWiddison
tomlui2010 wrote:
vietmoi999 wrote:
on most sc problems, "had done" need a part time/action as a mark. for some problems, "had done " dose not. luckily, in this problems, there is another error clear for us to solve
---
Here is what i got --

for something that happened in the past but is important at the time of reporting:
I couldn’t get into the house. I had lost my keys.
Teresa wasn’t at home. She had gone shopping.

Please let me know, if this can be considered as a rule.

Your examples (which you can turn into a single sentence by connecting with 'because') follow the standard rules of past perfect - two actions in the past with one happening before the other.

You don't need to look at a different rule to justify the past perfect.
GMATPill
282552 wrote:
Can anybody please explain the difference in use of "confidence that" and "confidence in" .I thought confidence in is a correct idiom.Expert please help!!!

Either "confident that" and "confident in" can be correct. When it comes to GMAT -- oftentimes it's not black and white. One is not necessarily always right while the other is always wrong -- try to think in terms of grey/middle areas where both can be correct.

In this case, the question is not testing you on an idiom usage -- there are other problems in other parts of the sentence that you should be directing your attention (and not wasting time on this particular area).

Also, we recommend that you create a free account here and watch through our video explanations of OG questions: http://www.gmatpill.com/official-guide- ... ?id=ogsc50
GMATNinja
RMD007 wrote:
GMATNinja, Please explain the use of "that" in the original sentence.

As I understand, first "that" refers to the clause "the economy will avoid the recession" and second "that" stands for "recession". Please correct if this is wrong.

This is an example in which I see multiple use of "that" in one sentence.
Original sentence again:
Quote:
According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.

You're on the right track! The first "that" ("that the economy will avoid the recession...") is just telling us more about the "growing confidence." The second "that" ("that many had feared earlier in the year") is just describing "the recession." Both are fine.

And its perfectly fine to see multiple "thats" in a single sentence, too. A full rundown of the various uses of "that" can be found here: https://gmatclub.com/forum/experts-topi ... 43686.html

Quote:
On the similar lines, is below sentence also correct?
It is great to take part in the GMAT Club forum as it has many experts like GMATNinja [image: :)]
I'm not completely sure which part of this sentence has inspired your question, but in most cases, the GMAT would prefer "such as" instead of "like", since you're introducing an example of an expert (albeit a lazy one who has done a totally crappy job of keeping up with questions this summer!). Personally, I don't like the sound of "as it has many experts...", but I don't think that there's anything inherently wrong with it on the GMAT.

egmat
pra1785 wrote:
But isnt it wrong to use 'ínstead' before a clause?

Usage of "instead of" is restricted to nouns, whereas usage of "rather than" is more flexible. "Rather than" can be used with nouns or verbs / infinitives /participles. The reason is that "instead of" ends with the preposition "of" and hence requires a noun.

hi sayantanc2k
I am also confused about the usage rather and instead of here.
If instead is used with noun, isn't it wrong in option A?
Hello pra1785,
The phrase instead of is followed by a noun because a preposition is ALWAYS followed by a noun.

The original sentence that is also the correct sentence uses only instead - an adverb - that correctly precedes the verb come in.
---Shraddha
egmat
longhaul123 wrote:
Just to clarify the word earlier in the year invariably refers that the fear occurred earlier in the year and that the growing confidence in the economy showed that there was a soft landing. And since fear occurred earlier in the year we use past perfect??
Hello longhaul123,

You are correct in saying that the usage of the phrase earlier in the year prompts the usage of past perfect tense verb had feared.

If we put all the events in the chronological order, we will find that:

Event 1: Many had feared recession earlier in the year.
Event 2: Analysts said.
Event 3: the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence
Event 4: the economy will avoid the recession and come in for a 'soft landing'
Event 5: The business activity will gradually increase.

Since, between the two past events - Event 1 and Event 2, the action of had feared took place earlier, usage of past perfect tense is correct.

---Shraddha
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
guhancr7 wrote:
EMPOWERgmatVerbal
Could you please provide an explanation for this question?

Hi guhancr7! I'd be glad to give an explanation for this question! To begin, here is the original with any major differences between the options highlighted in orange:

According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.

(A) that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come
(B) in the economy to avoid the recession, what many feared earlier in the year, rather to come
(C) in the economy's ability to avoid the recession, something earlier in the year many had feared , and instead to come
(D) in the economy to avoid the recession many were fearing earlier in the year, and rather to come
(E) that the economy will avoid the recession that was feared earlier this year by many, with it instead coming
After a quick glance over the options, we see a few areas we can focus our attention on:

1. will avoid vs. to avoid (Verb Tense & Meaning)
2. feared / had feared / fearing (Verb Tense)
3. and instead come / rather to come / and instead to come / and rather to come / with it instead to come (Parallelism)

The quickest way to answer this question is to actually focus on #3 on our list: parallelism. There are two actions the economy will take in this sentence, and they must be parallel. Let's take a look at the original sentence for clues:

According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.

We need to make sure that the options all use parallel wording with "avoid." Let's see how they stack up:

(A) that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come = PARALLEL
(B) in the economy to avoid the recession, what many feared earlier in the year, rather to come = NOT PARALLEL
(C) in the economy's ability to avoid the recession, something earlier in the year many had feared , and instead to come = NOT PARALLEL
(D) in the economy to avoid the recession many were fearing earlier in the year, and rather to come = NOT PARALLEL
(E) that the economy will avoid the recession that was feared earlier this year by many, with it instead coming = NOT PARALLEL

There you have it - option A is the correct choice! It's the only option that uses parallel structure throughout the sentence.

So why didn't I start with #1 or #2 on my list?

#1 on my list (to avoid vs. will avoid) is incredibly confusing to try to explain. It has more to do with how to handle modifiers and intended meaning, which will take you more time to work out while taking the GMAT. Parallelism typically is a quicker thing to check for, so it makes more sense to start there.

#2 on my list (how each option ends) relies on your understanding of idioms that use words like "rather" and "instead." As I understand it, the word "rather" deals with degrees of something (it's rather cold outside) and "instead" is used to offer up an alternative (let's go to the mall instead). However, trying to focus on this option will also take a lot more time than necessary.

I hope this helps! By focusing on the grammar concepts that are easier to handle, you might find that they help you answer the question much faster than just picking the first thing you notice! [image: :)] [image: :thumbup:]
AjiteshArun
KaranB1 wrote:
Lets look at the last word split. Option B,C and D can be eliminated as "come"( a verb) is preceded by "to"(a preposition). What should follow preposition is a noun/pronoun.

E.g. Sam is going to(Preposition) home(noun).

To can also be an infinitive marker, in which case it is normal for us to see the basic form of a verb after it. For example:

Sam is going to come home soon.
AjiteshArun
KaranB1 wrote:
Agreed. However, "to" is not a preposition in this context.

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/preposition

Then we're on the same page. [image: :)] To is not always a preposition.

AjiteshArun
akash7gupta11 wrote:
instead come in for a 'soft landing'
This might be a very silly question what is the subject of -instead come in for a 'soft landing'- in the above sentence.
AjiteshArun
There's no such thing as a silly question. [image: :)]

The subject of instead come is the economy. Just watch out for the will in front of avoid though.

... the economy will (a) avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and (b) instead come in for a 'soft landing'...

If we didn't have a will there:

... the economy (a) avoids the recession and (b) comes in for a 'soft landing'...


GMATNinja
aniket16c wrote:
Please help me clarify whether the reasons behind eliminating the different options are correct:

Option b. A connector behind "rather" is missing. "Rather" signifies preferrence over the other. However in this sentence the "soft lamding" is replacing the other effects of recession. Hence use of "rather is incorrect.
Option c. In one of the post, it is mentioned that "earlier in the year modifies recession", while it should modify "fear". Can you please clarify this statement and the reason to eliminate option C.
In addition to that, number of posts mention parallelism to eliminate all the incorrect options. I would like to understand what is wrong in the use of "to avoid" and "to come" in option B.

Here's the full sentence, with choice (A) and choice (C) inserted:
Quote:
(A) According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence that the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year and instead come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.

Quote:
(C) According to some analysts, the gains in the stock market reflect growing confidence in the economy's ability to avoid the recession, something earlier in the year many had feared , and instead to come in for a 'soft landing', followed by a gradual increase in the business activity.
Now let's look at a couple differences between (A) and (C):

(1) Confidence in vs confidence that

Here are stripped down versions of each:
(A) "The gains reflect growing confidence that the economy will avoid the recession ... and instead come in for a 'soft landing'..."
(C) "The gains reflect growing confidence in the economy's ability to avoid the recession... and instead to come in for a 'soft landing'...".
So we essentially have:
(A) "... confidence THAT the economy will (1) avoid the recession and (2) come in for a soft landing..."
(C) "... confidence in the economy's ability (1) to avoid the recession... and (2) to come in for a 'soft landing'...".
There's a difference in meaning here. With (A), there is confidence THAT something will happen. With (C), there is confidence in the economy's ABILITY to do X and Y. Which makes more sense: there are gains in the stock market because we feel confident in the economy's ABILITY to do something? Or there are gains in the stock market because we feel confident that X and Y will actually happen? I'd go with the latter.

Also, compare these two:
· "We are confident THAT the economy will come in for a soft landing, followed by a gradual increase in business activity"
· "We are confident in the economy's ability to come in for a soft landing, followed by a gradual increase in business activity"

The latter makes it sound as though the economy has the ABILITY to be followed by something. The former simply expresses that we are confident that something will take place after the soft landing. The latter makes more sense, so (A) looks better so far.

(2) "(A) ... the economy will avoid the recession that many had feared earlier in the year... " vs "(C) ... the economy's ability to avoid the recession, something earlier in the year many had feared."

In choice (A), there is no question that "that many had feared earlier in the year" modifies "recession". In (C), the modifier "something earlier in the year many had feared" is a bit more ambiguous: is the recession the thing that many had feared? Or is the economy's ability the thing that many had feared? Obviously the latter wouldn't make any sense. The construction in (A) is clearer, so that's another vote for (A).

Even though (C) doesn't have any definitive grammatical errors , when we stack it up against choice (A), (A) is clearer and more logical, and therefore our winner.

I hope that helps!








82.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/since-1986-when-the-department-of-labor-began-to-allow-investment-offi-243043.html#p660685
Since 1986 when the Department of Labor began to allow investment officers' fees to be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations began paying their investment advisers a small basic fee, with a contract promising higher fees if the managers perform well.


(A) investment officers' fees to be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations began

(B) investment officers' fees to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations began

(C) that fees of investment officers be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations have begun

(D) fees of investment officers to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations have begun

(E) that investment officers' fees be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations began

GMATNinja
This one isn't quite as ugly as the QOTD on crickets, but there's a nice bit of "next-level" pronoun stuff going on here.
And for those of you who missed it, we also covered this question in our live YouTube session this past Monday. The video is available here.

Quote:
(A) investment officers' fees to be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations began

OK, so here's another little nuance that the GMAT seems to like: subject pronouns ("they", in this case) can't refer back to possessive nouns. This rule seems a little bit silly to me, but I can't find any official GMAT questions that violate this rule.

So in this particular question, "they" must refer back to... "fees", I guess, since it can't refer to the possessive "investment officers'"? And "fees" would make no sense.

Also, "since 1986" requires us to use the present perfect tense "have begun," not the past tense "began." Eliminate (A).

Quote:
(B) investment officers' fees to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations began
Same exact errors as (A). So (B) is gone, too.

Quote:
(C) that fees of investment officers be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations have begun

I'm really not crazy about the phrase "began to allow that fees of investment officers be based on how the funds they manage perform..." Really, "allow that fees... be based..."?? That's a mess. If you wanted to be conservative, you could hang onto this one. But as we'll see in a moment, (D) is a better option.

Quote:
(D) fees of investment officers to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations have begun
Sure, this looks better: "allow fees... to be based." Much cleaner than the same part of (C). So we can keep (D).

Quote:
(E) that investment officers' fees be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations began
Same pair of errors as in (A) and (B). (E) is gone, and (D) is the correct answer.
gmatisnothard
Since 1986, when the Department of Labor began to allow investment officers' fees to be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations began paying their investment advisers a small basic fee, with a contract promising higher fees if the managers perform well.

(A) investment officers’ fees to be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations began
(B) investment officers’ fees to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations began
(C) that fees of investment officers be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations have begun
(D) fees of investment officers to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations have begun
(E) that investment officers' fees be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations began
Some thoughts:
1. Since + Time + Present perfect tense:
Since the sentence has begun with "since +time", we should be stick to the use of present perfect tense.
=> This eliminates A, B, and E.
2. "To allow X to do Y" is the correct idiom. So, the use of "to allow that X be y" is not redundant but also unidiomatic.
=> This eliminates C.
egmat
thangvietnam wrote:
I am e gmat customer and I see that many e-gmat's articles are great.

The following is from OG. I get to the right answer comfortablly.
But I do not understand the use of "with a contract... well" . This phrase modify the previous clause. Is that right? "with" refer to what noun?

It seem that gmat dose not test this point of grammar. However , knowing how "with" phrase can be used is good for us. I see this "with" phrase appear many times on gmatprep.

e gmat expert, pls, explain fully the role of "with" phrase in the sentence.
Thank you.

Since 1986, when the Department of Labor began to allow// investment officers' fees to be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations began// paying their investment advisers a small basic fee, with a contract promising higher fees if the managers perform well.
(A) investment officers’ fees to be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations
began
(B) investment officers’ fees to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several
corporations began
123
(C) that fees of investment officers be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations
have begun
(D) fees of investment officers to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several
corporations have begun
(E) that investment officers' fees be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several
corporations began

Hi thangvietnam,
We will definitely write an article on prepositional phrase modifiers. But for now, I will give you a general idea about your query.

“with” modifiers are very versatile modifiers.

They can modify either the preceding clause or the preceding nouns. What they modify actually depends on the context of the sentence and the wording of the modifier itself.

Consider this correct sentence from an official question:
Bihar is India’s poorest state, with an annual per capita income of $111, lower than that of the most impoverished countries of the world.

In this sentence, with modifier actually modifies the preceding noun. With modifier in this sentence has the following sense
India’s poorest state, which has an annual per capita income of $111
Notice how “which has” can be understood to replace “with”.

However, this modifier can be understood to modify the subject of the clause as well because of the nature of the verb - is. This is a linking verb, which establishes the following relationship:
Bihar = India’s poorest state.
So whatever modifies India’s poorest state also modifies Bihar. You can notice similar behavior of the verb-ed modifier in OG12#5 – ‘Diabetes ranks as…....’

Now lets consider a scenario in which “with” modifier modifies the preceding clause.
This is a GMATPrep Question. You can find the detailed solution of this question at this link.

Visitors to the park have often looked up into the leafy canopy and seen monkeys sleeping on the branches, with arms and legs hanging like socks on a clothesline.

The highlighted modifier above modifies the preceding clause. In essence this sentence can be written as two separate sentences:
1. Visitors to the park have often looked up into the leafy canopy and seen monkeys sleeping on the branches,
2. Their arms and legs are hung like socks on a clothesline.
So sentence 2 has been converted into with modifier. This modifier extends the thought of the preceding clause by providing a detail supporting it.

Now if the above sounds very complicated, then do not worry about it. As long as you know that these modifiers are versatile and hence can modify preceding clause and preceding nouns, you would be fine. Let the meaning of the sentence guide you. You should understand the meaning of the sentence and ensure that one of these roles fit well.

Now based on this treatment, can you analyze the sentence in your post and tell me what is the role of "with modifier". Remember CONTEXT is the key.

I look forward to your response.
Thanks,

Payal
daagh
Two principles in play here:
1. As the term ‘since’ has been used, the tense of the main clause should be present perfect namely, ‘have begun’ A, B and E are out.
2. A concept such as allowing something is not a subject of the subjunctive mood; Hence C and E are out. This leaves only D. It uses the present perfect and does not use the subjunctive.
egmat
cocojiz wrote:
I chose B... not getting the diff between began/have begun in this structure

Hello cocojiz,
Whenever a sentence uses since in the context of time, the sentence uses the present perfect tense verb. For example:

His brother has been serving in the army since 2000.

This official sentence also uses the phrase Since 1986. Hence, the main verb in the sentence must be in present perfect tense. Choices A, B. and E can be right away rejected for the incorrect use of simple past tense verb began.

Between Choice C and D, use of subjunctive verb form in Choice C incorrect. Choice D very precisely presents the intended meaning of the sentence.

---Shraddha
GMATNinja
amlan1985 wrote:
Hi GMATNinja,
Though we have no way to disagree with OA, I have the below doubt with option D

In "Fees of investment officers" , investment officers is the object of the preposition "of". And it has been much discussed in other posts that object of a preposition can't act as Subject of a sentence. So how is it that "they"'s antecedent is an object of a preposition?

I'm not quite sure what you mean by this. "They" isn't the subject of the sentence: "several corporations" is the subject of the main (independent) clause. And there's no reason why a pronoun can't refer back to the object of a preposition -- if such a rule exists somewhere, the GMAT clearly doesn't care about it.

So sure: by definition, the subject of the sentence can't simultaneously act as the object of a preposition -- but I don't think that's relevant here at all.
I hope this helps!
egmat
mba.2020 wrote:
Hi Shraddha,

Where is the use of a present perfect tense in the example you provided? Why isn't it "His brother has served in the army since 2000"?

Hello mba.2020,

Thank you for pointing put the error in my example sentence. I have corrected the same accordingly.

Well generally, when since is used as time marker, the sentence is written in present perfect continuous tense to present the continuation of the action in the present. We have a few official questions as well in which we see this usage in the correct answer choice.

But yes, we can also use just present perfect tense also with since as evident by the correct answer choice of the official problem in question. It is just that we cannot use simple present tense verb with since.

---Shraddha
egmat
amlan1985 wrote:
Hi GMATNinja,

Though we have no way to disagree with OA, I have the below doubt with option D

In "Fees of investment officers" , investment officers is the object of the preposition "of". And it has been much discussed in other posts that object of a preposition can't act as Subject of a sentence. So how is it that "they"'s antecedent is an object of a preposition?

Regards
Amlan

Hello Amlan amlan1985,

I guess I know what your confusion is.

Since the noun entity ‘investment officers’ lie in a prepositional phrase, you think that a pronoun cannot refer to it.

This is certianly not the case.

A noun entity in a prepositional phrase cannot act as the subject of a clause. This is the only restriction on a noun entity in a prepositional phrase. A pronoun or a noun modifier can very well refer to a noun entity preceded by a preposition.

Hence, there is no issue regarding the pronoun reference of they in the correct answer choice.

---Shraddha
egmat
leanhdung wrote:
Hi GMATNinja,
In in the correct option D, i think they refers to investment officers and their refers to several corporations.

So if my reasoning is correct, they and their refer to different entities (investment officers and several corporations's).

Is this case violating the pronoun rule?

Hello leanhdung,
A pronoun must refer to only one noun without any ambiguity whatsoever. This is the only rule that we must keep in mind while looking for ambiguous pronoun reference.

You are absolutely correct in saying that while pronoun they  refer to investment officers, pronoun their  refers to several corporations.

However, there is no ambiguity whatsoever in the reference of these two pronouns. The context of the sentence allows they to refer to only investments officers while allows their to refer to several corporations only.

So these two different pronouns clearly refer to two different noun entities.

---Shraddha
egmat
yyyyyttttt wrote:
C is right ans

Hello yyyyyttttt,
I am afraid Choice C is not the correct answer for this question.

The word allow does not require subjunctive verb as we see in Choice C.

This word is followed by a to verb phrase as we see in the correct answer choice D.
---Shraddha
GMATNinja
mahi816 wrote:
Since 1986 when the Department of Labor began to allow investment officers' fees to be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations began paying their investment advisers a small basic fee, with a contract promising higher fees if the managers perform well.

(A) investment officers' fees to be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations began
(B) investment officers' fees to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations began
(C) that fees of investment officers be based on how the funds they manage perform, several corporations have begun
(D) fees of investment officers to be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations have begun
(E) that investment officers' fees be based on the performance of the funds they manage, several corporations began


As per your explanations, In the options C and D, they refers to the investment officers.

But fees is also a possible antecedent for they, then this should be the case of pronoun ambiguity right. Can you please help me by explaining why they is not referring to fees.


This sentence is a good example of why pronoun ambiguity isn't a foolproof reason to eliminate answer choices. (More on that in this video.)

When you see a pronoun, ask yourself if there's a logical antecedent somewhere in the sentence. If there is, move on to other issues. In both (D) and (C), "they" indicates that we're looking for a plural referent. The closest plural noun is "investment officers," and it makes perfect sense for investment officers to manage the funds, so "they" is fine.

The fact that there's another plural noun, "fees," is not a reason to automatically eliminate these options. First, no reasonable reader would be genuinely confused about whether it's the fees that are managing the funds! More importantly, there are many examples of OA's in which we see a potentially ambiguous pronoun, so the question writers are telling us quite clearly that pronoun ambiguity is not inherently wrong -- and we always want to look for more concrete errors before resorting to pronoun ambiguity as a deciding factor.

I hope that helps!


83.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/judge-bonham-denied-a-motion-to-allow-members-of-the-jury-to-go-home-a-86295.html#p151888
Judge Bonham denied a motion to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of to confine them to a hotel.

(A) to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of to confine them to

(B) that would have allowed members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of confined to

(C) under which members of the jury are allowed to go home at the end of each day instead of confining them in

(D) that would allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day rather than confinement in

(E) to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day rather than be confined to
daagh
Let's first go through a bit of conceptual theory regarding the use of verb+ing words.

1. Just because an 'ing' is attached to a verb, it doesn't become a gerund. In fact, there are three forms of ing that one will come across in formal writing. The first is the present participle, (with or without a comma before). Such an "ing" word is always a modifier and never a gerund.

Here in this example, the use of allowing without a comma before modifies the motion and with a comma before 'ing' word modifies Judge Botham and his denial. In both cases, however, the present participle is a modifier.

2. To become a gerund the 'ing' word must act as a noun and will mostly be either the subject or object of a clause. If it is a subject, it will most probably start a clause or at least be a part of a noun phrase that will in sum be the subject. What is more important is that such a word or phrase will be immediately followed by a verb to corroborate that what you have before is indeed a subject. In some cases, there will be possessive adjectives before 'the' ing word or an article acting as an adjective. Since possessives and adjectives modify nouns, we can be sure that the following 'ing' word must be a gerund.
Example
Being addicted to drinks has ruined many a person. 
'Being addicted' is a gerund and a noun phrase followed by its verb 'has ruined'.
Exercising is a good discipline if done regularly -- Here exercising is a gerund with its verb 'is'
An 'ing' gerund is a legal application in GMAT.
3. The third use of verb+ing is to use it as a part of a passive voice verb, considered legal in GMAT.
Example

He looked peeved when the inquiry committee was questioning him.

With this bit of theory in mind, one can find that the use of present participles is out of place in the context and hence wrong.

Now on to the official choices:                                                                                                                      
Judge Bonham denied a motion to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of to confine them to a hotel.

(A) to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of to confine them to
(B) that would have allowed members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of confined to
(C) under which members of the jury are allowed to go home at the end of each day instead of confining them in
(D) that would allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day rather than confinement in
(E) to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day rather than be confined to

First of all, let's ruthlessly reject choices A, B, and C for using the unidiomatic 'instead of'.

Between D and E, the infinitive 'to allow' pointedly indicates that the motion, yet to be approved then, had a definite purpose inherent in it, while in D 'that would allow' is more indicative than intentional. Therefore, E is the best.
mikeCoolBoy
Judge Bonham denied a motion to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of
to confine them to a hotel.
(A) to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of to confine them to

I think this suggests that the members of the jury confine themselves to a hotel, a fact that does not make any sense
notice that the parallelism is between go and confine so the sentence reads

members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of [members of the jury] to confine them to a hotel


(B) that would have allowed members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of confined to

I think you need passive voice here in confined to suggest that the members are confined. The sentence reads

a motion that would have allowed members of the jury to confined to ...

(C) under which members of the jury are allowed to go home at the end of each day instead of confining them in

I'm not sure whether confine in is idiomatic. anyway to go home is not parallel to confining

(D) that would allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day rather than confinement in

note parallel structures to go home rather confinement

(E) to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day rather than be confined to

This answer choice maintains parallelism and properly uses passive voice so that the members are confined to a hotel.
ak_idc
OE:

In this sentence, members of the jury are presented with two options: they may (1) go home or (2) be confined to a hotel. The rejected motion would have allowed them to do the first rather than [to] suffer the second.
Members of the jury must be the logical subject of both options, and both must be expressed in parallel form, that is, as infinitive clauses. E, the best choice, observes these requirements. In A and C, the phrase members
of the jury is not the logical subject of the second option, to confine them or confining them, since jury members are not doing the confining. In B and D, confined and confinement are not infinitives and thus do not parallel to go in the first option.
bmwhype2
I think the hardest part of this question is the parallelism. I initially start the parallelism with (to go home...). I guess the trick is to look how the second half starts and work backwards to see where the first one should start.

Judge Bonham denied a motion to allow members of the jury to
go home at the end of each day
rather than
be confined to a hotel

Vercules
ratinarace wrote:
Judge Bonham denied a motion to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of to confine them to a hotel.

(A) to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of to confine them to
(B) that would have allowed members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of confined to
(C) under which memebrs of the jury are allowed to go home at the end of each day instead of confining them in
(D) that would allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day rather than confinement in
(E) to allow members of the jury to go home at the end of each day rather than be confined to

can someone please explain A vs E??

There are lot of old posts discussing this question, but I think our community has evolved a lot since then [image: :)] ...
Hi ratinarace,

The first thing that differentiates E from A is the use of "rather than".

"rather than" expresses a preference, whereas "instead of" expresses replacement

Moreover the "of" in instead of is a preposition, so "instead of" should always be followed by a noun, whereas "rather than" is used to compare nouns and verbs, so you can use nouns and verbs after rather than. In GMAT 'rather than' construction is more likely to be correct. If at all you have to guess, then guess the one with rather than in it.

e.g.

I would prefer to go to school rather than sit idle at home

I wanted to play football instead of hockey.

In (E) "Judge Bonham" denied a motion that gives one activity preference over another.

