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To the attention of the ABA Strategic Review Commission, 
 
I am writing to formally express my objection to the ABA’s proposal to do away with the need for 
accredited law schools to use a standardized test score in considering the admission of law students. 
While I acknowledge that several schools are willing to accept a GRE score (or in more limited cases the 
GMAT), the proposed changes will essentially remove the need for law school applicants to take the one 
standardized test accepted by every ABA accredited school (the LSAT), which has been the standard for 
decades. 
 
While I appreciate that the intent behind these changes may appear noble, such changes will – in both 
the short and long term – cause significant harm to the legal profession, the public, and aspiring law 
students.  
 
The Legal Profession 
 
The legal profession sits at the very heart of our republic and all western democracy. Without lawyers 
who are willing to defend the rights of citizens (including the unpopular ones) or to take on unpopular 
civil cases, we are truly lost. The rule of law is utterly dependent on the existence of those who are 
willing to enforce it.  
  
The cold reality is this: 
 
Not everyone who wants to be a pilot can become one, nor should they. 
 
Not everyone who wants to be a surgeon can achieve this distinction, nor should they. 
 
Not everyone who wants to go to law school, or become a lawyer can do so, nor should they.  
 
This is by design, and indeed necessity. 
 
When we consider the role and importance of the legal profession in our society, we must 
never lose sight of the fact that a legal education and entry to the legal profession is a 
necessarily protected privilege, not a right. The fact that this privilege is not extended to 
everyone not only preserves the integrity of the profession, but more importantly it protects 
the public it serves. It’s also unrealistic to think that we can create a utopian admissions process 
by doing away with the one objective measure currently in place.  
 
The public entrusts the rule of law to the legal profession. In admitting those who have not 
demonstrated the discipline and dedication required to prepare for a standardized test such as 
the LSAT (and the logical aptitude the test reveals) the public’s trust in the profession is placed 
at risk. Not to mention the disservice it does to ill-suited students who are admitted, only to 
incur massive debts in pursuit of an academic endeavor they may be poorly suited for.  
 
While I acknowledge that the LSAT does not predict professional proficiency, we must have 
some form of objective measure in the admissions process. Can you imagine a situation where 
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medical students were admitted to medical school without having to demonstrate an aptitude 
for scientific enquiry or study? How would you feel about allowing people to pursue a career in 
aviation without first showing minimal physical suitability to safely fly, or an aptitude for the 
degree of thinking that is required to safely pilot an aircraft? If admitting applicants to those 
professions without those means of verification seems unreasonable, then removing any form 
of standardized admission exam for law school – especially one so focused on the use of logic – 
should be equally concerning. 
 
I am aware that the proponents of this proposal will suggest that admission decisions can be 
adequately made without the need for a standardized test, or more specifically the LSAT. 
However, in the absence of a single and objective assessment such as the LSAT (or to a lesser 
extent the GRE), admission decisions will lack fairness, consistency, and transparency. As I will 
discuss later, it will exacerbate certain disparities and pose risks to the interests of the public at 
large. It will also result in massive and unnecessary levels of debt for applicants who may be 
poorly suited to a legal education. All of this will only result in further distrust of the profession, 
and will make the availability of affordable legal services even more difficult to secure. 
 
The Necessary Preservation of the Legal Profession 
 
Until very recently, the LSAT had been the sole admissions test used for law school applicants. 
For decades it was the test that all who wished to obtain a J.D. had to vigorously prepare for, 
before applying for admission. The test itself serves two primary purposes: the first being 
personal, and the latter being intellectual. 
 
The LSAT1 serves as a simple test of will. While some people enjoy logic, it is not considered by 
most to be an enjoyable test to prepare for or take. For most, preparation requires months of 
consistent and dedicated study, as well as modest investments in study resources. It requires 
maturity, time management, persistence, grit, and a willingness to drive towards a goal. These 
are the qualities that all law students and lawyers need. The absence of those traits will 
inevitably prove to be problematic in law school, and in the practice of law. If applicants cannot 
summon the will to take the test, how can we expect them to survive the pressure, workload, 
and intellectual challenge of law school, let alone legal practice? This is perhaps even more 
relevant, given the numerous studies outlining the already concerning state of mental health 
within the legal profession, and among law students.  
 
While I understand that several admissions pathways and alternative measures of suitability are 
being proposed, they lack the objectivity and transparency of the LSAT. It may not be fun, but 
the LSAT, or some form of standardized test, is necessary. The fundamental issue is not the 

 
1 While I am referring to the LSAT, I acknowledge that several law schools currently accept alternative tests such as 
the GRE or, in some cases, the GMAT. However, all ABA accredited schools accept the LSAT and so when referring 
to the LSAT in isolation, I acknowledge the existence of other tests. The point remains that in all instances, any 
admitted student has taken and submitted some form of standardized test score. 
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choice of test, but the need to have an objective and proven metric in considering law school 
applications. 
 