Hope this helps,

Vercules



sayantanc2k
mbaprep2016 wrote:
I choose E based in Subjunctive Mood , apart from idiom... Experts please correct me if it does not comes under Subjunctive Mood and i did wrong analyses , because in whole discussion no body mentioned anything about the Subjunctive Mood ...
No, there is no subjunctive mood in option E - you are probably misguided because of "be confined". Here "be confimed" is not a verb in subjunctive mood. It is an infinitive in parallel with "go home" - "to" is outside the parrallel structure (X rather than Y) and hence covers both "go home" and "be confined".

..allowed memebers of the jury to (go home) rather than (be confined). X = "go home", Y = "be confined".
EducationAisle
aurobindomahanty wrote:
IN GMAT RATHER THAN USED BETWEEN TWO VERBS(ACTIONS, PHRASES), INSTEAD OF USED BETWEEN TWO NOUNS

Indeed, instead of is a preposition (after all, it ends with preposition of) and hence, must be followed by a Noun/Pronoun.

The tricky thing to remember is that Rather than is actually quite flexible and can also be followed by Noun.

For example, in the following sentence, rather than is followed by a noun (a type):

Recently discovered fossil remains strongly suggest that the Australian egg-laying mammals of today are a branch of the main stem of mammalian evolution rather than a type that developed independently from a common ancestor of mammals more than 220 million years ago.

EducationAisle
Akshay2402 wrote:
Why OPtion "B" is wrong

Hi Akshay, easy way to see option B, would be through the lens of parallelism.

Clearly the structure is:

...that would have allowed members of the jury to go home at the end of each day instead of confined to a hotel.

...that would have allowed members of the jury to <do something> instead of <something else>

So, we can deconstruct the sentence as:

...that would have allowed members of the jury to X instead of Y

After doing the above X-Y deconstruct, it is clear that the portion outside this X-Y deconstruct is:

...that would have allowed members of the jury to

Since this portion is outside this X-Y deconstruct, this portion is common to the X-Y deconstruct. This means that this common portion should individually make sense with X and with Y as well.

Let's see if that is happening in B:

i) Common portion with X:

...that would have allowed members of the jury to go home at the end of each day
- Seems fine.

ii) Common portion with Y:

...that would have allowed members of the jury to confined to a hotel.
- This is obviously incorrect. Hence, option B is incorrect.

At the very least, it should have been:
...that would have allowed members of the jury to be confined to a hotel.









84.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/the-physical-structure-of-the-human-eye-enables-it-to-sense-light-of-49555.html#p348755
The physical structure of the human eye enables it to sense light of wavelengths up to 0.0005 millimeters; infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye.

(A) infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye

(B) however, the wavelength of infrared radiation—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye making it invisible

(C) infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long for the eye to register it

(D) however, because the wavelength of infrared radiation is 0.1 millimeters, it is too long for the eye to register and thus invisible

(E) however, infrared radiation has a wavelength of 0.1 millimeters that is too long for the eye to register, thus making it invisible
egmat
atalwar wrote:
Please explain how reference to it in choice D and E is wrong. in D,E og says reference to it is not clear. can you highlight this.. is it in these sentences pointing wavelength or infrared (both) ?? how it in B is clear? Is the same error not in B ?

Hi Aditya,
Let me write the entire sentence taking Option D into consideration.

The physical structure of the human eye enables it to sense light of wavelengths up to 0.0005 millimeters; however, because the wavelength of infrared radiation is 0.1 millimeters, it is too long for the eye to register and thus invisible.

As you can see the pronoun “it” is ambiguous. It can refer to either “wavelength” or “infrared radiation”.

Even if you say that only wavelength can be long and so “it” properly refers to wavelength, then you can say that “thus invisible” is modifying “wavelength” in that case.

The original sentence intends to say that the “infrared radiation” is invisible to the eye because of some reasons. The original sentence doesn’t intend to say that “the wavelength is invisible”.
This is the error in Option D.

Now let us look at the entire sentence taking Option E into consideration.

The physical structure of the human eye enables it to sense light of wavelengths up to 0.0005 millimeters; however, infrared radiation has a wavelength of 0.1 millimeters that is too long for the eye to register, thus making it invisible

Again, the pronoun “it” is ambiguous. (Making radiation invisible or Making wavelength invisible?)

Also the use of “that” is incorrect.
a. Trees which give oxygen are essential for life on earth.
b. Trees that give oxygen are essential for life on earth.

Sentence (a) tells us that trees are essential for life on earth and states a property of trees i.e. Trees give oxygen.
Sentence (b) tells us that only trees that give oxygen are essential for life on earth.
This is the meaning difference between “which” and “that”

The usage of “that” in Option E brings about a similar meaning change. It is talking about “a particular wavelength of 0.1 millimeters that is too long for eye to register”, whereas the original sentence intends to say that “all wavelengths of 0.1 millimeters are too long for eye to register.”

Hope you get the difference in the meanings.
For the reasons above stated, Option E is incorrect too.

Hope this helps! [image: :-)]
Regards,
Krishna
skovinsky
ajit257 wrote:
The physical structure of the human eye enables it to sense light of wavelengths up to 0.0005 millimeters; infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye.

(A) infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye
(B) however, the wavelength of infrared radiation—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye making it invisible
(C) infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long for the eye to register it
(D) however, because the wavelength of infrared radiation is 0.1 millimeters, it is too long for the eye to register and thus invisible
(E) however, infrared radiation has a wavelength of 0.1 millimeters that is too long for the eye to register, thus making it invisible

Please can some explain why choice b is not correct ?
Hi! This question is an excellent test of modification, which is heavily tested on the GMAT.

As always, when first evaluating a sentence it's best to ignore the "extra bits" - focus on the subject and verb.

First, we recognize that the semicolon divides two equal sentences; in effect, we can ignore everything that comes before it. So, let's only focus on the underlined portion.

In the original (and, of course, choice (A)), we have:

Quote:
infrared radiation is invisible because its wavelength is too long to be registered by the eye.

Seems like a perfectly sound sentence - it's clear what's invisible (IR), "its" has a single clear antecedent (IR) and no style issues. Lookin' good!

Next up is (B):
Quote:
however, the wavelength ... is too long to be registered by the eye making it invisible.

This one isn't as clear: "it" is supposed to refer to IR, but actually modifies the subject of the sentence, "the wavelength". As noted by our Trojan-loving poster, a prepositional phrase can't be the subject, so even though (B) contains "of infrared radiation" that's not a legal parent noun for "it".

Here's another very useful general rule for the GMAT: ignore prepositional phrases. Such phrases appear all the time and are pretty much always just in there to distract you from the basic sentence structure.

Next we have (C):
Quote:
infrared radiation is invisible because its wavelength is too long for the eye to register it.


More pronoun problems (pronouns are another very commonly tested grammar concept)! "it" at the end of the sentence could refer to either IR or wavelength. When you see an ambiguous pronoun, move on!

(Technically pronouns refer to the closest "legal" preceding parent noun - in this sentence that would be "wavelength" - but for the most part the GMAT abhors pronoun ambiguity.)




How about (D):
Quote:
however, because the wavelength of infrared radiation is 0.1 millimeters, it is too long for the eye to register and thus invisible.

Same issue as (B) - "of infrared radiation" can't be the antecedent for "it".

Finally (E):
Quote:
however, infrared radiation has a wavelength of 0.1 millimeters that is too long for the eye to register, thus making it invisible.

"that" renders this sentence awkward; also, "it" at the end could refer to IR, wavelength or the eye.
joshnsit
Want to know if there is any rule which establishes that "it" in C/D/E is referring to "wavelength"?
In D, I can though say it upto some extent, but not in C/E [image: :(] . It has shaken some of my basics. Can some1 explain this?

beckee529 wrote:
The physical structure of the human eye enables it to sense light of wavelengths up to 0.0005 millimeters; infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye.
(A) infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye

RIGHT
(B) however, the wavelength of infrared radiation—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye making it invisible

Seems to suggest wavelength is too long and makes the eye invisible.

(C) infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long for the eye to register it

the eye does not register wavelength

(D) however, because the wavelength of infrared radiation is 0.1 millimeters, it is too long for the eye to register and thus invisible

WORDY. Again wavelength is too long for the eye to register and thus invisible suggests the wavelength is invisble

(E) however, infrared radiation has a wavelength of 0.1 millimeters that is too long for the eye to register, thus making it invisible

Wordy again. Also infrared radiation cannot make ITSELF invisible as the sentence seems to suggest.
pqhai
nson wrote:
Everything about choice C

I don't agree with the notion that "it do not refer to a clear antecedent" or "it refers to wavelength"

Reason:In choice C, we already got a "its", so "it" and "its" must refer to the same subject---infrared radiation.

So, what is wrong with choice C?

IMO, "it" is redundant here.
the sentence"because its wavelength···is too long for the eye to register" is complete, and we do not need a "it" after register!

Hi nson.

You're correct. "it" is redundant in C.
For example:
WRONG: The test took me 1 hour to complete it <== "it" is redundant.
CORRECT: The test took me 1 hour to complete

Same question:
rivaling-the-pyramids-of-egypt-or-even-the-ancient-cities-of-30856.html?fl=similar

Hope it helps.
egmat
nson wrote:
Everything about choice C
I don't agree with the notion that "it do not refer to a clear antecedent" or "it refers to wavelength"
Reason:In choice C, we already got a "its", so "it" and "its" must refer to the same subject---infrared radiation.
So, what is wrong with choice C?

In option C, “it” actually does not have a clear antecedent and therefore, option C has a pronoun ambiguity error.
Let’s look at option C:

Infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long for the eye to register it.

Here is the sentence structure of Option C:
1. Infrared radiation, however, is invisible
2. because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long for the eye to register it

A: Now, if we look at it, the beginning of the second clause has possessive pronoun “its” – this pronoun clearly refers to Infrared radiation since there is no other noun before this pronoun.

B: However, when we reach the end of the second clause and encounter “it”, we have two nouns to which “it” could refer to – “Infrared radiation” or the subject of the “because clause” i.e. wavelength. Now, both the nouns are valid contenders for the antecedent of “it”. Therefore, there is a pronoun ambiguity in the clause.

For this reason, option C is incorrect.

---Chiranjeev
TGC
The physical structure of the human eye enables it to sense light of wavelengths up to 0.0005 millimeters; infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye.

Analyses of the sentence:

The Physical Structure ..... enables IT(eye- clear antecedent) to sense light of....; Infrared radiation..... is invisible because ITS wavelength- .........

Although the first IT is in non-underlined portion , we will analyse all pronoun-antecedent pairs.

We will run the MGMAT Sc guide proposed filtering test to check for pronoun ambiguity.

(1). Number / Gender:

First IT can refer to EYE(singular) and structure(singular) [Number]
Second ITS can refer to "Infrared radiation","light", "eye", and "structure".

(2). Repeats : Second ITS can refer to EYE as the FIRST one refers to EYE.

(3). Proximity: FIRST IT is closer to EYE, so refers to EYE
SECOND ITS is closer to "IR", so refers to IR

(4). Case: There is no point of case as IT is in same clause.
We don't have || clauses here so cannot apply this step.

(A) infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye
Correct as is and as explained above.
(B) however, the wavelength of infrared radiation—0.1 millimeters—is too long to be registered by the eye making it invisible
Making what invisible - "the wavelength" or the IR
(C) infrared radiation, however, is invisible because its wavelength—0.1 millimeters—is too long for the eye to register it
We apply repeats , proximity and case.
Repeats => IT logically refers to IR
Proximity => IT refers to EYE
Case => No || clauses

(D) however, because the wavelength of infrared radiation is 0.1 millimeters, it is too long for the eye to register and thus invisible
EYE is thus INVISIBLE - nonsense
(E) however, infrared radiation has a wavelength of 0.1 millimeters that is too long for the eye to register, thus making it invisible
Repeats => IT occurs only once
Proximity => IT refers to EYE
Case => IT appears to refer to IR correctly
But "THAT" clauses restricts the 0.1 MM wavelength=> change in meaning

















85.
https://www.manhattanprep.com/gmat/forums/og-verbal-review-sc-84-t905.html
https://gmatclub.com/forum/any-medical-test-will-sometimes-fail-to-detect-a-condition-when-it-is-64422.html#p108104
Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one when it is not.

(A) a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one
(B) when a condition is present and indicate that there is one
(C) a condition when it is present and indicate that it is present
(D) when a condition is present and indicate its presence
(E) the presence of a condition when it is there and indicate its presence
rggoel9
Sorry my answer is wrong. The correct explanation is :-

First, let's think about what the sentence is trying to say without pronouns - it's trying to point out a problem and its obverse: detect a condition when the condition is present vs. indicate that the condition is present when the condition is not present.

A) does a fine job with the first bit (detect a condition when it is present) but messes up the second bit "indicate that there is one when it is not" - indicate there is one what? One condition? It sounds like it's saying something like "one condition exists." The point is to indicate the presence of the condition in a particular circumstance, not its mere existence on the planet.

B) repeats that same error

C) does a fine job with the first bit (detect a condition when it is present) and the second bit (indicate it is present when it is not). Fine.

D) muddies the meaning by moving "when" to the front (B does this too). It sounds like the test just can't detect the timing of the condition, as though, sometimes I have cancer and sometimes I don't and the test can't tell when I do or don't. Really, the test is failing to detect the condition itself, not the timing of the condition. See E for the problem at the end of this choice.

E) "indicate its presence when it is not" is incorrect - that translates as "indicate its presence when it is not presence (last word implied)" which doesn't make any sense. We need to say "indicate that it is present when it is not present (last word implied)." Also "the presence of a condition when it is there" is wordy. "a condition when it is present" is much cleaner.

The source of this Manhattan GMAT forum.

mejia401
Mountain14 wrote:
goodyear2013 wrote:
Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one when it is not.

(A) a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one
(B) when a condition is present and indicate that there is one
(C) a condition when it is present and indicate that it is present
(D) when a condition is present and indicate its presence
(E) the presence of a condition when it is there and indicate its presence

Hi, I added this question as other posts don't include OA.

Guys,

I understood that A is wrong, but in day to day language we use " one" quite often. So , in which type of sentence " one" would be correct?

The key to this sentence is seeing the full parallelism at work. "A condition" and "one" are indeed parallel. Still, the parallelism must be maintained throughout the structure too. The real comparison is between the predicates: "detect a condition when it is present" and "indicate that it is present when it is not." "There is one" is not parallel because "there" is explicative construction, thus inverting the sentence. So, the type of sentence that uses "one" correctly is...

"detect that there is a condition when it is present and indicate there is one when it is not."

I hope this helps.
PrashantPonde
(C) a condition when it is present and indicate that it is present
Correct. This choice is more concise and clear.

(E) the presence of a condition when it is there and indicate its presence
-In first underlined part: The use of pronoun "it" is ambiguous as it is wrongly referring to "presence" (action noun) rather than the "condition".
-In second underlined part: "indicate its presence when it is not" is incorrect as it means "indicate condition's presence when it condition is not", which is wordy and doesn't make much sense. We should say "indicate that it [condition] is present when it is not [present]." Words in the bracket are implied.
- Also structure "a condition when it is present" is more concise.


One of the generic guideline to prefer verb to action noun. (Remember: its not a rule but a guideline) - MGMAT SC guide
Pattern: Prefer verb to action noun
o Wordy: The townspeople’s revolution was against the king.
 Revolution is a noun that expresses an action
o Better: The townspeople revolted against the king.

"a condition when it is present" is more concise and clearer than "the presence of condition when it is there". ("presence" is the action noun here)
sesh
A) the word "there" refers to "a condition." If you replace "there" with "a condition," you get: "fail to detect a condition when it is present and indicate that a condition is one when it is not." "A condition is one" doesn't make sense.

B) Same issue as A.

C) Correct - parallel
"fail to detect... a condition.......... when it is present" and
"indicate.......... that it is present... when it is not"

D) present and presence - not parallel

E) looks like it is correct. but actually 'its' refers to the condition. So, it's wrong
"fail to detect... the presence of a condition.... when it is there" and
"indicate.......... its presence......................... when it is not"..

riskietech
Remember here "it" is referring to "condition"

(A) a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one
Incorrect. "one" cannot replace a pronoun

(B) when a condition is present and indicate that there is one
Incorrect. One cannot replace a pronoun. "sometimes fail to detect when" is redundant statement. The statement could be "it fail to detect when..." If you are mentioning "when" a thing is going to happen then "sometimes" is not really needed. [image: :wink:]

(C) a condition when it is present and indicate that it is present
Correct.

(D) when a condition is present and indicate its presence
Incorrect. Same as B

(E) the presence of a condition when it is there and indicate its presence
Wordy. So fall back when compared with option C.


kinjiGC
Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one when it is not.

(A) a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one -"There is one" - not a proper usage
(B) when a condition is present and indicate that there is one - fail to detect something - when is used to denote a time. fail to detect X when Y happened.
(C) a condition when it is present and indicate that it is present - Correct. it correctly and logically refers to condition.
(D) when a condition is present and indicate its presence - Same issue as point out in B)
(E) the presence of a condition when it is there and indicate its presence - fail to detect a condition and not presence of condition. Somehow I feel presence is redundant.
billybealright
Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one when it is not.

(A) a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one
(B) when a condition is present and indicate that there is one
(C) a condition when it is present and indicate that it is present
(D) when a condition is present and indicate its presence
(E) the presence of a condition when it is there and indicate its presence

GMATNinjaTwo What is wrong with (A)?

Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect a condition when it is present and indicate that it is present when it is not.

Parallelism play a role in (C).
^^
DmitryFarber
victory47 is right. We don't want to contrast "there is one" with "it is not." Those don't work together.
AjiteshArun
aditliverpoolfc wrote:
I do get the explanation regarding parallism.

Also, as per my understanding, there shall be an independent clause after “that” right? B is the correct answer choice for the same reason right?

daagh egmat GMATNinja VeritasKarishma
The correct option is C.

1. The type of that you mentioned introduces a dependent clause.
2. B is incorrect because it says that any medical test will occasionally fail to detect "when a condition is present". It should instead say that any medical test will occasionally fail to detect the condition itself.
AjiteshArun
aditliverpoolfc wrote:
Meant c, wrote B.. was a typo.

What about the usage of *that* in option A?

I am trying to compare options A and C, having a Hard time eliminating option A. I do understand the fact that c, as compared to A, has a better pronoun usage. There is no ambiguity in option c whatsoever..

Could you share you analysis for option A?
My apologies. [image: :)] I think I just read your previous question too quickly.

The first half of A is identical to the first half of C, so we'll need to take the following call:

1. indicate that there is one when it is not
vs.
2. indicate that it is present when it is not

As we're discussing medical tests, it'd be a really good idea to write "it is present" rather than "there is one". Even if we assume that one is a good way to refer to a condition, we're still left with "there is a condition when it is not present".

There are two major problems with this: (a) the it is left hanging, as it seems that we are saying that there is a condition when something else is not present (the structure makes it hard for the reader to understand what the it points to) and (b) the there is not very good way to indicate that a condition is present. After "there is a condition when it is not present", we're left asking "where?", because there is used in a very general sense.

That's a little convoluted, so here is an example:

We tell our professors that a friend is present when he or she is not (present). ← This is fine.
vs.
We tell our professors that there is a friend when he or she is not (present). ← This is [image: :lol:]


GMATNinja
aditliverpoolfc wrote:
I do get the explanation regarding parallism.

Also, as per my understanding, there shall be an independent clause after “that” right? B is the correct answer choice for the same reason right?

While it's fine to think about this problem in terms of parallel construction, there's also a simple logic issue here.

Consider two sentences:
1. "Jim is tall, and John is not."
2. "Jim has grown, and John is not."

It's not hard to see that the first sentence is fine and the second is nonsense. In #2, ("Jim has grown, and John is not") we're left to wonder: "John is not what? Does he just not exist?"

In #1 ("Jim is tall, and John is not"), we're given an adjective ("tall") in the first part of the sentence, so we know exactly what John is not - the poor guy isn't tall. (And neither am I. I make up for it in other ways, though. I mean: I'm one hell of a good eater.)

Similar issue here. In (B) we have "indicate that there is one, when it is not." Again, we're left to wonder, "when it is not what?" Contrast this with (C) "indicate that it is present, when it is not." Because we have the adjective, "present" in the first clause, it's clear now that the test sometimes indicates that a condition is present, when it is not present. The adjective, lacking in (B), clarifies the meaning in (C).

I hope that helps!
generis
WinWinMBA wrote:
Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one when it is not.

(A) a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one
(B) when a condition is present and indicate that there is one
(C) a condition when it is present and indicate that it is present
(D) when a condition is present and indicate its presence
(E) the presence of a condition when it is there and indicate its presence



krishnabalu wrote:
I have a doubt: Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect a condition when it is present
Why doesn't "it" refer to medical test. I mean the subject here is medical test and doesnt "it" in this case refers to medical test.

krishnabalu , a pronoun is not ambiguous because more than one noun qualifies as an antecedent.

Almost without exception, a pronoun is ambiguous because more than one antecedent is logical.

True pronoun ambiguity is rare.

Is "test" a logical antecedent?
-- why would a test indicate that it itself is present or "there"? [image: :?]

If doubt persists, look at the last part of the sentence (not underlined): when it is not.

How could a test indicate anything if the test were not present?

The only logical antecedent is condition.

Logic and meaning determine the antecedent. I would discard an option on the basis of pronoun ambiguity only at the end of my analysis. I also would not spend much time studying the subject.

Hope that helps.
generis
krishnabalu wrote:
Yes i do agree that by logic "it" refers to condition. So, can I say that if we are able to logically relate a pronoun to a particular noun(instead of subject of object) it is most probably correct?

krishnabalu , I don't understand the "subject-object" reference.
We have a pronoun. It needs an antecedent. That antecedent must be a noun that agrees in number, gender, and usually, kind.

Yes, if we can find a logical relationship between a pronoun and a noun, then the pronoun is not likely to be ambiguous.
In other words, if your eye happens to catch what may be an ambiguous pronoun, flag that answer, but:
(1) look for other, clearer errors first, and
(2) do not eliminate that answer until the end of your analysis.
Quote:
and in case ambiguity occurs we should check if the subject has anything to do with that pronoun.

Check to be sure that only one noun makes logical sense in that context—any kind of noun, not just "subject" or "object."

I wonder whether you use the word "subject" because you are referring to the what is known as "possessive poison" rule.
It's not an ironclad rule. It may not be a rule at all.

In this post, HERE,, I explained why, on the GMAT, as long as meaning is clear, both object and subject pronouns may have a possessive noun as an antecedent. (In other words, GMAC does not seem to follow the possessive poison rule.)

Finally, if two options seem grammatical and one answer contains no possibility of ambiguity, choose that one.
(The "no possibility" option often restates or renames the noun in question.)

generis
Priyanka1293 wrote:
Can some expert please explain this ?

Priyanka1293 , what does "this" mean? Option E?

Option E is wrong because it is ungrammatical. Look at the end.

E) Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect the presence of a condition when it is there and indicate its presence when it is not [presence]
With the noun: . . . and indicate the condition's presence when the condition is not presence.
We can't put just anything after the word not.
At the end, the word presence is implied, this way: not presence [image: :x]
It [The condition] is not presence? [image: :x]
The adjective should be [not] present, (the condition was not present).
We are locked, though, into the implied and incorrect word presence.

-- I was here and then I was not [here].
-- The test will mistakenly indicate that the condition is present when it is not [present].
-- The empty chair seemed to indicate his absence, though he was not [absence]; he had taken a different seat in the large lecture hall.

I hope that helps.

thangvietnam
[quote="WinWinMBA"]Any medical test will sometimes fail to detect a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one when it is not.

(A) a condition when it is present and indicate that there is one
(B) when a condition is present and indicate that there is one
(C) a condition when it is present and indicate that it is present
(D) when a condition is present and indicate its presence
(E) the presence of a condition when it is there and indicate its presence

permit me to post the 3rd time because this is hard problem.
first this is from old og 10th book. so, I think we do not need to study it. we should study a few recent og books.

but we can study this for fun.
if we use "one" , we can not use "it" or "you" to refer to "one". consider
one should learn English if you want to study a good MBA.
this is wrong. there is some questions from og, which prove this is wrong. instead , we should say

one should learn English if ONE want to study a good MBA.
or
you should learn English if you want to study a good MBA.

our problem is similar ( AM I CORRECT?, PLS CONFIRM, no og question prove my this point)

"it" in "when it is not" can not refer to "one" in "there is one".

moreover, "when it is not" can not go with "there is one". they are not parallel. Ellipsis require the same pattern in two part of sentence. we need "one is not" to use "it is not" or "one is not" . (IF MY FIRST POINT IS WRONG, CHOICE A AND B CAN BE ELIMINATED BY THIS ERROR)

we have to say
"there is one when there is not any one.

so, choice a and b commit 2 mistakes.

choice D dose not offer two opposite meanings, and, so, makes no sense.

choice E is inferior. "it" in " it is there" can refer to "condition" but this reference is not clear because "it" can refer to "presence", and so, is inferior to choice C, in which reference is clear.
the second thing is "it is there" is unclear meaning. where is "there".
"it is not" can be parallel to "it is there" . this is fine.
so, choice E is gone.

some persons consider the following correct
One can not succeed at this unless he tries hard

but i do not see og question prove this point. if you see, pls, share with us.

this question contain unclear points and it is from og 10, which is old. so, I think, we should not study it.
^^
DmitryFarber
thangvietnam I don't see any reason not to study this question. English grammar, for the GMAT or otherwise, hasn't changed enough in the last 20 years to justify throwing out many OG questions, and in any case, this one was still being republished as recently as 2016. The only significant change I can think of is the abandonment of the rare "possessive poison" rule.

As for the repetition of "one," I believe you're thinking about cases when we use "one" to mean "a person," just as we might use "you" in a casual sense. That's not what's happening here. The sentence just uses "one" to mean "a test," and there's no need to use that word again. A and B are bad for a number of reasons, but the use of "one" in those cases isn't inherently wrong.
















86.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/according-to-a-study-by-the-carnegie-foundation-for-the-advancement-of-146774.html#p600251
According to a study by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, companies in the United States are providing job training and general education for nearly eight million people, about equivalent to the enrollment of the nation’s four-year colleges and universities.

(A) equivalent to the enrollment of
(B) the equivalent of those enrolled in
(C) equal to those who are enrolled in
(D) as many as the enrollment of
(E) as many as are enrolled in
GMATNinja
This one is a classic, and it might make the top-ten list of questions that cause the most frustration in GMAT-land. It’s a comparison question, but with some ugly tweaks – and if you’re not really, really strict and literal with the meaning, you’ll get twisted up in this one. (And if you want more on comparisons, check out this YouTube video and this sequel.)

Before we get rolling: the sentence is clearly trying to compare the number of people who receive job training with the number of people who are enrolled in four-year colleges and universities. And plenty of the answer choices sound decent, but only one really conveys that meaning with precision.

Quote:
(A) equivalent to the enrollment of

So what’s being compared when we look strictly and literally at (A)? Basically, the sentence is saying that “eight million people” who receive job training from companies are “equivalent to the enrollment of the nation’s four-year colleges and universities.

Hm. That’s not quite right. The word “equivalent” generally suggests that two things are similar in quality or function, and “enrollment” generally refers to an entire group of students as a collective. So (A) is literally saying that the eight million people in job training are “similar in quality or function” to the collective group of students in universities.

And that doesn’t make any sense. We’re not saying that the groups of people are similar in quality; we’re trying to say that the groups have the same number of people.

So (A) is out.

Quote:
(B) the equivalent of those enrolled in

The word “those” always catches my eye, especially on comparison questions. “Those” is a plural pronoun, and in this case, “those” presumably refers to “people.”

So that gives us: “…eight million people (in job training), the equivalent of the people enrolled in the nation’s four-year colleges and universities.” Superficially, it’s nice that this compares “eight million people” in job training to “the people  enrolled in… colleges and universities”, but we’re still saying that the two types of people are “equivalent” – again, roughly similar in quality or function. And that doesn’t make sense, for the same reasons as (A).

So (B) can be eliminated, too.

Quote:
(C) equal to those who are enrolled in

This one sounds better! Only trouble is, we don’t care about sound on SC.

Since “those” once again refers to “people”, we now have “eight million people (in job training), equal to the people who are enrolled in… colleges and universities.” This is really subtle, but this is telling us that the actual people in job training are “equal to” the actual people in colleges and universities.

Literally, that seems to making a social statement about equality among people in different situations in life. Personally, I like that sentiment, but it really has nothing to do with what the sentence is trying to say. The point isn’t that people in job training are “equal to” the people in universities; the sentence is trying to say that the number of people in each group is the same.

And since (C) doesn’t actually say that, we can get rid of it.

Since (D) and (E) are so similar, let’s line those two up side-by-side:

Quote:
(D) as many as the enrollment of
(E) as many as are enrolled in

Meaning-wise, the phrase “as many as” is a huge improvement over our options in (A), (B), and (C). It’s finally clear that we’re comparing the number of people in each group, so that’s great.


But (E) makes a little bit more sense than (D). Why? Well, the word “enrollment” generally refers to the collective group of students enrolled in colleges and universities, so (D) is saying that “eight million people” receiving training from companies are “as many as” the collective enrollment of colleges and universities. And that’s not quite right: it’s clearer to say that the “eight million people” is the same number of people as are enrolled in colleges and universities.

So (E) conveys the correct meaning just a little bit more clearly, and it's the best answer.
Baten80
The sentence compares people with nation's four year enrollment (Countable noun with countable noun). Equivalent and Equal are used to modify uncountable noun. Such as water, sugar. As many as is used to modify countable noun.

In D people are improperly compared with enrollment.
E is the correct answer
amit2k9
First some tips -

1. Whenever there is a multiplication kind of comparison, such as I am 2 times as old as my sister, use- as comparison verb as. And not as two times greater than or so.

2. Whenever there is addition or subtraction kind of comparison,such as I am 2 years older than my sister, use - Verb + er, than and not 'as comparison verb as'.

I believe if you follow this structure of multiplication and addition/subtraction you will sail through this easily.
More on this is available in Manhattan Sentence Correction the latest version.

Coming to the question.
By POE - C and E prevail.

C : eight million people, a number has been compared with 'those' which refers to people and not a number. Hence eliminated.

E: as many as clearly shows the same number of people are present in the 4 year colleges and the universities.

Hence IMO : E.




daagh
The problem with the word equal or equivalent is in its meaning. Equal is a term the denotes all round similarity both in quantity and quality. It is used for an amalgam of several features and not just when one or two attributes are compared between two things.

If we say that Roosevelt was equal to Lincoln, we mean to say that Lincoln and Roosevelt were equally similar in many characters such as dynamism, respect to humanity, reverence to democracy, statesmanship and so on. The word equal can rarely denote material equality alone. That is why the terms, equal or equivalent is slightly out of place in this context, where we just comparing the number of enrollments by two bodies. A, B and C, therefore, fall back due to improper diction.

Between D and E, In D, 'as many as' and' the enrolment of' do not gel; so E.
Scarlett166
I go with E.

In this question, we compare "nearly eight million people" with the number of people enrolling the nations four-year colleges. So:
A. Compare "people" with "the enrollment" -> wrong
B. Wrong word for comparison: the equivalent of
C. Wrong comparison: "equal" is used for uncountable nouns.
D. Compare "people" with "the enrollment" -> wrong
EducationAisle
Sentence Correction is largely a test of logic. A basic characteristic of logic is that one can only have an apples to apples comparison.

With B, the sentence would be:

According to a study by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, companies in the United States are providing job training and general education for nearly eight million people, about the equivalent of those enrolled in the nations four-year colleges and universities.

Focusing on the underlined portion and slightly expanding it, the sentence becomes:

Eight million people are equivalent of those (people) enrolled in the nations four-year colleges and universities.

But this is an illogical comparison, Eight million people (a number) cannot be equivalent of people (enrolled in the nations four-year colleges and universities).

At the very least, the sentence should have been (not that this is perfect):

..eight million people, about equivalent to the number of people enrolled in the nations four-year colleges and universities.
mejia401
According to a study by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, companies in the United States are providing job training and general education for nearly eight million people, about equivalent to the enrollment of the nation’s four-year colleges and universities.
(A) equivalent to the enrollment of "Equivalent" is an adjective, modifying the amount (which is another red flag). The "number" must not be omitted. None of them follow so it's grammatically incorrect.
(B) the equivalent of those enrolled in "equivalent of" is wrong because the idiomatic phrase is "equivalent to".
(C) equal to those who are enrolled in "Equal" is also a modifier, so it must have amount/value/size. Without it, the phrase is not grammatical.
(D) as many as the enrollment of This violates the rules of comparison construction, where enrollment, being a process, cannot be compared to number of people.
(E) as many as are enrolled in Best choice. "As many as" is typically preferred for comparisons of equivalence. We know this because most of us write with "as many as". None of us use with "equivalent" or "equal" left alone. I suppose knowing which are countable and uncountable modifiers would help in how to eliminate the answer choices and what "equal" and "equivalent" generally refer to. We say "equal" and "equivalent" in English because what we are comparing in generally unquantifiable.
IanStewart
I think that OG explanation is misleading, so I wouldn't focus on it too much. The word 'equal' is used in different ways, and I think they're thinking only about one of the definitions.

We often use 'equal' in what you might call its 'mathematical meaning' when comparing two numbers, or two amounts, so we say "the number of people in the auditorium is equal to the number in the foyer", or "the amount of milk in the pitcher is equal to the amount on the floor". When using 'equal' in that way, you need to be sure you're comparing like with like - an amount with an amount, or a number with a number. That usage is the one the OG explanation seems to be ignoring.

But 'equal' is often used in a more metaphorical sense to mean something like 'roughly the same', even in cases where we aren't discussing things that can be measured numerically. So we say "the two tasks are of equal difficulty", or "the employees received equal treatment", or "all things being equal". I have to guess that's the usage the person writing the OG solution had in mind.

It is not the usage of 'equal' in C that makes C incorrect. It's that the sentence doesn't draw a proper comparison. When it uses 'those', it is referring to the people enrolled in four-year colleges. So answer C is saying the people receiving training are equal to the people in college. That's not what the question means to say - the sentence isn't saying the people in both groups are roughly the same. it means to say that the number of people in college is equal to the number in training. It would be possible to use the word 'equal' in a correct answer here, but it would need to be clear that one number was being compared with another.

And as for your three example sentences:

"The number of oranges and the number of apples are equal in quantity." --> this is fine except that the 'in quantity' at the end is redundant (the rest of the sentence makes clear you're comparing quantities), so would best be cut

"The water level is equal in all tanks." --> that seems good to me

"Five million people in country A is equal to the population who are in country B"? --> this is not drawing a correct comparison. You could say the population of one country was equal to the population of the other, or something like "There are 5m people in country A, and an equal number in country B".
sayantanc2k
Shiv2016 wrote:
Hello experts
What is the subject for 'are' in this sentence?
Thanks

Consider the following structure:

I own as many shirts as you own.
I own as many shirts as are owned by you.
I own 4 shirts, as many as are owned by you.

The latter clause in the second and the third sentences are written in passive (the object of the first clause is the subject of the second clause) - the subject (shirts) is omitted from the second clause in the third sentence.

Similarly, in option E the subject "people" has been omitted. The following sentences are written in an analogous way:

Companies are providing training to as many people as colleges enroll.
Companies are providing training to as many people as are enrolled in colleges.
Companies are providing training to 8 million people, as many as are enrolled in colleges.
daagh
According to a study by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, companies in the United States are providing job training and general education for nearly eight million people, about equivalent to the enrollment of the nation’s four-year colleges and universities.

(A) equivalent to the enrollment of
(B) the equivalent of those enrolled in
(C) equal to those who are enrolled in
(D) as many as the enrollment of
(E) as many as are enrolled in
There is a special significance to the term 'equal' or 'equivalent' in English. We cannot call something as equal or equivalent to some other thing just basing on one parameter such as the number of people enrolled. 'Equal' denotes a stature based on qualitatively comparable metrics such as charisma, charm, caliber, and class. We cannot call anyone equal to Mahatma or Lincoln or Mandela because they were beyond comparison. That is the reason A, B, & C lose steam. In D, the comparison is between 8M people with enrollment. E is the best.
GMATNinja
hazelnut wrote:
According to a study by the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, companies in the United States are providing job training and general education for nearly eight million people, about equivalent to the enrollment of the nation’s four-year colleges and universities.
(A) equivalent to the enrollment of
(B) the equivalent of those enrolled in
(C) equal to those who are enrolled in
(D) as many as the enrollment of
(E) as many as are enrolled in
GMATNinjaTwo Where is the subject in answer (E)? Does "as many as people who are enrolled in" sound correct?
Here is the sentence using choice (E):

"...companies in the United States are providing job training and general education for nearly eight million people, about as many as are enrolled in the nation’s four-year colleges and universities."

In that sentence, people is the implied subject of "are enrolled". How many people are provided with job training and general education? Nearly eight million (say, for example, 7.9 million). How many people are enrolled in the nation's four-year colleges and universities? Approximately the same number of people (not necessarily less than 8 million but close to 7.9 million). The "as many as" construction correctly compares these two countable quantities (people provided with job training and general education and people enrolled in four-year colleges and universities).
GMATNinja
Nightmare007 wrote:
Enrolment ----ɪnˈrəʊlm(ə)nt/Submit
noun---noun: enrollment
the action of enrolling or being enrolled.
"the amount due must be paid on enrolment in October"
NORTH AMERICAN
the number of people enrolled at a school or college.
This above part is google's definition.

So, enrollment can refer to the number of people enrolled - So why A is wrong. Though I agree E is right. I thought even A is a good contender.
daagh, GMATNinja please help me out.
The issue isn't necessarily with the word "enrollment." Thing is, we're trying to compare the NUMBER of people in job training programs with the NUMBER of people enrolled in colleges and universities. And (E) captures that meaning pretty thoroughly.

So what's the problem with (A)? I'd argue that the biggest issue is the word "equivalent," which can also just be used to indicate something that's approximately similar in function or in quality. For example, if I say "Dazbog Coffee is the local equivalent to Starbucks", I'm not saying that they're exactly equal -- I'm suggesting that they're roughly similar or comparable in quality or function. (And if anybody reading this has actually been to Dazbog, feel free to weigh in on the quality of their coffee and snacks! I have totally useless and irrelevant opinions about this.)

Anyway, I don't think that's quite right in (A), which is saying that "eight million people" in job-training programs are somehow "equivalent" to the "enrollment of the nation's four-year colleges and universities." We're not trying to say that these people are "equivalent" (roughly equal in quality or function) to those other people; we're trying to say that the numbers are equal. (E) states that much more clearly.

I hope this helps!
GMATNinja
Quote:
Your explanation makes perfect sense. (as usual!)
But, the reason I eliminated other options was because of some other kind of ambiguity!
Lets make this a simple sentence first -
Companies are providing training to 8 people, about equivalent to the enrollment of the colleges.

I feel we are comparing the "companies" to the "enrollment". Obviously illogical and absurd!
Companies are providing training to 8 people
Equivalent to the training the enrollment provides to 8 people.

All the wrong options have a similar issue. (C) is comparing companies to students in my opinion.
Is my reasoning fine? [image: :?]

You're right that the comparison in your example is illogical, but I think the sentence is suggesting that the 8 people are equivalent to the enrollment. This also doesn't make any sense. The size of one population can be similar to the size of another population, but humans don't share characteristics with enrollments.







Quote:
My other (definitely more important) question is - how can u have a food blog and not let us all know about it?

Lol! It's mentioned in my forum signature, but so are a ton of other things. Those other things are general much more useful, so I can't blame anybody for missing the food blog link. [image: :)]

GMATNinja
mykrasovski wrote:
GMATNinja neither Dazbog Coffee nor Starbucks offer cortado...

I read the analysis and comments and cannot understand whether the original NYTimes article is correct. The original articles uses "enrollment in" while option (A) uses "enrollment of"; otherwise, they are the same.
Can you please comment on the above? Thank you.

Fun question! I actually did a little sleuthing and hunted down the original Times article to confirm that it was quoted accurately. (April 2, 1985. A tip of the hat to the GMAC grunt charged with combing through random 30-year-old articles to inspire SC questions.) It was.

This is all a testament to the fact that even professional writers will occasionally produce problematic sentences in prestigious outlets. The sentence in the Times is questionable for exactly the same reason that (A) is questionable. A technical error? No, but not as clear or coherent as the OA, which logically compares one number to another.

So there you have it: the GMAT holds you to a higher standard than the editors of the New York Times hold their journalists! (At least the standard they had in 1985.)

I hope that helps!

(And mykrasovski, bonus points for the Dazbog reference. I'm betting that you're the only other person on this particular thread who has ever been to a Dazbog. [image: :)] )







87.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/defense-attorneys-have-occasionally-argued-that-their-clients-miscond-84605.html#p54047
Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients’ misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.

(A) in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy
(B) if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food
(C) in attributing behavior that is criminal or delinquent to an allergy to some food
(D) if some food allergy is attributed as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior
(E) in attributing a food allergy as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior
egmat
Hi Shikhar,

Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients’ misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.

In the underlined portion of the sentence, the verb-ing modifier “in attributing…” is modifying the subject of the following clause which is “the perpetrators”. This suggests that the perpetrators perform the action of “attributing” which is illogical.
Let’s take simple examples to see how this modifier is functioning.

Reading from the red book, grandmother put the children to sleep.

Here, the verb-ing modifier is “reading”. So, who did the action of reading? Grandmother. Since “grandmother” is the subject of the following clause, modifier “reading” is correctly modifying “grandmother”.

Now read this one.

Reading the book, the children were out to sleep by grandmother.

This sentence is not correct because the subject of the clause is now “the children” and they certainly did not do the action of “reading”.

In the same way, “perpetrators” did not do the action of “attributing” the criminal behavior. They are the ones who showed criminal behavior. Now, the “perpetrators” falls in the non-underlined portion of the sentence. Hence we must choose an answer choice that correctly refers to perpetrators. Choices A, C, and E can be eliminated alone on the modifier basis. Choice D has the idiom issue. Choice B correctly and clearly conveys the logical intended meaning of the sentence.
---Shraddha
DMJ
D and E are out because they do not use a right idiom (to attribute x to y).
A and C are out because they sound like perpetrators are the ones who attribute behavior to allergy. I think the ones who attribute behavior to allergy in the SC are attorneys.
OlegC
I believe it's B

A,C,E are all wrong because they use "in attributing" without specifying WHO is attributing
jpv
I wanted to pour in my explaination for this question just to consolidate in my mind:

Idiom Usage:
1. One attributes X, an effect, to Y, a cause
2. X (an effect) is attributed to Y.

(D) : wrong Idiom usage
(E) : wrong Idiom usage
(C): Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients' misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but in attributing behavior that is criminal or delinquent to an allergy to some food, the perpeptrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.

Now lets see Independent sentence starting with but:
in attributing behavior that is criminal or delinquent to an allergy to some food, the perpeptrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions

"in attributing..." : Prepositional Phrase is modifying immediate Noun i.e. Perpetrators and thus conveying wrong meaning. So, this choice is wrong.

(A): wrong : same as (C).
(B): Correct of the lot.

However, it is quite confusing/awkward to use "but" alongwith "if".

What do you guys think?
seekmba
I also got the OA wrong. However, after reading the sentence several times I think I understood what the it is trying to say.

Lets break the sentence in 2 parts.
Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients’ misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested.

If criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food then the perpetrators [culprits] are told that they are not responsible for their actions.

Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients’ misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.

(A) in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy --> this modifier should modify 'attorneys' not 'perpetrators'
(B) if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food --> this is saying that if criminal behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food then the culprits are told that they are not responsible for their actions. Also, 'attributed to' is the correct idiom.
(C) in attributing behavior that is criminal or delinquent to an allergy to some food --> same as A
(D) if some food allergy is attributed as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior --> wrong idiom
(E) in attributing a food allergy as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior --> same as A
daagh
This is primarily an issue of mis-modification and then that of the idiom ‘attributed to’ or ‘attributed as’

The mis-modification relates to who or what the modifier phrase ‘in attributing criminal or
delinquent behavior to some food allergy’ is modifying- the perpetrators or the defence attorneys? - Please note that 'the perpetrators' is not underlined and it is the attorneys who are attributing. So any choice that has the modifier ‘in attributing x to’ perpetrators is logically wrong. So A, C and E are gone at first sight.

Between B and D, which use a passive voice construction to circumvent the modification problem, B is better because it uses the correct idiom 'attributed to' rather than the unidiomatic 'attributed as'
daagh
We have mostly seen the subordinate conjunction ‘if’ being used alone in conditional clauses as part of the “If- then” combination. Here the sentence means to imply that “if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food, (then) the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.” In order to complicate matters for test takers, the word ‘then’ has been deliberately dropped, still keeping the intended meaning intact.

Another way of looking at it is to take that the word “if” is being used as an alternative to other subordinate conjunctions such as “because” or “since”, in which case, the use of "if" may have some glitch on usage but not on grammar.
ChrisLele
We can quickly eliminate (A), (C), and (E). Each attributes the 'attributing' to the perpetrators. However, it is the defense attorneys who do the 'attributing.' You attribute something 'to'. Just like that we arrive at answer (B).

(A) in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy
(B) if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food
(C) in attributing behavior that is criminal or delinquent to an allergy to some food
(D) if some food allergy is attributed as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior
(E) in attributing a food allergy as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior
egmat
nelz007 wrote:
Defense attorneys have occasionally argued
that their clients' misconduct stemmed from reaction to something ingested,
but in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy,
the perpetrators are in effect told
that they are not responsible for their actions.

The ing modifer is incorrect since its modifying perpetuators. I have a question regarding comma + but in option B its playing a role of DC?

Hi Nelson,

Yes. You are absolutely right that the Verb-ing modifier is incorrect in modifying “perpetrators” and so is incorrect in the original sentence.

I understand your query regarding Option B (the Correct Option). Let me write the whole sentence using Option B.

• Defense attorneys have occasionally argued

o that their clients' misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but
• if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food,

o the perpetrators are in effect told

 that they are not responsible for their actions.


Now as you have observed, “if criminal….to some food” is indeed a DC.

However you need to observe that this DC is properly connected to an IC (the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.)

This is similar to the way you considered the entire clause before the “Comma+But” as an IC.

(You didn’t say “that their clients…” is a DC, did you? You observed the IC “Defense attorneys…” before it, observed the connection (that) between them and concluded that the whole entity is an IC).

Remember that when proper connection is made, an IC + DC combination gives rise to a big IC.

So “If criminal…, the perpetrators…actions” is in fact an IC.

So there is nothing incorrect with the usage of “Comma + But” in Option B.

Regards,
Krishna
egmat
russ9 wrote:
HI Shraddha,

Thanks for the explanation although I'm still a little confused.

You're saying that the modifier modifies the subject and not the object - correct? If that's the case, then your sentence that states "Reading the book, the children were out to sleep by grandmother." - The grandmother PUTS the children to sleep. In this case, isn't the grandmother the subject because she is DOING the action? If so, doesn't that means that the modifier "reading" is correctly related to the grandmother?

Also, why is "is attributed to" no longer modifying the perpetrators?

Hi russ9,

Thank you for the post. [image: :)]

As we know, when we change the voice of a sentence from active to passive, the subject of the sentence is also changed. Also, the subject of a sentence should always make sense with the verb.

ACTIVE VOICE
• He bought this book. (Subject- He; Object- this book)
Who bought this book?- He did.

PASSIVE VOICE
• This book was bought by him. (Subject- This book; Object- him)
What was bought by him?- This book was bought by him.

Similarly, in the given sentences:
• Reading from the red book, grandmother put the children to sleep.
Who put the children to sleep?- Grandmother did.
So, the subject for this sentence is ‘grandmother’. The modifier ‘reading from the red book’ modifies the subject correctly.
• Reading from the red book, the children were put to sleep by grandmother.
Who were put to sleep?- The children were put to sleep.
So, the subject for this sentence is ‘the children’. In this sentence, the modifier ‘reading from the red book’ incorrectly modifies ‘the children’.

Now, coming to the next question, ‘is attributed to’ is not modifying ‘the perpetrators’ since it is not a modifier now. It acts as a verb for the subject ‘criminal or delinquent behavior’ in option B.
In the original sentence, “in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy” is a modifying phrase and the verb-ing modifier modifies the subject of the following clause while in option B “if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food” is a clause in which ‘criminal or delinquent behavior’ is the subject and ‘is attributed’ is the verb.

Hope this helps! [image: :)]
Deepak
VeritasKarishma
qwerty12321 wrote:
Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients' misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.

(A) in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy
(B) if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food
(C) in attributing behavior that is criminal or delinquent to an allergy to some food
(D) if some food allergy is attributed as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior
(E) in attributing a food allergy as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior

How can (B) be the answer?
In MGMAT SC it is written that "use only one connector at a time".
In (B) there are two connectors placed together: 'but' and 'if'.
Please explain.
There is a reason we tell you that you cannot do SC using "rules" - language is not Math. Depending on the structure of the sentence, rules change.

Note here that only 'but' is the connector (coordinating conjunction) that connects first part of the sentence with the second equal part of the sentence.
'If' is a subordinating conjunction connecting two unequal parts of the second part of the sentence.

Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients' misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.
if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions
mikemcgarry
qwerty12321 wrote:
Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients' misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.

(A) in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy
(B) if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food
(C) in attributing behavior that is criminal or delinquent to an allergy to some food
(D) if some food allergy is attributed as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior
(E) in attributing a food allergy as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior

How can (B) be the answer?
In MGMAT SC it is written that "use only one connector at a time".
In (B) there are two connectors placed together: 'but' and 'if'.
Please explain.

Dear qwerty12321,
I'm happy to help. [image: :-)] What MGMAT was talking about, in that passage was --- don't use more than one connector for the same clause, for the same purpose. For example, if I have a contrast word to emphasis some contrast, that's fine, but don't use two different contrast words for the same contrast.

This is very very different from the case of nesting one clause inside another. In this second case, two connecting words can appear right next to each other and be the connecting words for two different clauses. That's precisely what is happening in choice (B).

In choice (B), the first independent clause has a subordinate clause ("that their clients' ...") inside of it. The "but" joins the two independent clauses in the sentence, and the second independent clause begins immediate with a subordinate clause ("if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food"); that second independent clause also contains another subordinate clause at the end ("that they are not responsible for their actions"). This is one of the hardest things about GMAT SC sentences --- the different clauses and other structures can be stacked one inside the other like Russian dolls. See:
http://magoosh.com/gmat/2014/nested-gra ... orrection/
Thus, in choice (B), the "but" joins the two independent clauses and the word "if" introduces a subordinate clause that happens to be nested inside the second independent clause. By chance, these two connecting words with two completely different roles just happen to be located next to each other. That's perfectly fine, and it's absolutely not what the MGMAT book was discussing in that passage.



VeritasKarishma
qwerty12321 wrote:
Hi Karishma
i have 3 doubts.

1. Are subordinating conjunctions connectors?
2. Can we use although and yet together in a sentence?
3. In this sentence is if functioning as a subordinating conjunction?

1. Are subordinating conjunctions connectors?

Yes, they connect two parts of a sentence.

2. Can we use although and yet together in a sentence?
Actually, its use is frowned upon because you are already giving the contrast with one of although and yet but sometimes yet can reinforce. Its acceptability is declining.

3. In this sentence is if functioning as a subordinating conjunction?
Yes, it is. It connects "criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food" with "the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions"
stevekeating
qwerty12321 wrote:
Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients' misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.

(A) in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy
(B) if criminal or delinquent behavior is attributed to an allergy to some food
(C) in attributing behavior that is criminal or delinquent to an allergy to some food
(D) if some food allergy is attributed as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior
(E) in attributing a food allergy as the cause of criminal or delinquent behavior

How can (B) be the answer?
In MGMAT SC it is written that "use only one connector at a time".
In (B) there are two connectors placed together: 'but' and 'if'.
Please explain.

The short answer to your question is that there is no rule on the GMAT that a sentence cannot have the words “but” and “if” placed next to each other. This question is a form of dangling modifier question. Notice the part of the sentence beginning with “in attributing”. Ask yourself: “Who is doing the attributing?” It isn’t the perpetrators. Eliminate A, C and E. The idiomatic expression is “attributed to”. It is not “attributed as”. Eliminate D. B is correct.
stevekeating
You could think of the question as a dangling modifier question. “...in attributing…., “ the perpetrators…”. Do the perpetrators do the attributing? No. Eliminate A, C and E. “Attributed as” in D is incorrect. Only B remains. There is no problem with placing the words “but” and “if” next to each other in a sentence. It may have been more difficult to see the question as involving a dangling modifier, as the “ing” form does not start the sentence. However, using the dangling modifier rule saves you time.
EducationAisle
rocko911 wrote:
I always thought BUT and IF can not be used together , maybe redundant
Hi rocko911, these are different words and not redundant. but establishes contrast, while if is a conditional construct.

Quote:
and if we are using BUT then a Independent clause would be coming next
A better way to remember this concept would be that there should be an Independent clause after but. Here, we do have an Independent clause after but:
the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.
AjiteshArun
DivyaKnows wrote:
Cases of verb+ing modifier where it modifies the noun that appears before it :
1) Amy skipped school, giving an excuse of headache to her mother. (Giving modifies Amy not Mother)
2) The startup closed its operations, citing political instability as a primary reason to the minister. (Citing modifies the Startup not the Minister)
Why can't in option A, "in attributing.." participle phrase not modify the Defense Attorney but as said by every
one modify the Perpetrators.
We're looking at a slightly different structure here, but to understand why the options with in attributing are wrong, we should "break" the sentence at but.

Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients’ misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested, but in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.
This is different from putting a ", attributing" immediately after the first half of the sentence.

Defense attorneys have occasionally argued that their clients’ misconduct stemmed from a reaction to something ingested,
but
in attributing criminal or delinquent behavior to some food allergy, the perpetrators are in effect told that they are not responsible for their actions.
88.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/found-throughout-central-and-south-america-sloths-hang-from-trees-by-83510.html#p625990
Found throughout Central and South America, sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs and sleep fifteen hours a day, moving infrequently enough that two species of algae grow on its coat and between its toes.

(A) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs and sleep fifteen hours a day, moving infrequently enough

(B) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs, they sleep fifteen hours a day, and with such infrequent movements

(C) sloths use their long rubbery limbs to hang from trees, sleep fifteen hours a day, and move so infrequently

(D) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeping fifteen hours a day and moving so infrequently

(E) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeps fifteen hours a day, and it moves infrequently enough
TommyWallach
Hey All,

Everyone got to the correct answer here for good reasons, but I just thought I'd give it the total treatment, because it's a REALLY interesting question.

Found throughout Central and South America, sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs and sleep fifteen hours a day, moving infrequently enough that two species of algae grow on its coat and between its toes.

(A) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs and sleep fifteen hours a day, moving infrequently enough
(B) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs, they sleep fifteen hours a day, and with such infrequent movements
(C) sloths use their long rubbery limbs to hang from trees, sleep fifteen hours a day, and move so infrequently
(D) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeping fifteen hours a day and moving so infrequently
(E) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeps fifteen hours a day, and it moves infrequently enough

The way to get great at Sentence Correction is to always be categorizing as you look at splits. In this case, the first split you'll probably notice is "sloths" versus "the sloth". Now, a split like this should TYPICALLY lead you towards the category of SUBJECT-VERB AGREEMENT, but if you look at all the verbs, they work fine (sloths hang and the sloth hangs). The only other category that might apply when you see singular and plural verbs in the splits is PRONOUNS. That's right! This is actually a common trope. So look elsewhere for a pronoun. This will get rid of A, B, and C, as many have said (because the pronoun "its" at the end can only go with singular "the sloth").

From there, you may notice PARALLELISM happening here. You should know this because you see a list (comma, comma, "and"). This is dangerous here, though not if you noticed the PRONOUN issue already. As many have stated, answer choice E is NOT parallel, because it puts the pronoun "it" before the third verb.

HOWEVER, even if that "it" weren't there, this would still be incorrect. Before reading my explanation of why, see if you can work it out for yourself. Ready?

Okay. So even though E would be very beautiful (three verbs in the same tense and form...what parallel!), it would not retain the original meaning of the sentence. When you have total parallelism like you see in answer choice C, it implies three things that happen in a serial fashion (one after the other, or at least all separately).

But the point here is that there IS a connection. Notice the last point, "algae grow...between its toes." Why would that happen? The only explanation is that the sloth sleeps and barely moves WHILE it is hanging. When you have that kind of construction, you want to use subordinate verbs to imply a subordinate relationship. Watch:

All day long he sits in that chair, reading the newspaper and sometimes falling asleep.

See how we use the -ing form of the verb (participles) to imply that the reading and sleeping occurs WHILE he sits. Because of this, we need the answer to look just as D does.

GMATNinja
This one is one of my all-time favorites, partly because sloths are kind of awesome. Plus, it’s a good illustration of something we discussed in this YouTube video (which, sadly, does not contain any sloths): if you don’t notice the tasty stuff in the non-underlined portions of the sentence, you might waste a ton of time on this question.

With that in mind...

Quote:
(A) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs and sleep fifteen hours a day, moving infrequently enough
This sounds great. But it’s wrong.

Hopefully, you noticed the word “its” at the end of the sentence. That means that “sloth” needs to be singular. So (A) is spectacularly wrong because of the non-underlined pronouns buried at the end of the sentence.

Quote:
(B) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs, they sleep fifteen hours a day, and with such infrequent movements

(B) has exactly the same error as (A): “its toes” and “its coat” need to refer to a singular sloth, and (B) only gives us the plural “sloths.”

The parallelism is also pretty wackball in (B). (And no, “wackball” isn’t a word. But it should be.) We have: “…sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs, they sleep fifteen hours a day, and with such infrequent movements…” So we have a verb (“hang”), a noun with a verb (“they sleep"), and a weird prepositional phrase (“with such infrequent movements…”). That’s very much not parallel.

So (B) is out.

Quote:
(C) sloths use their long rubbery limbs to hang from trees, sleep fifteen hours a day, and move so infrequently

The parallelism is defensible in (C). Sloths use their limbs to do three things: “hang from trees”, “sleep 15 hours a day” (I'm totally jealous!!), and “move so infrequently…”. Not bad.

Trouble is, “its coat” and “its toes” still require a singular referent, and “sloths” is plural in (C). So (C) can be eliminated.

Let’s compare our last two options side-by-side:
Quote:
(D) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeping fifteen hours a day and moving so infrequently
(E) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeps fifteen hours a day, and it moves infrequently enough
“Sloth” is singular in both, so the pronouns are cool now. That’s nice.

So then the only real difference is the parallelism. In (E), we have “the sloth hangs from trees…, sleeps 15 hours a day, and it moves…” Nope, that’s wrong: we have a verb, a verb, and then a noun and a verb. That’s not parallel.

But what about (D)? People like to tell me that it’s not parallel, either. But (D) is structured differently than (E): it’s a nice clause (“the sloth hangs from trees…”), followed by two parallel “-ing” modifiers (“sleeping” and “moving”). That’s great: “sleeping 15 hours a day” and “moving infrequently” both make perfect sense as modifiers for “the sloth hangs from trees”, since both of those “-ing” words tell us more about what happens when the sloth hangs from trees.
So (D) might not SOUND parallel, but it is. And it’s the best answer.
noboru wrote:
Found throughout Central and South America, sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs and sleep fifteen hours a day, moving infrequently enough that two species of algae grow on its coat and between its toes.

(A) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs and sleep fifteen hours a day, moving infrequently enough
(B) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs, they sleep fifteen hours a day, and with such infrequent movements
(C) sloths use their long rubbery limbs to hang from trees, sleep fifteen hours a day, and move so infrequently
(D) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeping fifteen hours a day and moving so infrequently
(E) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeps fifteen hours a day, and it moves infrequently enough
TommyWallach
Hey Noburu,

Actually they aren't at the same level, though the question tries to push it that way (and keep in mind, there's no correct answer choice that parallels them all at that level, so it's a bit of a non-issue).

The fact is, the sloths don't do three separate things: 1) hangs from trees, 2)sleeps 15 hours a day, 3) moves infrequently. That wouldn't be very interesting, and it wouldn't at all explain why algae grows between its toes. The point is that it sleeps 15 hours and barely moves WHILE hanging, which explains the algae.

Remember, participles (-ing words as adjectives) can be used either as the result of the previous clause (as you noted) OR as a description of things that occur WHILE the main verb is happening (For example: Dave traveled the world, visiting historic sites, eating crazy foods, and meeting exotic ladies.) In that example, "visiting", "eating" and "meeting" all occur WHILE Dave traveled.

Hope that helps!
TommyWallach
Hey Gmatisnothard,

Thanks for joining the discussion. However, I'd like to correct you on a couple things, so people don't get confused. In the future, please refrain from laying forth rules if you're not 100% sure about them, because people will take them as fact. Also, please don't use a giant font, as it dominates the page.

You said this: "2. If a subject has more than one verbs, those verbs should be used one after another by using commas. Subject should not be repeated.
Example: I have made it, and won the prize."

Your overall point is dangerous, because this isn't a hard and fast rule. For example: "The man bought a lot of bacon, but he couldn't eat it all." There's nothing wrong with that sentence, even though we used the pronoun "he" where it wasn't strictly required. Also, your example sentence has another error. You don't use "and" after a comma in a list of two items.

The bigger problem with E in the sloth question is NOT the notion of repeating a subject, but the lack of parallelism. We don't want "it" after the final "and" because we didn't get it after the first comma. Obviously, we're better off not repeating the subject, but it's safer to think of this under the rubric of parallelism.

Finally, the problem isn't that E doesn't have "so infrequently that", but that the version it does have is wrong. We could have said "it moves infrequently enough to allow two species of algae...". But "infrequently enough that..." is an incorrect idiom.

Hope that helps!
egmat
purnima wrote:
Found throughout Central and South America, sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs and sleep fifteen hours a day, moving infrequently enough that two species of algae grow on its coat and between its toes.

(A) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs and sleep fifteen hours a day, moving infrequently enough
(B) sloths hang from trees by long rubbery limbs, they sleep fifteen hours a day, and with such infrequent movements
(C) sloths use their long rubbery limbs to hang from trees, sleep fifteen hours a day, and move so infrequently
(D) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeping fifteen hours a day and moving so infrequently
(E) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeps fifteen hours a day, and it moves infrequently enoug


I have a doubt that if option E is rephrased as
(E) the sloth hangs from trees by its long rubbery limbs, sleeps fifteen hours a day, and improves infrequently enough

Will this answer choice be correct ?

Or is it still incorrect because of enough that ??The Idiom should be so x that y .

Does it mean that énought that 'is a checkpoint for idiom 'so x that y 'and the idiom is preferred.



Hi Purnima,

Choice E is certainly incorrect for the usage of "enough that" because this is not the correct idiom. In the context of this sentence, we need the idiom "so X that Y". The "that Y" part is already mentioned in the non-underlined portion of the sentence. That's the indicator that we need to use the idiom "so X that Y" in its correct form to convey the intended meaning.

Also, when we write all the verbs in parallel form - "hangs, sleeps, and moves", they all become independent events. However, from the original senetnce, we know that at least "moving..." is the result of "sleeps 15 hours..." as this entity is written as the comma + verb-ing modifier that presents the result of the preceding action. So here we have the cause and effect relationship between the actions. this cause and effect relationship is lost when we make all the verbs parallel to each other. Such changes lead to change in the intended meaning of the sentence.

---Shraddha
EducationAisle
abhigulia3006 wrote:
I am a bit curious about the "it's" used in D & E. Doesn't it sound ambiguous as it could refer to either the sloth or the trees and on that fact alone the two options in question can be negated?

Hi abhigulia3006, its can only refer to something singular and so, trees cannot be an antecedent of its.
CrackVerbalGMAT
The clue to this one lies in the non-underlined portion of the sentence.

You will see that the pronoun used is 'its' which is a signal that the subject is singular.

With this clue alone, we can eliminate Options A, B and C.

Between D and E, we can see that E breaks parallelism with ‘it moves'.

Eliminate Option E.

This leaves us with the Option D.

Option D is the best choice.

Hope this helps!

89.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/dirt-roads-may-evoke-the-bucolic-simplicity-of-another-century-but-fi-252671.html#p480035
Dirt roads may evoke the bucolic simplicity of another century, but financially strained townships point out that dirt roads cost twice as much as maintaining paved roads.

(A) dirt roads cost twice as much as maintaining paved roads
(B) dirt roads cost twice as much to maintain as paved roads do
(C) maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as paved roads do
(D) maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as it does for paved roads
(E) to maintain dirt roads costs twice as much as for paved roads
VeritasPrepBrian
Formatting issues aside, I've always loved this question as a great example of a comparison error.

When a comparison is drawn on a sentence correction question, two major themes should jump out at you:

1) The two things compared must be compared in equivalent form.

Here, we could compare:

Dirt roads to paved roads
Maintaining dirt roads to maintaining paved roads

But comparing "the cost of maintaining dirt roads" to "paved roads" is incorrect - one is a cost, and the other is a road...they could never be alike!

Make sure that, when a comparison is drawn, you check to ensure that the two items are in equivalent form. I like to envision a balance scale from chemistry class as a mental picture. If I'm weighing a substance in a petri dish I must account for the weight of the dish on the other side of the balance! Similarly, if I'm comparing a cost of one item, I have to make sure I compare it directly to the cost of the other.


2) Comparison idioms should be in the right form.

This one doesn't have a mistake, but you should get in the habit of seeing:

"As Many As" or "As Much As" ---> Equality
"So Many That" or "So Much That" ---> Critical Mass (e.g. "there is so much pollution in the air that we can't go outside")
"More Than" or "Less Than" ---> Inequality

An easy way for the testmakers to write a wrong-but-tricky answer is to criss-cross these idioms (e.g. "As many that" or "More...as")
In this case, the comparisons are all off but one:

A) Dirt roads cost vs. Maintaining paved roads
B) Dirt roads cost vs. paved roads do ("do" takes the place of "cost") ---> CORRECT!
C) Maintaining dirt roads costs vs. paved roads cost
D) Maintaining dirt roads costs vs. it does
E) To maintain dirt roads vs. for paved roads


Only B puts each element in the same form, so B is a correct comparison while the others miss the mark.
seekmba
B it is.

Dirt roads may evoke the bucolic simplicity of another century, but financially strained townships point out that dirt roads cost twice as much as maintaining paved roads.

(A) dirt roads cost twice as much as maintaining paved roads - incorrect comparosin
(B) dirt roads cost twice as much to maintain as paved roads do [cost to maintain].
(C) maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as paved roads do
(D) maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as it [maintaining] does for paved roads- awkward, wordy
(E) to maintain dirt roads costs twice as much as for paved roads – awkward
pqhai
anilisanil wrote:
Why is D wrong? I chose D.

Hi anilisani:

I guess you picked D because you thought "it" refers to "maintaining", is that correct? Let replace "it" by "maintaining", so D will be:

(D) maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as maintaining does for paved roads

You can see the structure is not parallel. "maintaining X costs twice as much as maintaining does for Y" ==> D may be correct if its structure is "maintaining X costs twice as much as maintaining Y does"

Hope it's clear.




Aldorado
jlgdr wrote:
Can we kindly get an analysis of answer choices? In particular C and D please?

Okay, let me go about explaining this.

C. There is an incorrect comparison between "maintaining dirt roads" and "paved roads." (X twice as much as Y structure.) Then there is a subject-verb disagreement as well. Something like this would have been awesome :- "maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as maintaining paved roads."

D. Even though I chose this, at the hindsight this option looks awkward. "It" might refer to the proper antecedent "maintaining" but the construction "does for paved roads" doesn't look good to me (it did then [image: :-)])

B. Comparison between dirt roads and paved roads in terms of their action "cost" seems okay and there's no subject-verb disagreement.
OptimusPrepJanielle
Dirt roads may evoke the bucolic simplicity of another century, but financially strained townships point out that dirt roads cost twice as much as maintaining paved roads.

(A) dirt roads cost twice as much as maintaining paved roads not comparing similar elements
(B) dirt roads cost twice as much to maintain as paved roads do
(C) maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as paved roads do the subject who is performing these two actions is different
(D) maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as it does for paved roads "it" is not clear and the rest is also not parallel
(E) to maintain dirt roads costs twice as much as for paved roads not comparing similar elements
sayantanc2k
Responding to a PM: Why B is better than D?
D has two problems: the pronoun "it" does not have an antecedent.

The compared elements are not parallel:
maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as it does for paved roads.

The correct construction would be :
maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as maintaining paved roads does.


In option B, the compared elements are parallel:
dirt roads cost twice as much to maintain as paved roads cost.
It is allowed to replaced the verb with "do" in the second element. Hence:
dirt roads cost twice as much to maintain as paved roads do.
GMATNinja
This is all about being supremely literal with comparisons, as we'll discuss in this week’s YouTube webinar. And I don't think that anybody really loves comparisons, so… I dunno, try to enjoy this one anyway.

Quote:
(A) dirt roads cost twice as much as maintaining paved roads

This is literally saying that dirt roads themselves cost more than maintaining paved roads. That doesn’t work: we either need to compare “maintaining dirt roads” to “maintaining paved roads” or we can compare the two types of roads. But (A) makes no sense in its current form.

Quote:
(B) dirt roads cost twice as much to maintain as paved roads do
This sounds pretty good! The key here is that the word “do” can replace a verb phrase – and in this case, “do” replaces “cost… to maintain.” So this is saying that “dirt roads cost twice as much to maintain as paved roads [cost to maintain].” Great, that makes sense. Let’s keep (B).

Quote:
(C) maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as paved roads do
This is lamentably subtle. Keep in mind that “do” replaces a verb phrase – and “maintaining” is a noun (gerund) in this case, and definitely not a verb. (For more on –ing words, check out this article: https://gmatclub.com/forum/experts-topi ... 39780.html.) So this is literally saying that “maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as paved roads [cost].” Now we’re comparing the cost of maintaining dirt roads with the cost of paved roads themselves, and that doesn’t makes sense.

Tricky, but definitely wrong. (C) is gone.

Quote:
(D) maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as it does for paved roads

The “it” jumps out at me here. If we’re being charitable, I suppose we could accept the idea that “it” refers back to “maintaining”, since “maintaining” is a noun. So we have “maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as [maintaining] does for paved roads.” Really? I guess that’s not totally illogical, but it’s a muddy mess, and it’s a whole lot less clear than (B). So (D) is out, since (B) is undoubtedly clearer.

Quote:
(E) to maintain dirt roads costs twice as much as for paved roads

I don’t see any reason why we would use the infinitive “to maintain” as a noun here. That’s not something that you’ll see very often in correct answers on the GMAT. I’m not 100% certain that it’s absolutely wrong, but it’s definitely inferior to (B).

Just as importantly, if we’re going to use the infinitive “to maintain” as the subject of the clause, then it’s only going to makes sense if the comparison is parallel. Something like “to maintain dirt roads costs twice as much as to maintain paved roads” would at least be parallel. (E) in its current form doesn’t make any sense, since “to maintain dirt roads” is compared with just the prepositional phrase “for paved roads.”

So (B) is our winner.
GMATNinja
ManishKM1 wrote:
Thanks a lot for your explanation GMATNinja. Just wondering whether C would have been correct as "maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as [maintaining] paved roads does"

Sure, it would be acceptable to say "maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as maintaining paved roads" -- but in that case, there's no reason to include the word "does."

GMATNinja
ManishKM1 wrote:
Thanks GMATNinja, but I meant to say [maintaining] in ellipsis. The sentence would be "maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as paved roads does". Would that be okay?
Nope, that wouldn't work. "Maintaining" is a noun in this case (a gerund, if you like jargon; for more on "-ing" words, check out this article), and we'd need to compare the noun "maintaining" to some other noun in terms of its cost. Logically, we can't compare "maintaining" to "dirt roads," and that's exactly what happens in your version of the sentence.

The word "does" can replace some other verb, but "maintaining" isn't a verb here. "Does" would appear to replace "costs", I guess -- so we would have "maintaining dirt roads costs twice as much as paved roads costs." And that has a subject-verb problem, and also isn't a correct comparison: we would need to compare "maintaining dirt roads" with "maintaining paved roads", and not with "paved roads costs."

This logic is similar to what you'll see in my explanations for answer choices (B) and (C) above: https://gmatclub.com/forum/qotd-dirt-ro ... l#p1954811
AjiteshArun
teaserbae wrote:
Can you please brief on E more ?
Why it is inferior to B?
I have read the above discussion but I still have this doubt
Read the option as X costs twice as much as Y and then look for parallelism. If we had something like
... to maintain dirt roads costs twice as much as to maintain paved roads.

We'd have ended up with a super awkward (but parallel) construction. In its current form, option E reads
... to maintain dirt roads costs twice as much as for paved roads.
AjiteshArun
teaserbae wrote:
I don't understand what's super awkward there to maintain is parallel to to maintain
Just because something is parallel doesn't mean that it is correct. There could be any number of other things wrong with an option in which parallel construction is maintained.

By the way, my example was just to help show that the elements in option E are not parallel.

... to maintain dirt roads costs twice as much as for paved roads
AjiteshArun
longhaul123 wrote:
Hi I just watched you GMAT webinar for SC and i must say they are just the best.
I still have a doubt in Option B . Do is a pronoun that refers to something that is plural and so in this context it is referring to The Cost of maintaining the Paved roads where cost is singular. Can you please explain.
Thanks in advance
There are multiple things we have to look at here:

1. Do is a verb (auxiliary, but that's not important), not a pronoun. In other words, do so does not refer to a noun. This usage of do is as a substitute for a verb or verb form that has already been mentioned:

(a) They do so every day.
(b) He does so every day.

Here I've assumed some activity, so you won't see a verb or verb form for the do, but take a look at why the do changes to does. The do changes to does because the subject changes from they to he. This is a case of making the subject and verb agree (and not pronoun agreement).
2. Cost can act as both a noun and a verb.

(c) The cost of X has fallen in the last year. <--- here cost is a singular noun and agrees with the singular verb has fallen
(d) The costs of X have fallen in the last year. <--- here costs is a plural noun and agrees with the plural verb have fallen

(e) This product costs nothing. <--- here costs is a singular verb and agrees with the singular noun (subject) this product
(f) These products cost nothing. <--- here cost is a plural verb and agrees with the plural noun (subject) these products

longhaul123 wrote:
Do is a pronoun that refers to something that is plural and so in this context it is referring to The Cost of maintaining the Paved roads where cost is singular.
When we say the cost, cost is a (singular) noun, and do cannot refer to it. But in option B:

... dirt roads cost twice as much to maintain as paved roads do...

Here cost is a plural verb (for the plural noun dirt roads) and do is "filling in" for cost (with a different subject, paved roads). Effectively, the sentence becomes

... dirt roads cost twice as much to maintain as paved roads cost to maintain...
AjiteshArun
VatsalKrishna wrote:
C, D, E - These can be eliminated instantly because of subject verb agreement issue - 'dirt roads' is plural where as 'costs' is singular.
In maintaining dirt roads costs, dirt roads is not the subject of costs. Maintaining dirt roads is.

... maintaining dirt roads costs... ← "Maintaining something costs..."






90.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/in-a-previous-design-the-weight-of-the-discus-used-in-track-competiti-100508.html#p775852
In a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition is concentrated in a metal center, but now it is lined with lead around the perimeter, thereby improving stability in flight and resulting in longer throws.

(A) In a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition is concentrated in a metal center, but now it is

(B) According to a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition was concentrated in a metal center, but now it is

(C) Once designed with its weight concentrated in a metal center, the discus used in track competition is now

(D) The discus used in track competition, once designed with its weight concentrated in a metal center, but now

(E) The discus used in track competition was once designed having its weight concentrated in a metal center and now
egmat

If we focus on the meaning of the sentence, note that it refers to something being lined with lead. Logically, ‘weight’ cannot be lined with anything since it is a quality of the discus. Only the discus itself can be lined with lead.

Secondly, options A and B start with modifiers that refer to ‘a previous design’. Again, the design can only be the design of the discus – the weight itself cannot have a design, since ‘weight’ is not a concrete object but a value.

Regards,
Meghna
hemanthp
Dreamy wrote:
between C and D, I could not decide why D was wrong. Can someone explain ?

D reads - The discus used in track competition, once designed with its weight
concentrated in a metal center, but now ..

Here.. the BUT after the comma is redundant. usually you should be able to take stuff between the bracing commas and the sentence should still make sense (usually.. and these are calling the comma hugs per some girl instructor in KAPLAN).
So lets take off the commas and check.. 
The discus used in track competition,..,but now lined with lead
around the perimeter, thereby improving stability in flight and resulting in longer throws.

That is a run on sentence or some sort of improper grammar construct. Right? thats why D is out.

C is correct because of the proper placement of modifier which all the other choices miss out.
soumanag
Two errors in the original sentence:
1. Verb tense: used previously ........ is concentrated
2. Modifier: the weight of the discuss used .......... but now is lined
In a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition is concentrated in a metal center, but now it is lined with lead around the perimeter, thereby improving stability in flight and resulting in longer throws.

A. In a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition is concentrated in a metal center, but now it is
Out due to error - 1
B. According to a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition was concentrated in a metal center, but now it is
Out due to error - 2 . Implies weight of the discuss was used and now the weight is modified.
C. Once designed with its weight concentrated in a metal center, the discus used in track competition is now
Correct option.
D. The discus used in track competition, once designed with its weight concentrated in a metal center, but now
Modifier error. Once designed modifies track competition
E. The discus used in track competition was once designed having its weight concentrated in a metal center and now
Changes the meaning. “Having” “and now” makes the construction wrong.
Correct option - C

Hi Hemanth,
can you please elaborate on comma hugs. I am not sure I got the point. Seems like a nice shortcut!!
bagdbmba
Meghna,
I'm not able to understand why do you say that "‘weight’ cannot be lined with anything...", as here weight of the discuss is lined with lead around the perimeter means the weight of the discuss is distributed (load) along the perimeter - this is very much possible from the scientific view point. Right?
Second reason - I thought the modifier ‘a previous design’ refers to the entire following clause here. Please clarify.
^^
egmat
As mentioned in the previous explanation, 'weight' is an abstract quality of an object. It is not an object itself. If we say that the weight of the discus is 2 kilograms, we can't say that the 2 kilograms are lined with lead. It's the discus itself that is lined with lead.

As for the modifier, the design also logically has to refer to the discus, not the weight of the discus. The correct option makes this clear.

Regards,
Meghna
GMATNinja
Harsh2111s wrote:
noboru wrote:
In a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition is concentrated in a metal center, but now it is lined with lead around the perimeter, thereby improving stability in flight and resulting in longer throws.

(A) In a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition is concentrated in a metal center, but now it is
(B) According to a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition was concentrated in a metal center, but now it is
(C) Once designed with its weight concentrated in a metal center, the discus used in track competition is now
(D) The discus used in track competition, once designed with its weight concentrated in a metal center, but now
(E) The discus used in track competition was once designed having its weight concentrated in a metal center and now

GMATNinja
I don't see any issue with option B here.
'it' logically refers to discus only.

Typically, when we use a pronoun as a subject, the antecedent will be the subject of the previous clause. For example:
Because Tim's daughters wanted to see the Grand Canyon, they chartered a plane without their parents' permission, making them the first kids in their pre-school to fly across the Continental United States without supervision.

Because the subject of the first clause is "Tim's daughters" it makes sense that "they" is referring to them in the second clause - the same subject performed two actions: the daughters wanted to see the Grand Canyon and the daughters chartered a plane. Perfectly logical.
Now take another look at (B):
According to a previous design, the weight of the discus used in track competition was concentrated in a metal center, but now it is lined with lead..."

The subject of the first clause is "the weight of the discus." So it sounds as though the second clause is conveying the idea that "the weight of the discuss" is lined with lead. But that doesn't work. How could an attribute, weight, be lined with lead? (B) is illogical -- or at least unclear.

Contrast that with (C):
Once designed with its weight concentrated in a metal center, the discus used in track competition is now lined with lead.

Now "its" appears in the opening modifier, and the subject of the following clause is "discus," and this makes perfect sense. It's the discus that's lined with lead. Because (C) is more clear and logical, it's the better option.

I hope that helps!















91.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/scientists-have-recently-discovered-what-could-be-the-largest-and-olde-9394.html#p5165
Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

(A) extending
(B) extends
(C) extended
(D) it extended
(E) is extending
egmat
balajinaik wrote:
My answer is B.
I have always had an issue with this type of question. What i have found in GMAT questions is that in most cases like the one here, the question talks about many properties of a single item. In the process they mix the verb tense thereby confusing the subject.

This Q is a classic example of that. The scientists discovered the Fungi, the next 2 are properties of the fungi. hence extends is correct and not extending

Hi,

Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

[image: Image]

It is imperative to understand the meaning of the sentence in order to get the correct answer. So let’s do that first. Scientists have recently discovered something that could be the largest and oldest organism on Earth. So what have they discovered? They have a discovered a giant fungus which has qualities that make the scientists believe that this fungus could be the largest and oldest living organism. What are these qualities? This giant fungus is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles. This fungus has been spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago. So this is why the scientists think that this fungus is the oldest living organism. The other quality that the fungus has is that it extends for more than 30 acres. This is the reason why the scientists think this fungus to be the largest living organism


[image: Image]

After we have understood the meaning, let us evaluate the errors in the sentence. Now notice “spawned” is not verb here. It is verb-ed modifier that is presenting the quality of the giant fungus. In the very same way, “extending” is a verb-ing modifier that is also presenting another quality of the fungus. Hence, verb-ed modifier “spawned” and the verb-ing modifier “extending” are parallel to each other. Hence this sentence is correct as it is.

POE:

Choice A: extending: Correct.
Choice B: extends: Incorrect. This is a verb and a verb cannot be parallel to a modifier.

Choice C: extended: Incorrect. We again have a verb in the past tense that cannot be parallel to a modifier. Also the fungus is still extending. It is still there. So use of past tense is wrong anyway.

Choice D: it extended: Incorrect. Same error as in Choice D.
Choice E: is extending: Incorrect. This is a verb and a verb cannot be parallel to a modifier.

Hope this helps to understand why choice A is the correct answer.
Thanks.
Shraddha
Paul
A is the correct answer. This question is about the use of present vs past participle.
present participle is used to denote a present condition that still prevails
past participle is used to denote a completed action, usually in a passive mood

The sentence is definitely talking about the filigree:

filigree [of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles] spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest

What is b/w brackets is a prepositional phrase and remove it to make the sentence less cumbersome:

filigree spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest

As you can see, the filigree spawned by X some 10,000 years ago. This warrants the use of past participle. Also, "spawned by" denotes passive voice which justifies the use of past participle.
As for the "extending", it is still prevailing today in the Michigan forest so you cannot use past participle "extended".
The present and past participles are used to describe the "filigree", they act as adjectives.
BKimball
Parallelism really is the key issue here. Any time there are two verbs that fall into the same category, those verbs need to be parallel. For example:

"The dog ran and barked." --> "Ran" and "barked" both fall into the category "things the dog did," so they both need to be in the same tense.

"Yesterday, I went to the beach and spent the day swimming and tanning." --> "Swimming" and "Tanning" both fall into the category "things I did at the beach yesterday," so they both need to be in the same tense. Notice that "went" is a different tense because it doesn't fall into the category "things I did at the beach yesterday." You could say "Yesterday, I went to the beach, spent the day swimming, and tanned" but this would change the meaning because there's no indication that the second two verbs were done while at the beach.

In the example above, there are two participles describing the fungus, so they must be parallel.
daagh
The reason why there is so much confusion here is that the principles of participle usage have not been understood well. A participle though called present or past participle per se does not indicate the sense of the tense. It goes along with the tense of the main clause.

In the above simple sentence, if the intruding descriptive structures are removed, the clause will read under

Scientists have recently discovered a giant fungus, spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in
the soil of a Michigan forest.


“spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest” is indeed the long, long participial phrase .The participles ‘spawned’ ( past participle ) and extending( present participle ) both refer to the fungus and not to the filigree or the tentacles. If it were to refer to tentacles, it should say “tentacles that were spawned and that are extending”. Logically only a fungus can be spawned and not the tentacles.

@Cracky: You are trying to parallelize ‘a fungus is’ with ‘a fungus extends’ because both are in present tense. In the process you have forgotten the all important ‘spawned by’ .The second leg of the participial phrase 'extending' should parallel the first leg 'spawned'. It is legitimate to use both past and present participles as parallel structures in the same sentence. Hence A is the right answer, as many have already said.

P.S. I have a small note prepared for my students on this topic, titled A Pamphlet on the Use of Participles in GMAT, running to about 25 pages . Perhaps that may be of help to some.
daagh
Ideally an action that was started in the past, that continues thorough he present and that might extend to the future, must be expressed with a perfect tense. But in the above case, are these conditions extant? No doubt the action of spawning (spawning means seeding) was done in the past and ended in the past. The spawning is not continuing today. The other event extending was not there 10,000 years ago, becos, at that point of time the fungus did not occupy 30 acres. So in both areas, a prefect tense becomes irrelevant.

What is the alternative then? A present tense such as is spawned to denote a completed action is ungrammatical. It is in such places that the use of participles, whether past or present is handy. That is why the sentence is using spawned, a past participle for spawning and present participle extending for the other event. As per norms of participles, it is parallel to use past and present participles in the same sentence.

C, which seems to use the speciously more parallel extended, is wrong, becos the first arm says ‘spawned by’ while the second arm just says 'extended'. In essence, unless it clarifies ‘extended by what’, there is good reason to assume that it was extended by the same single fertilized spore. This is not logical.
EducationAisle
cano wrote:
Subject + verb + direct object
Scientists discovered the organism.
Most of the sentence describes this organism: largest, oldest, LIVING, etc. Many of you made the parallelism between "is" and "extends". But if we make "living" parallel with "extending"? Think about it. For me, what helped the most was the structure of the sentence. If you think of verbs inside the big modifier, then you get lost and confused with "is", "spawned", "extending", etc.

No. While the name is 'present' participle, they really have no tense (Present/Past/Future) of their own. Present participles 'derive' their tense from the 'main verb'.

He is running Vs He was running.

Present Participle 'running' used in both sentences, but deriving the 'tense' (present and Past respectively) from the linking verb 'is/was'.

That aside, in the question under consideration, 'extends', as used in B cannot be used because 'extends' is a 'verb' and a 'verb' cannot be parallel with a 'participle' ('spawned'). Past Participle ('spawned') and Present Participle ('extending') can be perfectly parallel. Few examples are:

Tired but beaming, the athlete displayed the gold medal. (Tired- Past participle; beaming - Present participle)
The old lady's face, wrinkled but glowing, shone in the sun. (wrinkled - Past participle; glowing - Present participle).
The tougher part to see in this sentence is that 'extended', as used in C, would act as a proper verb (and hence would not be parallel with the Past participle 'spawned').

Lastly, the question is interesting, but that is only one clause in this sentence:

Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth.

Rest all is an appositive modifier:

a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,300 years ago and extending for more than 33 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.
Narenn
WaterFlowsUp wrote:
Bumping for review and further discussion*.
*New project from GMAT Club!!! Check HERE

VTay25 wrote:
Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

(A) extending
(B) extends
(C) extended
(D) it extended
(E) is extending

Scientists have discovered a giant fungus which is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles. There are two characteristics of the fungus 1) It has been spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago. 2) It extends for more than 30 acres in the soil of Michigan.

These two characteristics have been shown in the original sentence in the form of Adjectival clauses spawned by...........ago AND extending for more............forest. The first clause is Verb-ed Modifier and the second one is Verb-ing Modifier

Since the first characteristic of Giant fungus has been described by a Adjectival Clause, The second characteristic also need to be shown in the form of a Adjectival clause, which is done in the original sentence. Hence the sentence is correct as written. Choice A is Correct

B) Extends  acts as verb and can not parallel to Modifier spawned.

C) Extended also acts as verb and can not parallel to Modifier spawned. Also simple past tense extended indicates that the process of extending has been stopped, which is wrong. The fungus is still there and extending.

D) It extended is independent clause which can not be parallel to Modifier.

E) Incorrect for the same reason cited in Choice B.

Hope that helps!
iwill
kiranjith wrote:
Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and root like tentacles spawned by a single fertilised spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

(A) extending
(B) extends
(C) extended
(D) it extended
(E) is extending

Would "that extends" be a correct choice?
A giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms..... and that extends for more than...in Michigan forest. Can these be parallel?

The most important clue in this sentence is AND … the word AND mandates Right to Left strict parallelism. To the right of AND is ―extending‖ … to check parallelism, we have to understand the role of the word ―extending‖. It is not a verb as -ING forms alone are never verbs. So it can be a noun or an adjective. In this sentence the word ―extending‖ is describing something … we need to know what it is describing.
If we read further … ―extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest‖ can describe the largest organism (30 acres is really LARGE), which is the same as ―giant (large) fungus‖ or ―interwoven (interconnected, large) filigree‖. ―Mushrooms and root-like tentacles‖ of a single plant can‘t extend for 30 acres … their filigree (wire formed into delicate tracery such as filigree foliage) can. So the word ―extending‖ surely describes ―organism‖.
As the word ―extending‖ describes something, it is an adjective. And the word ―extending‖ is written after the word AND … so we must find another adjective (that describes the organism) to the left of AND. We have the word ―spawned‖ before AND. ―Spawn‖ (meaning: produce or generate, especially in large numbers and undesirably) cannot describe tentacles, as tentacles of a plant cannot extend for 30 acres and can‘t get generated in large numbers. Also, the fact that ―a single spore‖ was responsible for the whole 30-acre growth (happening for the last 10,000 years) makes sure that the word ―spawned‖ describes the organism …
So we have 2 adjectives: ―spawned‖ and ―extending‖, both describing the organism … perfectly parallel … option A must be correct.
Option B: ―extends‖ is a verb … but there is no verb parallel to ―extends‖ before the word AND … Incorrect.
Option C: ―extended‖ is also an adjective. But this signifies intention whereas the given action of extending is completely unintended. So this is the wrong adjective.
Imagine the two sentences:
The road extended from A to B was found to be skewed by the local authorities. Here, the word ―extended‖ means that somebody intentionally extended the road. Past participles show intention.
The smoke coming out of the building corroborated the suspicion that the building had caught fire. Here the word ―coming‖ is unintended. Present participles show no intention.
There's really no point in deciding which of these roles ―extended‖ is playing―the point is that both interpretations produce incorrect answers! In an appropriate context, ―extended‖ could be either a past participle or a past-tense verb. Most importantly, if either of these interpretations works, then the sentence is correct.
Imagine the sentence:
The new state highway, built in 2007 and extended for an additional five miles in 2009, is now the busiest road in the area. --> here, ―extended‖ is a past participle.
The state highway extended for fifty miles before it was razed in 1985. --> here, ―extended‖ is a past-tense verb.
Option D: ―it extended‖ is a verb … but there is no verb parallel to ―extended‖ before the word AND … Incorrect.
Option E: ―is extending‖ is a verb … but there is no verb parallel to ―is extending‖ before the word AND … Incorrect.

moreover do u have any option with that or do u have that before extending in the non underlined portion? no. so why r u looking for a that and that parallelism. understand the function of extending. its a modifier describing a noun. ok i think u r asking where that and that would have been grammatically possible. yes. but i think the meaning wouldn have been clear . he there r two reason why the scientist think that it is the oldest organism 1. coz its spawned and 2. extending bla bla...
Hope this helps
sayantanc2k
mpetwal wrote:
How do the two sentences differ from each other?

Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and root like tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

A giant fungus that is-
1) an interwoven filigree of mushrooms.
2) extending for more than 30 acres.

The bones of Majungatholus atopus, a meat-eating dinosaur that is a distant relative of Tyrannosaurus rex and closely resembles South American predatory dinosaurs, have been discovered in Madagascar.

A meat eating dinosaur that -
1) is a distant relative of T-Rex.
2) closely resembles South American predatory Dinosaurs.

Case 1 includes is after 'that'.
Case 2 doesn't.

Help needed to understand.

The parallelism for the two cases are as follows:

Case 1:
Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and root like tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

The parallelism is between two noun modifiers:
1. spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years
2. extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest
Both refers to "tentacles".

Case 2:
The bones of Majungatholus atopus, a meat-eating dinosaur that is a distant relative of Tyrannosaurus rex and closely resembles South American predatory dinosaurs, have been discovered in Madagascar.

The parallelism is between two verbs:
1. is a distant relative of Tyrannosaurus rex
2. closely resembles South American predatory dinosaurs, have been discovered in Madagascar
Both have the same subject "that".
sayantanc2k
mpetwal wrote:
Thank you for Replying.

When do we use 'comma + and' structure? Only in list parallelism?

Following are the cases when comma + and is used:

1. Before the last item in a list of three or more items:
I like apples, oranges, and grapes.... correct
However this usage is optional. Even without the comma, the sentence is correct: I like apples, oranges and grapes.... correct

2. To join two independent clauses:
She sings, and she dances.... correct.
Here the usage is mandatory. Without the comma, the sentence would be wrong: She sings and she dances.... wrong.
(Note: "She sings and dances" is alright - here two verbs are joined, and hence comma is not required.)
sayantanc2k
smanujahrc wrote:
why is extending correct when if we follow rules of parallelism extended should be correct
spawned...extended

The first modifier ("spawned by a single fertilized spore") is in passive voice - the tentacles are spawned by a single fertilized spore.
The second modifier ("extending for more than 30 acres in the soil") is in active voice - the tentacles extend for more than 30 acres in the soil (not the tentacles are extended). Thus the parallelism is alright.

Please note that a past participle modifier (verb-ed), a present participle modifier (verb-ing) and an adjective can be used in parallel, if the the participle modifiers function as adjectives.
rishabhmishra
sir according to egmat every subject in a sentence must have verb so my question is what is the verb of a giant fungus lets look at the question
1st subject scientists whose verb is have
2nd a giant fungus no verb
3rd new clause started by that which refers to giant fungus whose verb is "is" and according to explanation ‘spawned’ and ‘extending’ is modifier than where is the verb of a giant fungus? please explain
^^
DmitryFarber
rishabhmishra Not every noun is the subject of a verb. At its core (stripped of most modifiers), the sentence looks like this: Scientists have discovered the organism, a fungus. "A fungus" is just modifying "organism" and does not take a verb. This is common. Notice that none of the italicized nouns in the sentences below are the subjects of verbs. They are all objects (something acts on them) or modifiers of other nouns.

I just got my first dog, a beagle.
I want cookies, ice cream, and pie.
The writer combined a traditional plot with innovative writing techniques to create her second novel, a popular masterpiece.


jabhatta@umail.iu.edu
Shraddha - Hi egmat - could you please confirm, why the initial part in bold below is not a initial modifier that can be removed ?

I believe the big issue i found was -- I thought the bold could be stripped away from the core of the sentence ...Turns out, the bold is indeed part of the core of the sentence ...Once i realized that, then I could get the right answer

Is it because, the initial sentence is a clause (has a subject /verb)

Can i infer that initial modifiers that are clauses (have a sub/verb) and dont have words like (although / because of / even though .....) == those are always part of the core of the sentence ?


Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant
fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned by a single fertilized
spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

(A) extending
^^
DmitryFarber
jabhatta@umail.iu.edu It's more than that. Because the first part is an independent clause (it doesn't start with something like "While" or "Because"), it isn't a modifier at all. It contains the main subject and verb of the sentence. Notice that it could stand alone by itself if we placed a period after "Earth." That's never true of modifiers. The part after the comma is all one long noun phrase describing the fungus. After the word "fungus," it's all modifiers. There's no verb there at all.

So the underlined part is actually the essential part of the sentence, and the non-underlined part is one long stretch of disposable modifiers!
manishk30
Paul wrote:
A is the correct answer. This question is about the use of present vs past participle.
present participle is used to denote a present condition that still prevails
past participle is used to denote a completed action, usually in a passive mood

The sentence is definitely talking about the filigree:

....filigree [of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles] spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

What is b/w brackets is a prepositional phrase and remove it to make the sentence less cumbersome:

...filigree spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

As you can see, the filigree spawned by X some 10,000 years ago. This warrants the use of past participle. Also, "spawned by" denotes passive voice which justifies the use of past participle.
As for the "extending", it is still prevailing today in the Michigan forest so you cannot use past participle "extended".

The present and past participles are used to describe the "filigree", they act as adjectives.


How do you know it is still prevailing today? You do not have any reason to believe that except your general knowledge.
^^
DmitryFarber
manishk30 What do you mean? The sentence indicates that it is a currently living organism.

In any case, even if we imagined that the fungus used to extend further than it does now, there's no option for that in the answer choices. We'd need something like "which extended." Otherwise we are saying that someone or something "extended" it, and that doesn't make sense.
EducationAisle
manishk30 wrote:
How do you know it is still prevailing today? You do not have any reason to believe that except your general knowledge.

Hi Manish, extending does not mean that it is still extending.

extending is a participle. Participles do not have a tense of their own. So,

i) Present participle does not mean present tense
ii) Past participle does not mean past tense

Participles derive their tense from the main verb of the sentence. For example:

i) Michael is extending his leave - Present participle extending in a sentence that is in present
ii) Michael was extending his leave - Present participle extending in a sentence that is in past
DmitryFarber
EducationAisle Well, that's true as a generality, but in this case it is still extending. The sentence is set in the present: the fungus is alive now, and its network currently extends through the soil of the forest.
EducationAisle
Hello DmitryFarber, indeed and if you read my post, I mention that the participles derive their tense from the main verb of the sentence or the clause that the participle is a part of (which is is in this sentence).
shahMeet
I got this one wrong.
As pointed out by other members we are paralleling modifiers here ie -ed and -ing. Hence, A is correct.
The issue with B is that it parallel's a clause (that is...) with a modifier (extending) which is incorrect.
Please correct me if i am mistaken.
^^
DmitryFarber
shahMeet As you say, we want "spawned" and "extending" (two modifiers). Therefore, we don't want "spawned" and "extends" (a modifier and a verb). There's no need to go looking for other items ("that is") to match "extends" with.
EducationAisle
BunuelWannabe wrote:
Nevertheless, I still cannot see why are we eliminating b)

In your explanation you said "Choice B: extends: Incorrect. This is a verb and a verb cannot be parallel to a modifier." but the verb is parallel to another verb that is placed earlier in the sentence:

"A giant fungus that is"

So, in my opinion, b) would be a correct parallelism as it is logical that the two verbs are referring back to the subject Giant Fungus

Hi BunuelWannabe, you ask a good question.

Couple of reasons that tilt the balance against B:

i) The original sentence uses extending as a modifier, deploying the following parallelism:

..an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned....and extending....

So, in the original sentence, spawned and extending modify interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles.

Since this seem to be a very reasonable meaning, we can interpret this as the intended meaning of the sentence. That being the case, option B is changing the intended meaning of the sentence.

ii) Option B depicts parallelism between extends and is. However, notice how far these two verbs are, from each other. Hence, if the intent indeed was for these two verbs to be parallel, then a better sentence construct would be:

...a giant fungus that is an interwoven....and that extends for ...

The repetition of that (second that in the above sentence) would have made it very clear that both that are referring to a giant fungus.
generis
Leonaann wrote:
Could someone help to explain why B is wrong?

Hi Leonaann , please re-read this answer on the first page of the thread that explains why A is correct, as well as EducationAisle 's answer immediately above that explains why B is wrong. (I am assuming that you read the topic thread.)

Although the construction is relatively rare, it is fine for a noun [the filigree] to be described with a
-- past participle [spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago]
and
-- present participle [extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest]

Both participles are adjectives.

If you are still confused (as are many people when they answer the question -- see the stats), please state why you think that B should be correct. Many issues that involve B have been discussed, so it's hard to know what you do not understand. If I know what confuses you, it's easier for me to answer.






generis
Leonaann wrote:
generis wrote:
Leonaann wrote:
Could someone help to explain why B is wrong?

Hi Leonaann , please re-read this answer on the first page of the thread that explains why A is correct, as well as EducationAisle 's answer immediately above that explains why B is wrong. (I am assuming that you read the topic thread.)

Although the construction is relatively rare, it is fine for a noun [the filigree] to be described with a
-- past participle [spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago]
and
-- present participle [extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest]

Both participles are adjectives.

If you are still confused (as are many people when they answer the question -- see the stats), please state why you think that B should be correct. Many issues that involve B have been discussed, so it's hard to know what you do not understand. If I know what confuses you, it's easier for me to answer.
----
Please correct if I am wrong.

'Spawned' is modifying tenacles (it is acting as an adjective) and extending modifies tenacles (acting as an adjective).

The reason why extends is wrong is because this would mean that 'giant fungus is...' is parallel to 'extends' . So, here it is trying to modify the fungus instead. This parallel structure basically changes the intended meaning of the sentence right? We are supposed to modify the tenacles. That is why 'extending' is correct. Please clarify.

Leonaann , you are very close! [image: :)]

• the modified noun is filigree
The sentence is in the footnote.
Both spawned and extending modify the noun filigree.

Filigree is used as a metaphor; filigree usually refers to an ornamental design in jewelry.
Here is a picture:
Spoiler: ::


There is a giant fungus. The fungus is composed of mushrooms and tentacles that are interwoven.
The interweaving looks like a filigree.

This organic filigree is both ancient (spawned by a single spore some 10,000 years ago)
and huge (extending for more than 30 acres).

• Why filigree and not tentacles?

We are taught that a past participle (a verbED) such as spawned modifies the noun immediately before it.

But spawned and extending do not modify tentacles (or more correctly, "mushrooms and . . . tentacles")
because those two things are not the main noun at which those modifiers are targeted.
Mushrooms and tentacles themselves are modifiers of the main noun, filigree.

The two participles can "reach back" over the phrase of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles
because that phrase is an essential modifier of filigree,
and essential modifiers can come between a noun and another modifier.

The "of mushrooms and tentacles" phrase tells us what this filigree thing is made of.

Even a past participle can be separated from its preceding noun by an essential modifier.
So spawned and extending modify filigree

• EXTENDS?

(1) No. The word extends is a present tense verb that cannot be matched with a past participle. [image: :x]

(2) No. The only other present tense verb is IS.
extends would have to be parallel to is (the verb for the subject "giant fungus"),
I think my previous sentence is what you meant. A verb (extends) can't be parallel to a noun (giant fungus).

If extends and is were paired as verbs, we would not have real parallelism.
We would also have a hot mess of a sentence.*

Nice work. +1 Your analysis is good, and the confusion about tentacles is a small error.


*We don't have the sentence on this page of the thread. Here it is:
Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.
AjiteshArun
Mona10031990 wrote:
I have a doubt..where is the Verb for the subject "a giant fungus"...isn't verb missing for this subject
You're absolutely right: there is no verb for a giant fungus. We don't want one either, as that would lead to an error (comma splice).

Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that...

A giant fungus lets us know what the largest and oldest living organism mentioned in the first half is. If we give it a verb, there would be only a comma joining two subject-verb pairs (scientists have discovered and a giant fungus + its verb).
dyogendrarao
Hi Shraddha,

Thanks for the explanation. A small doubt though.
Verb-ed modifiers normally modify the preceding noun, right? So it should ideally modify the noun 'tentacles' but it seems to be modifying filigree. Is it correct to assume in cases like these that the verb-ed modifier ignores the preceding noun if it's part of a prepositional phrase and goes back referring to the actual noun(tentacles)

Please help me understand this.

Thanks,
Myles
^^
DmitryFarber
dyogendrarao That's correct. As generis discusses above, noun modifiers can sometimes jump over other modifiers to refer to a previous noun as long as the meaning is very clear.

VeritasKarishma
gaurav2m wrote:
egmat wrote:
balajinaik wrote:
My answer is B.
I have always had an issue with this type of question. What i have found in GMAT questions is that in most cases like the one here, the question talks about many properties of a single item. In the process they mix the verb tense thereby confusing the subject.
This Q is a classic example of that. The scientists discovered the Fungi, the next 2 are properties of the fungi. hence extends is correct and not extending

Hi,
Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

[image: Image]

It is imperative to understand the meaning of the sentence in order to get the correct answer. So let’s do that first. Scientists have recently discovered something that could be the largest and oldest organism on Earth. So what have they discovered? They have a discovered a giant fungus which has qualities that make the scientists believe that this fungus could be the largest and oldest living organism. What are these qualities? This giant fungus is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles. This fungus has been spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago. So this is why the scientists think that this fungus is the oldest living organism. The other quality that the fungus has is that it extends for more than 30 acres. This is the reason why the scientists think this fungus to be the largest living organism

[image: Image]

After we have understood the meaning, let us evaluate the errors in the sentence. Now notice “spawned” is not verb here. It is verb-ed modifier that is presenting the quality of the giant fungus. In the very same way, “extending” is a verb-ing modifier that is also presenting another quality of the fungus. Hence, verb-ed modifier “spawned” and the verb-ing modifier “extending” are parallel to each other. Hence this sentence is correct as it is.

POE:

Choice A: extending: Correct.
Choice B: extends: Incorrect. This is a verb and a verb cannot be parallel to a modifier.
Choice C: extended: Incorrect. We again have a verb in the past tense that cannot be parallel to a modifier. Also the fungus is still extending. It is still there. So use of past tense is wrong anyway.
Choice D: it extended: Incorrect. Same error as in Choice D.
Choice E: is extending: Incorrect. This is a verb and a verb cannot be parallel to a modifier.

Hope this helps to understand why choice A is the correct answer.
Thanks.
Shraddha
Hi @egmat/ VeritasKarishma,

little confusion about option C. We can't assume 'extended' as a verb-ed modifier just because it is far away from the modified entity it modifies.
if not, then why it is considered as a modifier but a verb?


Understand the structure of the sentence:

Scientists have recently discovered ... a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles...

"an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles" is further modified with 2 modifiers:
- spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and
- extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest

Note what was spawned by a single spore - the interwoven filigree
Note what is extending for more than 30 acres - the interwoven filigree

It is logical that the filigree extends over 30 acres. So both elements need to modify "filigree"
Past participle "spawned" is used because it was spawned in the past.
Present participle "extending" is used because it is currently extending for more than 30 acres.

Hence we cannot use a verb here.
MentorTutoring
Debayandc wrote:
"Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and root-like tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest."

Can I compare "a giant fungus that is an....and is extending..." ?? Experts, please guide.

Hello, Debayandc. I see what you are getting at, and I admit that I was initially considering an option, before I had looked at the answers, that would have a parallel to that is. The problem, as others have pointed out above, is that the two elements would not be parallel: an interwoven filigree is a noun, while is extending is a verb. In the correct sentence, it is clear that spawned by and extending are the parallel elements instead:

Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and extending for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

To make a sentence that did create a parallel element to a giant fungus that is, in which is is the verb of that, we would need a second instance of that to avoid any confusion, and the verb would have to be conjugated differently, as in the following sentence:

Scientists have recently discovered what could be the largest and oldest living organism on Earth, a giant fungus that is an interwoven filigree of mushrooms and rootlike tentacles spawned by a single fertilized spore some 10,000 years ago and that extends for more than 30 acres in the soil of a Michigan forest.

Now we are saying that a giant fungus is [something] and extends for more than 30 acres. It might seem intuitive to use the form is extending, but again, because the earlier use of is is followed by a noun, we would expect a noun instead of a verb to follow the second is. You will note that among the answer choices on offer, there are none that correspond to our above sentence, thereby eliminating such an interpretation on grammatical grounds.

I hope that helps. If you have further questions, feel free to ask.

- Andrew
















92.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/what-was-as-remarkable-as-the-development-of-the-compact-disc-has-been-85107.html#p637698
What was as remarkable as the development of the compact disc has been the use of the new technology to revitalize, in better sound than was ever before possible, some of the classic recorded performances of the pre-LP era.

(A) What was as remarkable as the development of the compact disc
(B) The thing that was as remarkable as developing the compact disc
(C) No less remarkable than the development of the compact disc
(D) Developing the compact disc has been none the less remarkable than
(E) Development of the compact disc has been no less remarkable as
daagh
A tricky one when choosing between A and C; B and D can be dumped for using unparallel terms such as ‘developing’ something and ‘the use of’ something; E can be cast off for using the unidiomatic ‘no less remarkable as’.
A is a jumble of tenses; It is not clear why something that was as remarkable as something else is also sought to called as ‘has been’ and whether it is still remarkable. This muddle has been rectified in choice C, which avoids the pitfall of A by using a noun phrase with a perfectly built idiom ‘no less than’
BKimball
The key to this problem is the idioms, as you mention, and parallelism. If you're comparing two things, the structure with which you compare them needs to be parallel.

For example: "Walking" and "running" must be in the same verb tense when we say: "I spent the morning walking and running." If we said "I spent the morning walk and to run" we'd violate parallel structure.

To the same end, we cannot say ""What was more fun than our trip to the movies has been our trip to the beach." Here, we are comparing the trip to the beach with the trip to the movies but using simple past tense "was" in one and the present perfect "has been" in the other. This is grammatically incorrect.
Does that help you see why A and B are incorrect?
ishanand
(a) has non-parallel tenses. For (a) to make sense, it would have to begin "what is as remarkable as", since the "remarkability" refers to the present (i.e. it's remarkable now). (b), (d) and (e) all make the same error.

Only (C) doesn't make the same mistake, therefore (c) must be correct.

Another issue with (d) and (e) is the incorrect idiom "less remarkable as" - "less remarkable than" is idiomatically correct. Another reason to eliminate (b) is that "as the developing compact disc" makes no sense in this sentence ("the development of the compact disc" has a completely different meaning and we want to avoid changing the meaning of the original sentence).

(c) uses the idiomatically correct (and parallel) "No less remarkable than the X has been the Y"...
aragonn
The key thing to notice is the language "as remarkable as." The "as something as" or "something than" (eg, greater than, less than) structures indicate comparisons, so I know I have to be comparing two things. Those two things need to be comparable (that is, it needs to make sense to compare those two things) and the two things need to be parallel.

"the use of the new technology" is not underlined, so I need to make the other part about the CD fit that. "The use of" is comparable and parallel to "the development of." That eliminates B and D.

A and B can be eliminated through broken parallelism - they mix verb tenses for the two items I'm comparing (was = past, has been = present perfect).

D and E can be eliminated through incorrect idioms. "none the less remarkable than" mixes two idioms: "none the less" and "no less remarkable than." And "no less remarkable as" is also incorrect idiom - it's either "as remarkable as" or "no less remarkable than."
CrackVerbalGMAT
In this question we need to look at the use of ‘no less… than’ and parallelism.

Option B and D violate the parallelism that is required in this sentence with the use of ‘developing’. Eliminate.

Option E alters the meaning and incorrectly uses the idiom. Eliminate.

Option A ends up using both ‘was’ and ‘has been’ in the same sentence which is an unnecessary tense jump. Eliminate.

Option C is the best choice with the right idiom and parallelism.
Hope this helps!




93.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/in-reference-to-the-current-hostility-toward-smoking-smokers-frequent-79560.html#p597980
In reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety that their prospects for being hired and promoted are being stunted by their habit.

(A) In reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety that
(B) Referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety about
(C) When referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety about
(D) With reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety about
(E) Referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety that
daagh
In the given text, one point seems to have been missed in general, about the use of ‘anxiety about’ in B, C and D and ‘anxiety that’ in A and E. (Of course B is wrong even otherwise, because of using a past tense for a universal statement.

The idiom ‘anxiety about’ is quite okay in general use , but remember that ‘about’ is a preposition and has to be necessarily followed by a noun or pronoun or a noun or a pronoun phrase. In the text, what you have after ‘anxiety about’ is a full fledged clause, with a subject ‘their prospects’ and a verbal phrase ‘are being stunted’. This is grammatically wrong; that is why B, C and D are eventually wrong.

E avoids this prepositional pitfall by using a subordinate clause that is introduced by the conjunction ‘that’, in addition to using the present tense to mark a general statement. However A is wrong because of the past tense use. E is the right one.

I hope this clears some doubts.
Financier
Hi JenRugani,

When you say "anxiety ABOUT" versus "anxiety THAT, you point out that "idiomatically, a person feels anxious THAT an event will happen or is happening.
MGMAT SC tells us that "anxiaty ABOUT" + noun is OK. Do I understand it correctly, deriving these formulas?




"anxiety THAT" + clause = CORRECT
"anxiaty ABOUT" + clause = NOT CORRECT
"anxiaty ABOUT" + noun = CORRECT
JenRugani
Good discussion on this one! Interestingly, the title of the post asks whether we need "in reference to" or "referring to," but we can actually get to the correct answer with totally different errors. It's easy to get hung up on one distinction among answer choices, but don't forget that there is often more than one issue at work -- if you feel stuck, try looking for other errors.

roshanaslam correctly notes that we need the present tense to describe the "current" event, which leaves us with C and E. Between those two answer choices, there's another error that nobody has mentioned yet: "anxiety ABOUT" versus "anxiety THAT." Idiomatically, a person feels anxious THAT an event will happen or is happening.
JenRugani
Yep, Financier, that's correct!

I expressed anxiety ABOUT the test.
I expressed anxiety THAT I would not do well on the test.

The distinction is between noun and clause, as you identified.
egmat
atalwar wrote:
My question is how to differentiate in :
1.Referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety that
2. When referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety that (note this is not a given choice in OG Answers but still how to get this done)?
one explanation says :
When worrying about her future, Rebecca frequently wakes up in the middle of the night --> this just means that rebecca gets poor sleep on those occasions when she is worrying about her future. it doesn't mean that she generally misses out on good sleep.
Worrying about her future, Rebecca frequently wakes up in the middle of the night --> this means that rebecca wakes up in the middle of the night in general; the initial modifier is just telling us the reason why.
So question is how get which type we are referring here?
Hi Aditya,

The context of the sentence tells us what kind of Modifier we are talking about. This official sentence presents a general fact. It says that smokers are aware of the fact that their habit is considered "bad", and because of this "bad" habit, there chances of getting a job or being promoted in a job is restricted.
Choice C denotes that smokers express anxiety only when they refer to the current hostility towards smoking. All the other times, they are free of anxiety for not having a job or not getting a promotion. This meaning is non-sensical because in general people are hostile towards smokers, and the smokers have to bear the brunt professionally.

Choice E clearly depicts this meaning - of a general fact and hence, is the correct answer. So always go by the context of the sentence. That will help you select the correct answer choice.

---Shraddha
sayantanc2k
sleepynut wrote:
Hi all,
I am confused with the opening word "Referring to"; it seems as if the smokers themselves refer to the current hostility.
Did I miss anything?

Your understanding is alright. The smokers themselves refer to the hostility. (This is an example of a present participle modifier referring to the subject of the main clause.)
arichinna
tonebeeze wrote:
In reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety that their prospects for being hired and promote are being stunted by their habit.

a. In reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety that
b. Referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety about
c. When referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety about
d. With reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety about
e. Referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety that

This question is a typical example of the importance of the part of the sentence outside the underlined segment.

"their prospects for being hired and promoted are being stunted by their habit" (correcting the typo in the question - "promote" to "promoted")

This part of the sentence is a clause which requires "that" to connect it to the main clause - "smokers frequently expressed anxiety". Choices using "about" require a phrase and not a clause.

For example, Smokers frequently express anxiety about their prospects of being hired and promoted, which are being stunted by their habit.

Between option A and E, the word "currently", gives the clue for the tense - present tense and hence option E.
TheNightKing
unflinchingSubhs wrote:
There seems to be a lot of idiom play ...With Reference/In reference ...anxiety about /anxiety that etc.
How do I get to the correct answer based on meaning and grammar .
GMATNinja

Quote:
In reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety that their prospects for being hired and promoted are being stunted by their habit.

(A) In reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety that
(B) Referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety about
(D) With reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety about
unflinchingSubhs I will try. The non underlined portion tells us that the tense is present tense. Simpler example: Referring to the current job trend, I express my concern for the potential candidates. Now in this case I won't say I "expressed" - Past Tense - So your tense has to remain simple present tense.
You get rid of A,B and D.

Quote:
(C) When referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety about
(E) Referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety that
You have to pick between "Smokers, when referring to the current..." and "Smokers, referring to the current ....". Obviously the later is a proper and better usage. Usage of when seems inappropriate here and not needed too.

GMATNinja
TheNightKing wrote:
unflinchingSubhs wrote:
There seems to be a lot of idiom play ...With Reference/In reference ...anxiety about /anxiety that etc.
How do I get to the correct answer based on meaning and grammar .
GMATNinja
----
Quote:
In reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety that their prospects for being hired and promoted are being stunted by their habit.

(A) In reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety that
(B) Referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety about
(D) With reference to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently expressed anxiety about
----
unflinchingSubhs I will try. The non underlined portion tells us that the tense is present tense. Simpler example: Referring to the current job trend, I express my concern for the potential candidates. Now in this case I won't say I "expressed" - Past Tense - So your tense has to remain simple present tense.
You get rid of A,B and D.
Quote:
(C) When referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety about
(E) Referring to the current hostility toward smoking, smokers frequently express anxiety that


You have to pick between "Smokers, when referring to the current..." and "Smokers, referring to the current ....". Obviously the later is a proper and better usage. Usage of when seems inappropriate here and not needed too.

Hence E

Thanks to my avatar-buddy TheNightKing for the great explanation!

For more on choice (C) vs choice (E), check out this post by egmat.
GMATNinja
theadsingh wrote:
what is the difference between B & D?

Looking at (B) and (D), we have "referring to" vs "with reference to". Is one of those wrong? Maybe, but I certainly wouldn't eliminate either based on that difference alone.

And luckily, we don't have to! Both of these options (as well as choice C) boil down to, "smokers frequently expressed anxiety about their prospects {...} are being stunted by their habit." As described in this post by daagh, that doesn't work.

· "I'm nervous about my audition." - No problem here: "I'm nervous about X."
· "I'm nervous because I have an audition tomorrow." - All good here. We can have a clause (subject-verb pair) after "because".
· "I'm nervous about I have an audition tomorrow." - No good. We can't have a subject-verb pair ("I have") after the preposition ("about").
· "Smokers expressed anxiety about their prospects are being stunted." - This is wrong for the same reason.

I hope that helps!
lakshya14
I selected (B), which eventually came out to be wrong over (E), which resembles with (B), except the subtle difference of "about" and "that". Do I have to remember these minute topics or is there any logic behind it?
^^
daagh
lakshya

It is not a subtle difference. It is a major difference. Without knowing that ‘about’ is a preposition followed by a noun while 'that' is connector followed by a clause, one cannot go far in SC. Whether it is SC, CR or RC, you will be haunted with both the types of sentences and if you didn’t understand the difference, then you wouldn’t understand any situation.

Therefore go back to basics. Read the various parts of speech and their usage. Understand the different types of sentences and their purposes.









94.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/neanderthals-had-a-vocal-tract-that-resembled-those-of-the-apes-and-so-75586.html#p568542
Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes and so were probably without language, a shortcoming that may explain why they were supplanted by our own species.

(A) Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes
(B) Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape’s
(C) The vocal tracts of Neanderthals resembled an ape’s
(D) The Neanderthal’s vocal tracts resembled the apes’
(E) The vocal tracts of the Neanderthals resembled those of the apes
Narenn
WaterFlowsUp wrote:
Bumping for review and further discussion*.
*New project from GMAT Club!!! Check HERE

reply2spg wrote:
Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes and so were probably without language, a shortcoming that may explain why they were supplanted by our own species.
(A) Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes
(B) Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape’s
(C) The vocal tracts of Neanderthals resembled an ape’s
(D) The Neanderthal’s vocal tracts resembled the apes’
(E) The vocal tracts of the Neanderthals resembled those of the apes

Two Independent clauses connected by co-ordinating conjunction ('AND' in this case) should have a parallel structure.

Clause 1 :- Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of apes ------> Subject - InTransitive Verb - Predicate
Clause 2 :- so were probably without language --------> Subject - InTransitive Verb - Predicate

The logical antecedent of 'So', which is the Subject of second clause, is 'Neanderthals'. Hence 'Neanderthals' should be a subject of the First clause.

Only Choice A and B have their subject as 'The Neanderthal'. So C, D, E are out.

In Choice A has the Pronoun Agreement Error. 'Those of Apes'(plural) can not refer to the 'Vocal Tract of Neanderthals'(Singular)

x2suresh
reply2spg wrote:
Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes and so were probably without language, a shortcoming that may explain why they were supplanted by our own species.

(A) Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes
(B) Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape’s
(C) The vocal tracts of Neanderthals resembled an ape’s
(D) The Neanderthal’s vocal tracts resembled the apes’
(E) The vocal tracts of the Neanderthals resembled those of the apes

Can someone explain this one?


C,D,E out.. vocal tracts.. were probably without language.. --> completely wrong.. Neanderthals were without language is correct.

A -- we are comparing vocal tract with "those" (vocal tracts) of apes.. Wrong comparision.

B is perfect.

Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape’s [vocal tract] ...
sudeep
tejal777 wrote:
This is a an important question and has not been discussed adequately.Keep getting it wrong..
I had straight away eliminated B,C,D because of "resembling an ape's.." resembling an ape's what?!which body part?hand,leg?!

The comparision is between the vocal tract of Neanderthals with the vocal tracts of ape's..
Please discuss

some possible comparisons:

- Netherlands' vocal tract <==> Apes' vocal tract
- vocal tract of Netherlands <==> vocal tract of Apes
- vocal tract of Netherlands <==> Apes' vocal tract.

Third one is used in case of B.

In cases of comparisons:

Unlike X of A, B's (X) is/are ... (here, X is implicit and is not necessary in the sentence)

mikeCoolBoy
I'm not sure if I understand your question
In the first one you don’t have comma before ‘and’ therefore you don't repeat the subject.

Peter ate an apple and drank water.
Peter ate an apple, and he drank water.

These two sentences are correct. If you put comma you repeat the subject

In the second, you have an enumeration x, y, and z

As the explanation says the comma suggests the coming of the participle because, IMO, if you want to join the clauses using "and" you remove the comma and don't repeat the subject or put the comma and repeat the subject.

Nuclear fusion is the force that powers the Sun, the stars, and hydrogen bombs and ...
Nuclear fusion is the force that powers the Sun, the stars, and hydrogen bombs, and it ....

Let me know if this was what you were asking for.
GMATPill
garimavyas wrote:
that is why i posted this question here. Neanderthals is supposed to be plural but can it be treated as a singular in this context . its like saying ... dogs had a tail which wagged whenever they saw a bone .
You are allowed to talk about a plural group and reference a singular trait of that plural group. "Neanderthals had a vocal tract" is ok. "Dogs have a tail" is ok. "Humans have a heart that pumps blood" is ok.

"Neanderthals had vocal tracts that resembled those of the apes" might be what you're looking for--but it's not one of the answer choices.

Oftentimes, the optimal/most correct answer choice you might have in mind actually does not show up in the answer choices. It doesn't matter--your job is to pick the best of the existing ones--not the best possible answer choice in your mind.
jamifahad
First thing to note is Neandethals is a common subject of compound statement separated by and.

A. those is plural which is referring to singular antecedent vocal tract.
B. Subject Neandethals remains common to both part of compound statement. OA
C, D, and E has vocal tracts as subject of 2nd part of compound statement (i.e and so were probably without language) which is incorrect.
Also, C, D and E uses plural vocal tracts when singular is needed.
KyleWiddison
Excellent discussion on the post thus far. Pronoun replacement is a nice tool for solving problems like this. You just replace the pronoun - in this case the very commonly tested "they" - with the antecedant to see if the result is logical.

...explain why the vocal tracts were supplanted by our own species - illogical.
...explain why the Neanterthals were supplanted by our own species - logical.

You may want to use pronoun replacement whenever you see shifts in the subject (notice they are both plural so it's not a subject/verb question) with a commonly tested pronoun (it, its, they, them, their).
EducationAisle
govind440 wrote:
In the 2nd part of the sentence (so were) .. what does that refer to then. That should refer to Neanderthals so subject should be neanderthals....

Hi Govind, I am assuming you mean to ask what does that refer to in this part:

a shortcoming that may explain why they were supplanted by our own species.

that actually refers to a shortcoming.

The structure a shortcoming that may explain why they were supplanted by our own species is actually called an absolute modifier and is in fact quite frequently tested on GMAT (though it is not explicitly tested in this question, since the entire absolute modifier is in the non-underlined portion).

rohitmanglik

KyleWiddison wrote:
Excellent discussion on the post thus far. Pronoun replacement is a nice tool for solving problems like this. You just replace the pronoun - in this case the very commonly tested "they" - with the antecedant to see if the result is logical.

...explain why the vocal tracts were supplanted by our own species - illogical.
...explain why the Neanterthals were supplanted by our own species - logical.

You may want to use pronoun replacement whenever you see shifts in the subject (notice they are both plural so it's not a subject/verb question) with a commonly tested pronoun (it, its, they, them, their).


Hi KyleWiddison

Multiple doubts

1) As far as I understood, sentence transition over here went in this way: "Neanderthals [past perfect] and [simple past], so were....[simple past]". Is my understanding correct? Can conjunction join two D/Cs in which one is past perfect and other is in simple past.

2) Do these are the two list items that and connects over here
Neanderthals has a vocal tract
a) resembling an ape's
b) so were without language

Isn't "Neanderthals has a vocal tract so were without language" sound awkward
^^
KyleWiddison
rohitmanglik-

Great questions here - I can see where the confusion comes in. This structure is a bit different than just "and" connecting clauses...you really have to look at the conjunction as "and so".

You are connecting these two clauses:
1)Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape's
and so
2 [Neanderthals] were probably without language...

Using "and so" make a special connection here because the "so" makes the 2nd clause the result of the first. That causal connection is what makes the past perfect legitimate in the first clause (poor vocal tract) because it had to come first and so the simple past is the result (no language).

(notice the not coincidental use of "and so" in my explanation [image: :)] )
sukanyar
rohitmanglik wrote:
Hi KyleWiddison,

Thanks for the reply. A very nice point.

Now that I have studied for the GMAT little more, I am confused whether usage of "had" actually makes this clause past perfect. As I studied in some other forum (though that source might not be that reliable) is "Simple trick I use to differentiate (whether HAD is used as past perfect) is: If HAD is followed by a verb or been, then I conclude that Past Perfect is being used.
If HAD is followed by a noun/pronoun, then I conclude that Simple Past is being used."
What I use is that if "had" is used in the sense of "possession", then it is simple past. Here, Neandethals possessed a vocal tract and so, it should be simple past.==
^^
KyleWiddison
Very nice catch on the "had". In looking at the conjunction I didn't inspect the verb at all. This indeed is the possessive use of "have" in the simple past form. Interestingly as a side note, to make the past perfect of "have" you use the somewhat awkward "had had": I had had all I could stand of the unending rain when mercifully the sun came out.

EducationAisle
dina98 wrote:
(A) "they" in the latter part of the sentence should refer to Neanderthals. This option leaves room for ambiguity. INCORRECT.
Actually GMAT has exhibited tolerance to pronouns way more ambiguous than this :).
A big issue with A is the presence of demonstrative pronoun those (...resembled those of the apes...).

The intent obviously is that those should refer to vocal tracts, but the issue is that vocal tracts doesn't appear in the sentence; only vocal tract does. So, in that sense, those  does not have any valid antecedent.
egmat
dabhishek87 wrote:
(A) Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes :-
(B) Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape's
(C) The vocal tracts of Neanderthals resembled an ape's
(D) The Neanderthal's vocal tracts resembled the apes’
(E) The vocal tracts of the Neanderthals resembled those of the apes

Subject of the sentence should be Neanderthal so C,D, and E are out
A is using those instead of that so wrong.
B is best but it also has issue that it uses " ape's " and not " apes' " or this use is correct?
Hello dabhishek87,
In Choice B, use of ape's is absolutely fine for two reasons.

Firstly, the sentence intends to present comparison between the vocal tract of Neanderthals and that of apes. The expression ape's stands for ape's vocal tract. If we change ape's to apes, then the sentence will present illogical comparison between the vocal tract of Neanderthals and the apes themselves.
Secondly, the choice uses singular article an that cannot be followed by the plural noun apes.
--Shraddha
egmat
santro789 wrote:
Past perfect tense correct in option b?

Hello santro789,

The helping verbs have, has, and had act as a perfect tense verbs only when they are followed by another verb in its past participle form. Take a look at the following sentences:

They have bought the movie tickets. --> Present Perfect Tense.
He has bought the movie tickets. --> Present Perfect Tense.
They/He had bought the movie tickets. --> Past Perfect Tense.

When these helping verbs (have, has, and had) are used just by themselves and are not followed by any other verb, then act as simple tense verbs. For example:

They have the movie tickets. --> Simple Present Tense.
He has the movie tickets. --> Simple Present Tense.
They/He had the movie tickets. --> Simple Past Tense.



Similar is the usage of had in this official sentence. Please note that in Choice B, had is not followed by any other verb in its participle form. Hence. had is NOT a past perfect tense verb in Choice B. It is rightly a simple past tense verb.

---Shraddha
EducationAisle
longhaul123 wrote:
Can someone please explain me in detail why option E is incorrect.

Hi longhaul123, notice that E (and options C and D as well) change the subject of the sentence from Neanderthals to vocal tracts. So, C, D, and E seem to erroneously suggest that vocal tracts were probably without language (while the meaning of the original sentence is that Neanderthals were without language).

Quote:
In B i thought since the sentence uses the past perfect Had and the continuous tense Resembling the use is incorrect and so i choose option E


The presence of had in B does not make this sentence past perfect. had is used as a verb in this sentence (to depict the act of possession). The verb had is used as a simple past tense of the verb have. This confusion arises because both, the simple past tense and the past participle, of the verb have, are had.

Let's see few examples:

John has a car.
- Simple present

John had a car.
- Simple past

John has had a car for five years.
- Present perfect

John had had a car for five years before he sold it off.
- Past perfect
generis
dave13 wrote:
reply2spg wrote:
Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes and so were probably without language, a shortcoming that may explain why they were supplanted by our own species.

(A) Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes
(B) Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape’s
(C) The vocal tracts of Neanderthals resembled an ape’s
(D) The Neanderthal’s vocal tracts resembled the apes’
(E) The vocal tracts of the Neanderthals resembled those of the apes

generis your SC majesty [image: :)] pls advise.

(B) Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape’s

Neanderthals is in plural form and an ape’s is in singular --- isnt it a parallelism issue [image: :?]

(1) No, there is not a parallelism issue.

Why not? Option B leaves out the words
that would help. Those omitted words constitute a singular noun. In other words, we have a case of ellipsis.


The possessive noun "ape's" contains the hint:
the comparison is between singular "vocal tract" that Neanderthals had,
and another singular "vocal tract" that an ape has.

Rewrite:
Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape’s [vocal tract] and so were probably without language, a shortcoming that may explain why they were supplanted by our own species.

The second vocal tract is implied.
Vocal tract and vocal tract are both singular.
Neither instance of "vocal tract" is the subject of the sentence.
Neither instance is referred to with the wrong possessive pronoun, as in Option A:
a vocal tract that resembled those [that] of

In other words, the issue of parallelism in Option B is
not between Neanderthals and ape(s), but rather
between a singular vocal tract and another unstated singular vocal tract.
Option B is correct. Option A is wrong.

Finally, I wonder whether you were tempted by another answer?
If so, which answer choice tempted you?

If not, I assume you want to understand the (non)issue
in option B in case that issue arises in another SC question.

TIP: If you see a possessive noun or pronoun that is not followed
by a "something" (either what the possessive noun/pronoun "owns" or is related to)
if the issue arises, fill in the something.

Filling in the "something" will clear up most issues.

The ape's WHAT? The ape's vocal tract.
My laugh is similar to yours. Your WHAT? Your laugh.
Their president may be even worse than ours. Our WHAT? Our president.

This suggestion will help often.
Remembering and analyzing what we can see is hard enough under pressure,
never mind what we cannot see.

2) If you still believe Option B is wrong, read on. Otherwise, skip.

Split #1: vocal tracts become the subject of the sentence, such that
both meaning is changed and logic is defied. "Vocal tracts" should not be taking the highlighted verbs.
Vocal tracts can neither be without language nor be supplanted by anatomically modern homo sapiens (our species).

(C) The vocal tracts of Neanderthals resembled an ape’s [vocal tract] and were probably without language . . .[and] were supplanted by [us].
(D) The Neanderthal’s vocal tracts resembled the apes’ [vocal tracts] and were probably without language . . .[and] were supplanted by [us].

(E) The vocal tracts of the Neanderthals resembled those of the apes and were probably without language . . .[and] were supplanted by [us].

Eliminate C, D, and E.
2) Split number two: agreement

(A) Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes
The non-agreement here is prominent.
The noun is A vocal tract, which then gets referred to incorrectly by those

If you feel short on time: by POE, choose B and move on.
If you have a few seconds, read Option B. Insert "vocal tract" after "ape's"
in your mind or write it on your paper.

Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape’s [vocal tract]
and so [Neanderthals] were probably without language,
a shortcoming that may explain why they [Neanderthals] were supplanted by our own species.

dave13, I hope that helps. [image: :-)]

"your SC majesty" :razz: Actually, I think I'm your straight man - a foil. You may know these terms. Just in case:
Straight man: a member of a comedy team who feeds lines to a partner who in turn replies with usually humorous quips, see here. FOIL: a person or thing that makes another seem better by contrast:
The straight man was an able foil to the comic. see here.
generis
lary301254M7 wrote:
Why is it wrong to compare vocal tract to vocal tracts of apes (plural)?
still comparing the same organ right?
Or is it because "those" has no plural antecedent to refer to

lary301254M7 , sorry! I didn't see your recent question when
I answered dave13 's first.

I assume you refer to Option A?
First, yes, "those" should be "that."
The antecedent in Option A is "vocal tract." That antecedent does not agree with the plural pronoun "those." A subtle detail exists; the pronoun is wrong, not the antecedent. The antecedent, as an anatomical term, is typically singular.


That is, reference to anatomical parts typically is singular except in
obvious cases such as wings or antennae.
This preference is stylistic and arcane.

A hyena's jaw, not hyenas' jawbones.
A hornet's stinger, not hornets' stingers.
The trunk of an elephant, not the trunks of elephants.

The preference is just that -- a preference, not a hard rule.

You do not need to know this stylistic inclination toward
anatomical references. The options will give you other reasons
to eliminate the options.

Hope that helps. [image: :-)]
EducationAisle
Meisme wrote:
Can anyone please explain to me why so can refer to the subject? I never see "so" can use as a pronoun

"so" referring to subject? Which option are you talking about?
"so" in the original sentence is used in the sense of "hence", similar to the following sentence?

I had worked hard and so, scored well.
GMATNinja
Also answered on our Ask Me Anything About SC thread, but reposting here in case it helps somebody:

09173140521 wrote:
https://gmatclub.com/forum/neanderthals ... l#p2335090

Neanderthals had a vocal tract that resembled those of the apes and so were probably without language, a shortcoming that may explain why they were supplanted by our own species.
correct =(B) Neanderthals had a vocal tract resembling an ape’s

please explain how "resembling" can modify a thing in the past ??????? I saw "-ing" modifier only in present tense be correct and many question wrong because of using -ing modifier in past .......BUT in this case it use for past tense !

in other word = "a vocal tract that resemble an ape's" or "a vocal tract that resembled an ape's" which is correct.? [image: :please]
tnx in advance.
I think I see the confusion. The key here is that "-ing" words such as "resembling" are usually not verbs at all. (They can be verbs, of course, but that's not the case here.) In this context, "resembling" is an adjective, just modifying "a vocal tract." And adjectives NEVER have a tense, so you really don't have to worry about the timeline at all. It's fine to say "a vocal tract resembling an ape's" -- and it would also be fine to say "a vocal tract that resembled an ape's."

This article on the various uses of "-ing" words might help with this issue. And here's another example of the word "resembling" in a really tough GMATPrep question.

I hope this helps!
EducationAisle
lakshya14 wrote:
In (E), isn't it "those of" referring to "vocal tracts", and if we replace it in the original sentence, it compares correctly?

Agree. However, E seems to suggest that the vocal tracts were probably without language, while the intended meaning is that Neanderthals were probably without language (in any case, vocal tracts cannot have a language).
DmitryFarber
Yes, and if we look further, we also see that "they" were supplanted by our species. If we make vocal tracts the subject, then the default interpretation is that "they" means vocal tracts. We want "they" to refer to Neanderthals, so it's best to make them the subject of the sentence rather than part of a modifier.

EducationAisle wrote:
lakshya14 wrote:
In (E), isn't it "those of" referring to "vocal tracts", and if we replace it in the original sentence, it compares correctly?

Agree. However, E seems to suggest that the vocal tracts were probably without language, while the intended meaning is that Neanderthals were probably without language (in any case, vocal tracts cannot have a language).





95.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/new-hardy-varieties-of-rice-show-promise-of-producing-high-yields-with-46982.html#p331098
New hardy varieties of rice show promise of producing high yields without the costly requirements of irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer by earlier high yielding varieties.

(A) requirements of irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer by earlier high yielding varieties

(B) requirements by earlier high yielding varieties of application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation

(C) requirements for application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation of earlier high yielding varieties

(D) application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation that was required by earlier high yielding varieties

(E) irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer that were required by earlier high yielding varieties
ashkrs
Well the sentence is trying to say, the new variety of rice shows promise of producing high yields without X and Y when compared to old variety of rice, which required both X and Y.

If we break
X - requirements of irrigation
Y - application of commercial fertilizer

New hardy varieties of rice show promise of producing high yields without the costly requirements of irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer by earlier high-yielding varieties.

(A) requirements of irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer by earlier high-yielding varieties
without X and Y by earlier high-yielding varieties - ambiguous comparison .

(B) requirements by earlier high-yielding varieties of application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation
without X by....and Y -don't need to say further

(C) requirements for application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation of earlier high-yielding varieties
ugly -here we have split X itself.

(D) application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation that was required by earlier high-yielding varieties
without Y and X that was....Was is a problem here. We are talking about additive phrase , need plural were.

(E) irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer that were required by earlier high-yielding varieties
without X and Y that were required by earlier....clean comparison..agreement on pronoun
michaelny2001
i think the best explanation for this question is to look at the meaning of the sentence. Requirements and application cannot be costly. Only the irrigation can, therefore right away you eliminate A, B, C and D, leaving you with E, which is the correct answer.
KapTeacherEli (Kaplan GMAT Instructor)
stringworm wrote:
New hardy varieties of rice show promise of producing high yields without the costly requirements of irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer by earlier high-yielding varieties.

(A) requirements of irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer by earlier high-yielding varieties
(B) requirements by earlier high-yielding varieties of application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation
(C) requirements for application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation of earlier high-yielding varieties
(D) application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation that was required by earlier high-yielding varieties

(E) irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer that were required by earlier high-yielding varieties


Q: I understand "and" is a conjunction joining the two, but still everything I've read says that "that," "which," and "who," refer back to the noun or noun phrase directly preceding it. Therefore, allowing the plural "were" means this whole idea of the relative pronoun only being able to encapsulate the directly proceeding noun or noun phrase is totally out the window is it not???

A relative pronoun can refer to the noun, or the noun phrase, before it. Occasionally, it's not clear whether a modifier is referring to the single noun or to the entire noun phrase that precedes it. For instance,

"The policies of the so-called 'purple' faction of the government, renowned for byzantine complexity..." would probably not be correct on the GMAT because it's unclear whether the modifier 'renowned for corruption' could be modifying the policies, faction, or government.
However, if a modifier can only apply grammatically to a single part of the noun phrase, then there is no ambiguity. "The policies of the so-called 'purple' faction of the government, renowned for their byzantine complexity..." could be considered right, because the word 'their' in the modifier unmistakably refers to the plural noun 'policies' at the very beginning of the long prepositional noun phrase. We can't possibly be confused into thinking 'their' refers to a single faction or a single government.

In choice E, the word 'were' following the word 'that' means that the relative clause MUST refer back to the plural noun at the beginning of the noun phrase--in this case, the compound subject "requirements and application."

Note that "Application.... and requirements...that were" would probably NOT be okay! In this hypothetical case, the were could refer to 'requirements' or to 'application and requirements'.

Hope this helps!
KapTeacherEli
In (D), the modifier "that was required" has the singular verb 'was', so it CANNOT refer to the compound subject "Application...and irrigation." This messes up the meaning of the sentence. Also, the 'that was is still ambiguous' because the 'and' is ambiguous; in (D), it's not clear whether we're talking about the "application of [commercial fertilizer and irrigation]" or the "[application of commertical fertilizer] and irrigation.
stringworm
Take for example:

The application of red, white, and blue, which were patriotic, my mom loved.

-Here we can use the plural tense "were" to know that the author finds the colors patriotic.
(Let's just assume the country is taken over by foreigners and those colors are indeed patriotic colors as opposed to colors being patriotic).

or

The application of red, white, and blue, which was patriotic, my mom loved.

-Here we can use the singular tense "was" to know that the author found the application itself to be patriotic.

This is why I don't believe (D) is guilty of being ambiguous as you say it is. Sometimes, we use the tense to clear ambiguity and other times we say it's the cause of it...hence the grammar catch-22 I want to be debunked.


KapTeacherEli
stringworm wrote:
Take for example:

The application of red, white, and blue, which were patriotic, my mom loved.

-Here we can use the plural tense "were" to know that the author finds the colors patriotic.
(Let's just assume the country is taken over by foreigners and those colors are indeed patriotic colors as opposed to colors being patriotic).

or

The application of red, white, and blue, which was patriotic, my mom loved.

-Here we can use the singular tense "was" to know that the author found the application itself to be patriotic.

This is why I don't believe (D) is guilty of being ambiguous as you say it is. Sometimes, we use the tense to clear ambiguity and other times we say it's the cause of it...hence the grammar catch-22 I want to be debunked.
You second sentence would not be correct on the GMAT, because 'was' could refer to 'blue' or to 'application'. It would probably not be a correct answer to a GMAT question.
DmitryFarber
There's another problem with D. Irrigation isn't being applied. If you look at the full range of choices, "irrigation" and "application of comemrcial fertilizer" are treated as distinct elements. In both A (original) and E (correct), "irrigation" comes first. Two things are required: 1) irrigation and 2) application of commercial fertilizer, so we need "were" even without the ambiguity issue.
alwaysnewbie
A) requirements of irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer by earlier high yielding varieties – this should be applicable to both "irrigation" and "application of commercial fertilizer". There is ambiguity on applicability to both the aspects
B) requirements by earlier high yielding varieties of application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation – illogical meaning
C) requirements for application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation of earlier high yielding varieties. – changes meaning. this should be applicable to both irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer
D) application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation that was required by earlier high yielding varieties. – "application of commercial fertilizer and irrigation", plural "were" should be used. "earlier high yielding varieties" now correctly applies to both the aspects.
E) irrigation and application of commercial fertilizer that were required by earlier high yielding varieties. – "earlier high yielding varieties" now correctly applies to both the aspects.

daagh
This topic is deep. The first point is to note is that the requirements are not themselves costly but the factors that are required such as the application of fertilizers and irrigation are costly. That is the reason we can dispense with choice A, B, and C instantly
In D, a couple of factors are denoted by a singular verb 'was'.

AjiteshArun
sampriya wrote:
when we expand the option C we get

without the costly requirements for application of commercial fertilizer and application of irrigation of earlier high yielding varieties.-----> why is this wrong

why is the "requirements for application of A and application of B - of C" wrong construction? there is no ambiguity and no verb tense issue either

option C clearly states that irrigation and application of fertilizer are no more expensive requirements to the present varieties

why is option C wrong? please comment

Hi sampriya,

Here is one way to take C out. Have a look option E:

the X and Y that were required by earlier varieties

This quite clearly tells us that earlier varieties required both X (costly irrigation) and Y (application of commercial fertilizer). Option C, on the other hand, leads to:

application of fertilizer and irrigation of earlier varieties

There is no to after fertilizer, so we don't have any connection between application and earlier varieties. That is, we end up with

application of fertilizer and irrigation of earlier varieties

instead of

application of fertilizer to and irrigation of earlier varieties
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https://gmatclub.com/forum/canadian-scientists-have-calculated-that-one-human-being-should-be-101939.html#p620760
Canadian scientists have calculated that one human being should be struck every nine years by a meteorite, while each year sixteen buildings can be expected to sustain damage from such objects.

(A) one human being should be struck every nine years by a meteorite
(B) a human being should be struck by a meteorite once in every nine years
(C) a meteorite will strike one human being once in every nine years
(D) every nine years a human being will be struck by a meteorite
(E) every nine years a human being should be struck by a meteorite

TommyWallach

I think they're playing with how you can use "should." I can say "Based on my calculations, the eclipse should occur in summer 2011." But when we leave out that "based on my calculations" part, it gets confusing.

A) This sounds like the same ONE person will get hit by the meteorite (poor guy!).

B) "once in every nine years" is not a saying. You can say "once every nine years", but you can't have that "in".

C) still sounds like the same one guy, with added weirdness.

D) sounds good.

E) Does sound like a recommendation for this poor man.

Hope that helps!

TehJay
Canadian scientists have calculated that one human being should be struck every nine years by a meteorite, while each year 16 buildings can be expected to sustain damage from such objects.

(A) one human being should be struck every nine years by a meteorite
(B) a human being should be struck by a meteorite once in every nine years
(C) a meteorite will strike one human being once in every nine years
(D) every nine years a human being will be struck by a meteorite
(E) every nine years a human being should be struck by a meteorite


I disagree with the OA. The OA is (D), and the explanation is: "What this sentence says is not what it logically intends. The verb should implies obligation; in this sentence, it indicates that one human being ought to be struck every nine years, as though that person somehow deserved it. The scientists clearly mean that a human being will be struck by a meteorite roughly every nine years." I understand this logic, but completely disagree with it. First of all, "should" does not necessarily imply obligation. It can also refer to something that is expected but not definite - "If the scientists are correct, this should happen." That's in the dictionary. Secondly, by changing it to "WILL be struck," you are changing the meaning of the sentence to state that the scientists know, without a doubt, that someone will be struck by a meteorite every nine years. However, the second part of the sentence, "while each year 16 buildings can be expected to sustain damage from such objects," makes it clear that the scientists do not KNOW that these are definite things, but rather that they are EXPECTED things. "Should" is the correct word to use. You could replace it with some other things, like "will probably" or "most likely will", but not just "will". That changes the inherent meaning to something more definite than actually intended.

Thoughts?

BKimball (Manhattan Prep Instructor)
TehJay,
This is one of those SC areas where our ear leads us astray. We hear people say things like "If my calculations are correct, we should arrive 10 minutes early." In GMAT world, however, "should" implies obligation and can't be used to express probability. This is one of those idiomatic things you just have to memorize, but I think the more important issue with this problem is the split that allows you to narrow your choices down to D and E.
Great debate on this one!
Brett
TehJay
I'm sorry to hammer this point, but I just wanted to reassert the fact that one of the definitions of "should" is exactly to express a probability or expectation. From Mirriam-Webster:

Spoiler: ::

From Oxford:

Spoiler: ::
should (should)

Pronunciation:/SHo͝od/
modal verb (3rd sing. Should
2. used to indicate what is probable
I'm not just making this up. The second half of the sentence suggests that the study isn't conclusive, but that the scientists EXPECT that something SHOULD happen, so why would the first half be different? That's how I read the sentence - "The scientists believe that x should happen and that y is expected to happen". Changing it to WILL happen changes the original meaning of the sentence - "The scientists KNOW that x will happen and that y MIGHT happen".
crick20002002
heyholetsgo wrote:
I am a little bit confused here. When I state something in the past, shouldn't we always use "would", an option not given by the answer choices?
He said he would go on buy some milk--> Not--> He said he would go on buy some milk.
They concluded if the robber gets caught, he would go to jail --> Not--> They concluded if the robber gets caught, he will go to jail

The general rule of usage is Past + Conditional(would) OR Present + future(will). In the given problem, the findings of the Scientists is a general truth, hence we need Present here. eg

The scientists have found that milky way is shrinking.

akhil911
egmat wrote:
purnima wrote:
noboru wrote:
Canadian scientists have calculated that one human being should be struck every nine years by a meteorite, while each year sixteen buildings can be expected to sustain damage from such objects.

(A) one human being should be struck every nine years by a meteorite
(B) a human being should be struck by a meteorite once in every nine years
(C) a meteorite will strike one human being once in every nine years
(D) every nine years a human being will be struck by a meteorite
(E) every nine years a human being should be struck by a meteorite
----
Request experts to guide when to use should ?With examples would be beeter
I am confused , I interpreted the OS as must hence choose E over D .Rest other options I eliminated based on parallelism issue.
----
Dear Purnima,
I would like to request you to kindly post your meaning analysis of the original sentence, the correct answer and the choice(s) that confused you. This way, we’ll be able to productively take forward our discussion and your learnings from the same will be more thorough.
--- Neeti.
Hi Neeti,
I came across this question on gmatclub and am posting the analysis from my side.

Meaning:

Canadian scientists have calculated that
each human being should be struck by a meteorite every nine years
and also calculated that sixteen building should be damaged each year because of the meteorite.

Error analysis:

Use of ‘one human being’ is incorrect - it seems to suggest that only one human being will be hit by a meteorite every nine years. Usage of each would be much better in this case.
Use of should also is incorrect - it indicates that the meteorite should hit the human being instead of wording in a way that the based on calculation of the scientists this is a probability.

(A) one human being should be struck every nine years by a meteorite
incorrect for the reasons stated above.
(B) a human being should be struck by a meteorite once in every nine years
usage of should is incorrect , this sentence seems to suggest that the action of striking a human being should always happen.
(C) a meteorite will strike one human being once in every nine years
usage of one human being is incorrect - this seems to suggest that a meteorite will strike only one human being every 9 years. 
(D) every nine years a human being will be struck by a meteorite.
(E) every nine years a human being should be struck by a meteorite
usage of should is incorrect because of reasons mentioned above.


Can you please let me know if my understanding is correct in the above question.
daagh
It is doubtful whether 'will' always means a certainty. For example, take this case:
Seeing the binge with which Yellen is eager to go, analysts think that FED will raise the rate yet again as early as March this year.

Here, 'will' signifies more speculation or at the most some anticipation or expectation. 'Will' is often used for the futurity of the event rather than for the surety of the event.

The next point. 'Should' is often a kind of suggestion and in some cases even dreaming. For example. I think he should re-take GMAT again ASAP. Here this is a mere suggestion.
In another case, --- I feel that the erring politician should meet his waterloo this time for hobnobbing with anti-socials. -- here this is a wishful thinking.
Therefore, 'should' may not always point to compulsion as in the case of 'ought to' or 'must'

Canadian scientists have calculated that one human being should be struck every nine years by a meteorite, while each year 16 buildings can be expected to sustain damage from such objects.

(A) one human being should be struck every nine years by a meteorite
(B) a human being should be struck by a meteorite once in every nine years
(C) a meteorite will strike one human being once in every nine years
(D) every nine years a human being will be struck by a meteorite
(E) every nine years a human being should be struck by a meteorite

let's drop A and C for using the unseemly One human being suggesting somewhat oddly that one same human being is struck by a meteorite every nine years once. Let's us eliminate B and E for the wrongful suggestion by using the inapt 'should. D remains
egmat
TheRzS wrote:
Could I please request a clarification?
- Can "should" be used to convey probability?
- Can "will" be used to convey probability? Or, in this context "will" is used to convey certainty?

What does, in fact, separate D from E?

Hello TheRzS,
Since you have a couple of doubts, I would just like to add my two cents here. [image: :-)]

Quote:
- Can "should" be used to convey probability?
The answer is no. The word should is used to present obligation.

Quote:
- Can "will" be used to convey probability? Or, in this context "will" is used to convey certainty?

It is true that the helping verb will is generally used to present an action that is going to happen for sure. However, verb tenses are the trickiest part of the grammar. Their correct usage is completely governed by the context of the sentence.

Per the context of the sentence, it is easy to understand that the author wants to present probability. It is not that we see humans getting hit by a meteor as general occurrence. So yes, per the context of this official sentence, usage of will basically shows a calculation.
Now let's talk about the difference between Choices D and E.

(D) every nine years a human being will be struck by a meteorite: Correct: As explained, will has been used to present a calculation.

(E) every nine years a human being should be struck by a meteorite: Incorrect: Usage of should suggests that a person must for sure be struck by a meteorite as if it is the duty/obligation of a man to be struck by a meteorite.

---Shraddha
GMATNinja
SUNNYRHODE002 wrote:
GMATNinja Sir ,

Please throw some light here.

Not convinced with the OA

I think TommyWallach pretty much nailed it with this post. (D) and (E) are pretty close, but, as explained by BKimball in this post, (D) is the better of the two.

If you still aren't convinced, try to explain what's tripping you up, and we'll do our best to help!











97.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/a-survey-by-the-national-council-of-churches-showed-that-in-1986-there-113299.html#p917814
A survey by the National Council of Churches showed that in 1986 there were 20,736 female ministers, almost 9 percent of the nation’s clergy, twice as much as 1977.

(A) twice as much as 1977
(B) twice as many as 1977
(C) double what it was in 1977
(D) double the figure for 1977
(E) a number double that of 1977's

souvik101990
E is wrong because of the following:
that of 1977's. it should be either "that of 1977" or "1977's"
sarthaknav
A survey by the National Council of Churches showed that in 1986 there were 20,736 female ministers, almost 9 percent of the nation's clergy, twice as much as 1977.

(A) twice as much as 1977 - the number/figure 20,736 is compared to year 1977
(B) twice as many as 1977 - same as A
(C) double what it was in 1977 - no clear antecedent for it
(D) double the figure for 1977 - figure 20,736 is correctly compared to a figure
(E) a number double that of 1977's - redundant because of possessive. a number double that of 1977's number
vivesomnium
TrueLie wrote:
A survey by the National Council of Churches showed that in 1986 there were 20,736 female ministers, almost 9 percent of the nation’s clergy, twice as much as 1977.

(A) twice as much as 1977
(B) twice as many as 1977
(C) double what it was in 1977
(D) double the figure for 1977
(E) a number double that of 1977’s

The correct answer is D. However, I would like to know if "double" is a verb in this case?

If double was in verb form- it would be an infinitive - sentence giving order/command to the reader to double- that will not make any sense here.
GMATPill
vivesomnium wrote:
TrueLie wrote:
A survey by the National Council of Churches showed that in 1986 there were 20,736 female ministers, almost 9 percent of the nation’s clergy, twice as much as 1977.

(A) twice as much as 1977
(B) twice as many as 1977
(C) double what it was in 1977
(D) double the figure for 1977
(E) a number double that of 1977’s

The correct answer is D. However, I would like to know if "double" is a verb in this case?

If double was in verb form- it would be an infinitive - sentence giving order/command to the reader to double- that will not make any sense here.

Try not to focus too much on the technicalities that really don't matter. Focus on answering the question in as little time as possible--and do it effectively.

This is an apples vs oranges comparison. Note that in (A) and (B), "twice as much as 1977" or "twice as many as 1977" are comparing the actual year of 1977 to how many female ministers there were in 1986. This is a typical GMAT trap--just don't be fooled into thinking this is testing you on "as much as" versus "as many as."

Hope that adds a little insight.
sayantanc2k
RussianDude wrote:
guys, can someboby please explain why option C is wrong? I could not decide between C and D and chose C

In option C, the pronoun "it" does not have an antecedent. In order to use the pronoun "it", there must be the noun "figure" (or some similar noun) somewhere in the sentence. Therefore C is wrong.
sayantanc2k
paidlukkha wrote:
in B
(B) twice as many as in 1977

would that make option correct?
Yes it would be correct. the structure would then be:

.... twice as many as (there were) in 1977.
mihir0710
A survey by the National Council of Churches showed that in 1986 there were 20,736 female ministers, almost 9 percent of the nation’s clergy, twice as much as 1977.

(A) twice as much as 1977
1. We need "many" to compare a countable noun "females" ..
2. the comparison here is between females in 1986 and females in 1977. However this option says females in 1986 is two times of 1977 (which means 1977 x 2) totally wrong

(B) twice as many as 1977
Same error (2) as explained in option A

(C) double what it was in 1977
"it" does not have a clear referent

(D) double the figure for 1977
Correct

(E) a number double that of 1977’s
we already have "that of" and don't need "1977's" (apostrophe) - redundancy error
generis
TrueLie wrote:
A survey by the National Council of Churches showed that in 1986 there were 20,736 female ministers, almost 9 percent of the nation’s clergy, twice as much as 1977.

(E) a number double that of 1977's

AKASHSURANA wrote:
Team, can you please explain why is E wrong ? Some answers say E is redundant, I didn't get how it is redundant.@

AKASHSURANA , option E has other problems, but the easiest to spot is a phrase that is always wrong on the GMAT: "that of 1977's.

GMAC considers the phrase redundant: GMAC allows the use of only one marker of possession, and the phrase "that OF 1977's" uses two markers.

• on the GMAT, do not use possessive marker OF and ['s] in the same phrase
-- The word OF indicates possession: the daughter of the king
-- The use of [apostrophe + S] ['s] also indicates possession: the king's daughter
-- On the GMAT, we can use one or the other, but not both at the same time.

• Use X's Y or Y of X, but not both

Anthony [X] has a cousin [Y] whose name is Marc.

-- Correct: X's Y
Marc is Anthony's cousin.
Anthony's cousin Marc lives in my city.
(Only ['s] is used.)

-- Correct: Y of X
Marc is a cousin of Anthony.
Marc, a cousin of Anthony, lives in my city.
(Only OF is used.)

-- Wrong: Y of X's
Marc is a cousin of Anthony's.
Marc, a cousin of Anthony's, lives in my city.
(Both ['s] and OF are used. Not okay on the GMAT.)

Option E is redundant on the GMAT because it uses both an OF and ['s]:
a number double
that of 1977's

We need either
-- that of 1977
or
-- 1977's [number]

Hope that helps.
EducationAisle
rahulsinha21 wrote:
Why is option C wrong, How "IT" is ambiguous should it refer to "number of female" which is actually the comparison.

Hi Rahul, where is the phrase number of females mentioned in the sentence (so that it can refer to this phrase)?







98.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/federal-authorities-involved-in-the-investigation-have-found-the-local-87461.html#p335249
Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found the local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and are suspicious of strangers.

(A) the local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and are
(B) local witnesses to be difficult to locate, reticent, and are
(C) that local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and
(D) local witnesses are difficult to locate and reticent, and they are
(E) that local witnesses are difficult to locate and reticent, and they are
GMATNinja
csaluja wrote:
Hi GMATNinja and mikemcgarry,

I was wondering could one of you please explain why option E is incorrect and C is? I eliminated C because I didn't find the option to be parallel. I noticed some people have said that option C is saying "FA have found the local witnesses are difficult to locate, (are) reticent, and (are) suspicious. However, I thought that the sentence was saying "FA have found the local witnesses are difficult to locate, (are difficult to) reticent, and (are difficult to) suspicious. I was wondering why is this wrong? Can't one interpret the sentence as this way as well? I founded option E to be a much better choice. There are arguments against E that "they" have no specific referent to it. I was under the impression that one cannot simply eliminate an answer solely on the pronoun ambiguity. Is there anything else that is wrong with option E? If one of you experts could please help clarify my doubts, I would greatly appreciate it!

Thank You!

Typically, when you have a pronoun as the subject of a clause, the most logical place to look for a referent is the subject of the previous clause. In (E), the subject of the first clause is "federal authorities." It certainly wouldn't make any sense to claim that it's the federal authorities who are suspicious of strangers, rather than the local witnesses. So the issue here isn't pronoun ambiguity, but rather, the illogical meaning created by the pronoun. (And it's true that pronoun ambiguity isn't an absolute rule on the GMAT. More on that in this video.)

As for the parallelism, take another look at (C). "Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found that local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and suspicious of strangers." The parallel elements in red are all adjectives describing the witnesses. It's fine that two of those adjectives are themselves modified by the parts in blue - there's no grammar rule that says that all elements of a list have to look exactly the same. They just have to perform the same function. Here they all describe the "witnesses," so there's no problem.

catgmat
Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found the local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and are suspicious of strangers.
(A) the local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and are
'that' is missing, 'are' is redundant
(B) local witnesses to be difficult to locate, reticent, and are
'to locate (infinitive), reticent (adjective), and are (present)' not parallel
(C) that local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and
'witnesses are X, Y, and Z' parallel and correct!
(D) local witnesses are difficult to locate and reticent, and they are
'they are' is redundant
(E) that local witnesses are difficult to locate and reticent, and they are
'they are' is redundant

PiyushK
D and E are grammatically structure wise correct but meaning wise not.

Difficult (adjective ) to locate (verb)
Reticent (adjective)
Suspicious (adjective) of strangers.

Therefore difficult to locate and reticent is not correct; one must be aware of the meaning of reticent; if one considered it as a verb then one will end up picking D or E ... E is better over D.

C is right, bit tricky question exploiting vocabulary.
Kchaudhary
SonalSinha803 wrote:
C doesn't make any sense...can anyone explain the meaning with C being the right answer ?

Hi,
Let me try

Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found the local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and are suspicious of strangers.

(C) that local witnesses
are difficult to locate,
(are) reticent,
and
(are) suspicious of strangers

we don't need to repeat the 'are' in the above list.
Hope it helps.
Arpitkumar
Find needs "that" to be grammatically correct which leaves us with 2 options.
Option E unnecessarily uses "they" making it more ambiguous hence answer option C.

GMATNinja
aniket16c wrote:
bmwhype2 wrote:
Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found the local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and are suspicious of strangers.

(A) the local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and are
(B) local witnesses to be difficult to locate, reticent, and are
(C) that local witnesses are difficult to locate, reticent, and
(D) local witnesses are difficult to locate and reticent, and they are
(E) that local witnesses are difficult to locate and reticent, and they are
---
Dear experts,
I have a really fundamental doubt concerning parallelism:

If we ignore the egregious meaning error in option E and focus only on the parallelism, can "they" refer to local witnesses.
The structure of the sentence will be:
1. Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found that local witnesses are difficult to locate and reticent
2. Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found that they are suspicious of strangers.
So technically if we split the sentence in the above forms shouldn't "they" refer only to authorities?

Here's the full sentence with choice (E):

Quote:
Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found that local witnesses are difficult to locate and reticent, and they are suspicious of strangers.

We have two complete thoughts joined by a ", and":
1) Federal authorities involved in the investigation have found that local witnesses are difficult to locate and reticent.
2) [They] are suspicious of strangers.

Written like this, the second part ("they are suspicious of strangers") does not seem to be something that the federal authorities FOUND. Rather, it's a separate idea entirely.

And the "they" is, at best, unclear. While pronoun ambiguity isn't a good reason to eliminate an answer choice, there's no good interpretation here. If "they" refers to "federal authorities", we end up with an incoherent meaning.

And if "they" refers to the "witnesses" then it seems as though the federal authorities discovered two characteristics of these witnesses - they're "difficult" and "reticent" - and, oh yeah, here's this other thing about witnesses that is totally unrelated and maybe wasn't found by the authorities. It makes far more sense to remove the pronoun entirely, as (C) does, and convey the idea that the authorities have found that witnesses possess all three characteristics described.

The takeaway: we don't ever want to disregard a meaning issue, since grammar issues are, at heart, about clarity and logic.

I hope that answers your question!


















99.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/students-in-the-metropolitan-school-district-lack-math-skills-to-such-79092.html#p407619
Students in the metropolitan school district lack math skills to such a large degree as to make it difficult to absorb them into a city economy becoming ever more dependent on information-based industries.


(A) lack math skills to such a large degree as to make it difficult to absorb them into a city economy becoming

(B) lack math skills to a large enough degree that they will be difficult to absorb into a city’s economy that becomes

(C) lack of math skills is so large as to be difficult to absorb them into a city’s economy that becomes

(D) are lacking so much in math skills as to be difficult to absorb into a city’s economy becoming

(E) are so lacking in math skills that it will be difficult to absorb them into a city economy becoming
TommyWallach
Hey All,

Lots of great conversation surrounding this one. At MGMAT, we use this question to demonstrate a fundamental rule of sentence correction, namely that the correct answer often sounds terrible. The reason the correct answer here sounds so bad (and why many of you didn't pick it), is because of the use of the rare idiom so X as to Y, and the present participle. I'll explain:

Students in the metropolitan school district lack math skills to such a large degree as to make it difficult to absorb them into a city economy becoming ever more dependent on information-based industries.

(A) lack math skills to such a large degree as to make it difficult to absorb them into a city economy becoming
PROBLEM: So x as to Y is the idiom, as many of you pointed out. Also, the subject of "to absorb" is highly unclear. Who's absorbing them?

(B) lack math skills to a large enough degree that they will be difficult to absorb into a city’s economy that becomes
PROBLEM: "large enough degree that" is not idiomatic. "City's economy" makes it seem that there is some specific city, which is odd (though not inherently wrong). Finally "becomes" makes it seem as if this hasn't happened yet, but the point is that it is happening at present.
(C) lack of math skills is so large as to be difficult to absorb them into a city’s economy that becomes
PROBLEM: You can't really have a "large" "lack of math skills". Same two points at the end as before.

(D) are lacking so much in math skills as to be difficult to absorb into a city’s economy becoming
PROBLEM: Again, the so X as to Y is wrong. City's economy remains weird.

(E) are so lacking in math skills that it will be difficult to absorb them into a city economy becoming
ANSWER: So X as to Y is correct. Becoming is a present participle modifying city economy, and it makes it clear that this is currently happening.

For what it's worth, all of these answer choices also have an ambiguous pronoun ("them" could be math skills or students), but apparently GMAT figured it wasn't important here. Silly GMAT.

Hope that helps!
TommyWallach
Hey Cano,

Nice of you to say that, but I realize I kept referring to the idiom as "so X as to Y" when the sentence itself uses it as "so X that...", which is also legit. : )
TommyWallach
Hey Seek,

The problem here is that the idiom is NOT in the form you described. The idiom is "so X as to Y".

D) are lacking so much in math skills as to be difficult to absorb into a city’s economy becoming

But this says "They are X so much as to Y". The "so" needs to go BEFORE the X (in this case, "lacking".
daagh
B has two problems. 1.- lack to a large enough degree - is not an acceptable form of idiom; 2. they will be difficult to absorb do the students absorb or be absorbed ? – they will be difficult to be absorbed - will be better.

In E is better because; 1. Apt idiom used. - so lacking that -. 2. - A city economy becoming- describes the ongoing activity better than –becomes - in B. The - it – in - it will be - is a place holder and hence needs no reference,

daagh
(D) are lacking so much in math skills as to be difficult to absorb into a city's economy becoming

D has the problem of using an unidiomatic expression - so much x ....as to be y.

At best the right idiom could be so x as to be y, with out the word much. Some people even object to this
Difficult to absorb is also a problem. Difficult to be absorbed is a better expression
msvel2304
A - such a large degree as - wrong idiom used
B/C - that becomes - changes the meaning as in it is not happening now as we speak.
D - So X ... as to be - wrong idiom

Lacking is right in E as it speaks of something that is happening now or an ongoing action and hence the present participle.

ChrisLele
A good way to determine between (A) and (E) is to look at the verbiage:
(A) lack math skills to such a large degree VS. (E) are so lacking in math skills that

The latter (so...that) is far more concise and is the idiomatic way to express "to such a large degree" without directly stating it.

Therefore, (A) is wordy and (E) it is!
egmat
deepudiscover wrote:
Confused why E is right over C
Hello deepudiscover,
Let me present the structure of this official sentence with Choice C:

Students in the metropolitan school district
lack of math skills is so large
as to be difficult to absorb them into a city's economy
that becomes ever more dependent on information-based industries.

The way the above-mentioned sentence is structured, the word lack is no more the verb for the subject students. The word lack is the subject for the verb is now. Hence, there is no verb for the subject students  per choice C.

Also, this choice uses the idiom so large as to be... which fails to communicate the intended meaning of the sentence.
--Shraddha
GMATNinja
This question popped up on our Ask Me Anything About SC thread, and I'm reposting it here, just in case it helps anybody:

Aviral1995 wrote:
GMATNinja VeritasKarishma please help me with this question..
how can we identify which idiom is correct to use..i am really confused

https://gmatclub.com/forum/students-in- ... 79092.html
The following dialogue might help explain the idiom:
New Yorker #1: My bedroom is small.
New Yorker #2: How small is your bedroom?
New Yorker #1: My bedroom is so small that I have to sleep with my feet hanging out of the window!

The idiom in the final sentence is: "... so ______ that ______." That's the same idiom used in the correct answer choice, as explained in this post and others in this thread.
ExpertsGlobal5
Dear Friends,

Here is a detailed explanation to this question-

walker wrote:
Students in the metropolitan school district lack math skills to such a large degree as to make it difficult to absorb them into a city economy becoming ever more dependent on information-based industries.

(A) lack math skills to such a large degree as to make it difficult to absorb them into a city economy becoming
(B) lack math skills to a large enough degree that they will be difficult to absorb into a city’s economy that becomes
(C) lack of math skills is so large as to be difficult to absorb them into a city’s economy that becomes
(D) are lacking so much in math skills as to be difficult to absorb into a city’s economy becoming
(E) are so lacking in math skills that it will be difficult to absorb them into a city economy becoming

Choice A: This answer choice fails to employ the correct idiom form "So...X...as to Y", as it uses the phrase "lack math skills to such a large degree as to make". Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.


Choice B: This answer choice utilizes the phrase "large enough degree", which is not an acceptable idiom form. Additionally, this answer choice also utilizes the future tense verb "becomes" although the sentence implies that the city's growing dependency on information-based services is a currently ongoing process. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice C: This answer choice inappropriately uses the adjective "large" to describe a "lack of math skills". This answer choice also shares the tense-related error found in Option B. Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice D: This answer choice repeats the same idiom-related error found in Option A through its use of the phrase "are lacking so much in math skills as to be". Thus, this answer choice is incorrect.

Choice E: This answer choice employs the correct idiom form by using the phrase "so lacking in math skills that it will be difficult to absorb" and maintains the correct tense by utilizing the present participle "becoming". Thus, this answer choice is correct...

















100.
https://gmatclub.com/forum/out-of-america-s-fascination-with-all-things-antique-have-grown-a-77722.html#p584961
Out of America's fascination with all things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing back the chaise lounge, the overstuffed sofa, and the claw-footed bathtub.

(A) things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing

(B) things antique has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that is bringing

(C) things that are antiques has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring

(D) antique things have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing

(E) antique things has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring
daagh
Quote:
A market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures have/has has grown out of America's fascination with all things (that are) antique those are/is bringing back the chaise lounge, the overstuffed sofa, and the claw-footed bathtub

This is the actual flipped sentence. The subject is the singular -a market – and the verb therefore has to be -has grown-
What is/are bringing back the stated antiques? Logically It cannot be the furniture and fixtures nor the bygone styles nor all things because what are brought back are themselves antique furniture and fixtures of bygone styles and they cannot bring themselves. Something else must be bringing them. It is actually the fascination, as pointed out by some posters that is driving the renaissance of these styles. Hence the verb for the second part must also be singular, namely, ‘is bringing’ as in B
Gian Franco Dy
The sentence is inverted.

OBSERVE the Kernel Sentence:
Out of fascination has grown a market.
A market has grown out of fascination.


B is really the BEST choice.

A market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that is bringing back the chaise lounge, the overstuffed sofa, and the claw-footed bathtub has grown out of America's fascination with all things antique.
meesawoosa
Hm... I think perhaps this might be classified as an idiomatic part of English expression... "All things antique" just sounds more correct to me. Yes, I think the structure is Noun + Adj., which is strange in English, but people do say "I love all things Greek," etc. Sorry I can't explain that better.
adarsh12345
Minheequang wrote:
Out of America's fascination with all things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing back the chaise lounge, the overstuffed sofa, and the claw-footed bathtub.
(A) things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing
(B) things antique has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that is bringing
(C) things that are antiques has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring
(D) antique things have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing
(E) antique things has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring

The answer is (B). I have no problem with the meaning of this choice, but what is things antique. I can't understand its meaning or its structure: Noun + ADJ ???

Here in c and e "bring" is wrong as it refers to market which is singular .. so C and E are out
A out as "are" is not proper "Market" singular
Now out of B and C .
C is wordy .
things antique is correct . So B
cybertauren
meesawoosa wrote:
Hm... I think perhaps this might be classified as an idiomatic part of English expression... "All things antique" just sounds more correct to me. Yes, I think the structure is Noun + Adj., which is strange in English, but people do say "I love all things Greek," etc. Sorry I can't explain that better.

Actually they are correct English.

- All thing [which are] antique ...
- I love all things [which are] Greek

[which are] is omitted in this case for short.

niteshgmat
The right way to look into this sentence would be to remove the preposition phrases so that the subject and verb can be clearly understood.
Lets strike out the propositional phrases and see if that'll help:-

Out of America's fascination with all things antique has/have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that is/are bringing back the chaise lounge, the overstuffed sofa, and claw-footed bathtub.

As you can see, its now easier to figure out the right answer.
fascination->singular->has
market->singular->is
EducationAisle
niteshgmat wrote:
As you can see, its now easier to figure out the right answer.
fascination->singular->has
market->singular->is

Actually it should be the other way round.

market->singular->has
fascination->singular->is

market...has grown.. and fascination ...is bringing back the chaise lounge, .....
daagh
There are two examples akin to this topic: one, an original from OG verbal and another, simulated by Princeton

Quote:
Out of America's fascination with all things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing back the chaise lounge, the overstuffed sofa, and the claw-footed bathtub.

A) things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing
B) things antique has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that is bringing
C) things that are antiques has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring
D) antique things have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing
E) antique things has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring
The OA is B
Quote:
Princeton's
Out of this season's obsession with all things political have grown a market for official memorabilia and trinkets that are flooding the shops with t-shirts, bumper stickers and lapel pins.

A. things political have grown a market for official memorabilia and trinkets that are flooding
B. things political has grown a market for official memorabilia and trinkets that is flooding
C. things that are political has grown a market for official memorabilia and trinkets that floods
D. political things have grown a market for official memorabilia and trinkets that are flooding
E. political things has grown a market for official memorabilia and trinkets that floods
In this, also the OA is B.

Quote:
Now Kaplan’s is the next copycat with the order of the choices slightly changed)

Out of the public's interest in the details of and conflicts in other people's lives have grown a booming market for "reality" television shows, which are bringing “regular" people onto the television screen with increasing frequency.

A. other people's lives have grown a booming market for "reality" television shows, which are bringing
B. other people's lives has grown a booming market for "reality" television shows, which are bringing
C. another people's lives has grown a booming market for "reality" television shows, which is bringing
D. other people's lives has grown a booming market for "reality" television shows, which is bringing
E. other people's lives has grown a booming market for "reality" television shows, which bring
Kaplan’s OA is D. (the same as B in other questions)








This is Ron’s response to the Kaplan’s
Quote:
Lunarpower wrote in Beat theGMAT
ssgmatter wrote:
Out of the public's interest in the details of and conflicts in other people's lives have grown a booming market for "reality" television shows that are bringing "regular" people onto the television screen with increasing frequency.

(A) other people's lives have grown a booming market for "reality" television shows that are bringing
(B) other people's lives has grown a booming market for "reality" television shows that are bringing
(C) another person's life has grown a booming market for a "reality" television show that is bringing
(D) other people's lives has grown a booming market for "reality" television shows that is bringing
(E) other people's lives has grown a booming market for "reality" television shows that bring


this is a rip-off of OG11 #116... and not a very good one. a legitimate case could be made for either (b) or (d).

here's the analysis:

1) THE SUBJECT OF "HAS/HAVE GROWN" IS "A BOOMING MARKET"
the entire cluster of words that precedes this verb is a prepositional phrase, and so can't contain the subject. therefore, this must be a reverse construction, in which the subject comes after the verb.
the subject is, therefore "a booming market".

this is also the only subject that is reasonable in context -- nothing else in the sentence has "grown".)

therefore, the correct verb is "has".

simpler analogy:
on the table (is / are) two cell phones. ,
"on the table" isn't the subject (it's a prepositional phrase, so that's impossible). therefore, the subject, "two cell phones", FOLLOWS the verb. (the correct choice would be "are".)

--

2) THERE IS INSUFFICIENT CONTEXT TO DETERMINE THE SUBJECT OF "IS/ARE BRINGING"

...aaaaaaaannnnndd this is where we start to have a problem.


in the current context, BOTH of these are perfectly reasonable interpretations:

* the market (for reality tv shows) IS bringing people onto the screen increasingly frequently;
* the tv shows themselves ARE bringing people onto the screen increasingly frequently.

they're also both grammatical, since "that" modifiers have a certain degree of freedom in their application -- unlike "which" modifiers, they aren't constrained to modifying the closest noun. (see OG DIAGNOSTIC #50, in the 11th or 12th edition, for another example of a flexible "that" modifier.)

therefore, it is impossible to tell which of these is the intended subject -- both are reasonable in context -- and, therefore, it's impossible to determine whether the verb should be singular or plural.

therefore, either (b) or (d).

--

what's the source of this question?
you would think that people who are essentially copying an OG problem, and substituting different words, could, at least, make a problem with only one correct answer.
heh.

However, the takeaway seems to be that GMAC particularly is not so worried about the touch rule of ‘that’, as others are.
sayantanc2k
plogod wrote:
See pic below for explanation.

The "intervening phrases and modifiers" would be frequently of the following types; identifying them may be useful to "keep track of the subject". The examples below are kept simple so as to aid in identifying / reducing more complex cases to such simple ones:

1. Prepositional phrase: The house beside the river was owned by John.
2. Subordinate clause modifier: The house that stands beside the river was owned by John.
3. Past participle phrase modifier: The house built beside the river was owned by John.
4. Present participle phrase modifier: The house standing beside the river was owned by John.
5. Absolute phrase modifier: The house - its colour not faded in years - is owned by John.


daagh
The critical thing to decide here is, whether
1. it is a market that is bringing back
2. it is the bygone styles that are bringing back
3. it is the furniture or the fixtures that are bringing back
First grammar:
Considering that, a market is the true subject of the sentence, as all choices with the plural verb ‘have grown’ are out. So, let’s dump A and D.
Now, let’s move on to the meaning mode. The question is whether a market can bring back or bygone styles can bring back. The already bygone style cannot bring back the antique furniture. It should be only a growing market that can highlight a trend and cash in on it. Hence, we can reasonably make bold to drop C and E and go for B.
EducationAisle
sowragu wrote:
I have a query here. Can "THAT" refer to the far away noun "THE MARKET" as the case here? Can you please help me on understanding the usage of THAT here, in this sentence.? Thanks.

daagh has already explained this from multiple perspectives.

Adding further, that, when used as a relative pronoun, can in fact refer to quite faraway nouns!

Following is an official question:

Written in ink or engraved by stylus, more than 2,000 letters and documents on wooden tablets excavated at the site of the old roman fort at vindolanda in northern England are yielding a historical account of the military garrison in the first and second centuries that is as vivid in its details of personal life as that gathered from Pompeii

Notice how that is modifying a really faraway noun: historical account.
EducationAisle
ajdse22 wrote:
If we see a 'that' pronoun, should we ignore the nouns in the prepositional phrase preceding it ?

Not at all. There is pretty much no role of prepositional phrases, when you're looking at finding out the antecedent of that.

As I mentioned in my previous post, if you could PM me your mail id, I can send you the relevant section from our book. I can guarantee that you would never again go wrong with the usage of that [image: :)].



ajdse22 wrote:
I bought a house in the town that is close to the sea beach.

It causes some ambiguity right? Is house close to beach or is it that it in a town that is close to the beach?

I would say that it's very clear that the town is close to the sea beach.

sayantanc2k
rahul202 wrote:
Minheequang wrote:
Out of America's fascination with all things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing back the chaise lounge, the overstuffed sofa, and the claw-footed bathtub.
(A) things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing
(B) things antique has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that is bringing
(C) things that are antiques has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring
(D) antique things have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing
(E) antique things has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring

The answer is (B). I have no problem with the meaning of this choice, but what is things antique. I can't understand its meaning or its structure: Noun + ADJ ???


Source of question?

I think a comma is missing.
Out of America's fascination with all things , antique

Out of America's fascination with all things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing back the chaise lounge, the overstuffed sofa, and the claw-footed bathtub.

Out of America's fascination with all [u]things is subordinate clause


The sentence is alright, comma is not required. The meaning of this sentence is as follows:

A market has grown out of America's fascination with things THAT ARE antique.

It is stylistically acceptable to omit "that are".
Second, "Out of America's fascination with all things" is NOT a clause at all - there is no verb in this part. It is a prepositional phrase.

Moreover this sentence becomes even more tricky because of the subject-verb flip. The subject "a market" comes AFTER the verb "has grown".
BrentGMATPrepNow
Minheequang wrote:
Out of America's fascination with all things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing back the chaise lounge, the overstuffed sofa, and the claw-footed bathtub.

(A) things antique have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing
(B) things antique has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that is bringing
(C) things that are antiques has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring
(D) antique things have grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that are bringing
(E) antique things has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring

This is a tricky question because the subject appears AFTER the verb.

In most sentences, the verb appears after the subject.
Example: Yesterday, Jane bought five acres of ocean floor.


The primary verb phrase is has/have grown.

To determine the subject that corresponds with this verb phrase, we'll ask the question "What has grown?"

The market (for antiques) has

So, market is the SUBJECT corresponding to the verb phrase has/have grown.

Since market is singular, we need the singular verb phrase has grown
This means we can ELIMINATE A and D

At this point, we can ignore some of the "fluff" to help us identify the correct answer.
Notice that for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures is a prepositional phrase that modifies the subject market. So, let's ignore it as we check the remaining answer choices.


B) things antique has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that is bringing
Looks good, the singular subject, market, is paired with the singular verb phrase is bringing

C) things that are antiques has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring
No good.
The singular subject, market, is paired with the plural verb bring
ELIMINATE C

E) antique things has grown a market for bygone styles of furniture and fixtures that bring
No good, the singular subject, market, is paired with the plural verb bring

By the way, we have a free video on ignoring the "fluff" in sentences: http://www.gmatprepnow.com/module/gmat- ... on?id=1158

Cheers,
Brent
VeritasKarishma
himanshurajawat wrote:
That always modifies the noun before it. In this question, shouldn't "fixtures that are bringing" be correct?
Please reply.

And this is the reason we at Veritas don't like to spell out "rules" for SC but instead focus on logic. "that" usually modifies the noun before it. But this is an official question and here, that modifies a noun far away from it - a noun which matches it in number (singular "that is" with singular "market") and is reasonable in context (a market can bring back particular pieces of furniture).
Since the official question places 'that' far away from its noun, there is no debate.
----------------------------------------------------0------------------------------------------------------
All comments taken till date June 10, 2020. I have to take more comments after the date June 10, 2020.
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