Law School Readiness 
 
In addition to the personal maturity and commitment the LSAT requires, the reality remains 
that it is the best means we have of predicting academic success in an applicant’s 1L year. Does 
that mean that law exams are excellent predictors of professional proficiency? No. But, the 
capacity to excel at the study of law requires one to have a degree of logical proficiency, among 
other skills, that the LSAT is very adept at predicting. These skills matter in terms of both 
readiness for the bar exam and the job market. When you take away this measure, you will 
inevitably end up with applicants who will not be able to perform at the necessary level to 
succeed in law school, or in the practice of law.  
 
It must also be clearly noted that the LSAT is a test that can be learned by those who are willing 
to invest the time and effort in doing so. In the same way that anyone from any background can 
learn a new language or musical instrument, the skills required for LSAT success can be 
acquired. What matters is access to the resources to learn the test, over time, as well as the 
personal traits needed to properly prioritize study. The discipline and persistence that LSAT 
preparation and performance demands are also qualities that no law student, or lawyer, can 
function without. 
 
If the ABA allows schools to do away with the need to consider a single standardized test in the 
admissions process, there will be no consistent or reliable way to assess an applicant’s 
readiness for law school. The use of GPAs is certainly an insufficient tool for two main reasons: 
1) the prevalence of grade inflation2; and 2) the vast differences between not only universities, 
but courses and majors within those same universities. The result, will be that law school 
admissions decisions will become less of an even playing field, resulting in many being saddled 
with massive debts for degrees that they are ill-suited for. While correlation is not causation, it 
is worth noting the link between LSAT performance and bar passage rates. It further raises the 
question – if the proposal is adopted, and using the same logic in play – why there remains any 
justification for requiring bar passage? It is certainly a question that is already raising itself in 
the current discourse. 
 
The Public 
 
As I already alluded to, becoming a lawyer is a significant privilege, but it is not a right. The 
public places a significant level of trust in lawyers for that very reason. It does so on the 
understanding that a lawyer has worked extremely hard – and for a long time – to enter the 
profession. There is an expectation that in addition to their hard work, they have demonstrated 
an aptitude for legal work, attention to detail, and a sophisticated intellect. After all, this is 
what lawyers are being paid for.  

 
2 Even as it is accounted for in the LSAC’s Credential Assembly Service (CAS). 
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Despite the popular comedic tropes about lawyers and their ethics, the reality is that the public 
generally trusts lawyers. When things go wrong, they want and need an advocate who is suited 
to the profession and up to the task. What many in the public don’t know is that many law 
schools currently maintain permanent installations where law students are encouraged to use 
coloring books, and provided designated times where puppies are brought to campus to soothe 
law students. This is not an exaggeration, nor is it intended to disparage the need for self-care. 
However, if the ABA agrees to do away with something as objective as the LSAT (or the need for 
any standardized test), how can we have any confidence that the next generation of lawyers 
will be up to the rigorous demands of law school and the legal profession?  
 
To be blunt, law is a difficult and demanding profession. There are certainly serious concerns 
about the current health of the profession. Those concerns have been confirmed more recently 
via studies on the mental health and substance abuse issues that are faced by an alarming 
number of both law students and attorneys. For this reason alone, the test serves to identify 
those who deliberately desire to enter the profession, as opposed to those who lack the kind of 
purposeful clarity needed, before pursuing law school. 
 
While the proposal aims to help more applicants enter the profession, that goal can be 
achieved without suggesting that those same prospective candidates cannot follow the path of 
those who went before them. These lowered expectations are not only deeply insulting to 
those candidates, but they will also advance the already rampant imposter-syndrome (and its 
impact on mental health) that already exists in students at all levels. 
 
The interests of the public demand that some form of standardized measure assessing law 
school applications remain intact. This is especially true, given there is no suggestion that the 
test itself is fundamentally flawed. 
 
Law School Applicants 
 
While these proposals are largely being pressed in pursuit of diversifying the legal profession, 
there are several other issues in play. However, I will specifically address diversity shortly.  
 
In terms of its utility, the LSAT serves both the admission decisions of law schools and the 
applicants who hope to be admitted. Requiring an applicant to complete the LSAT allows them 
to consider their own suitability for the profession, as well as which schools they are best suited 
to attend. By removing that measure, law students (from all backgrounds) would be required to 
make decisions about where to attend (and the associated cost) without being able to carefully 
consider their suitability for a school, or their expected 1L class rank (remembering the LSAT’s 
utility on this point). This doesn’t take into account the impact it will have on law school 
scholarships, which will continue to go to those who do choose to submit quality LSAT scores.  
 
Let us now turn to the question of diversity. 
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The proposed changes have been touted as a tool to diversify the legal profession. My 
contention is that it will ultimately do the exact opposite. 
 
If this proposal is adopted, it will work against the stated goal of diversity by creating tiered 
pools of applicants. As has been seen in undergraduate admissions, those applicants who do 
decide to take the SAT or ACT (and do well) will remain at a significant advantage. Not only will 
an LSAT score be helpful in considering a student’s suitability, it is also directly tied to 
scholarships and the rankings that are of great importance to students, and therefore schools.  
 
Those who take the test and do well will be in a vastly more advantageous position than those 
who don’t.  
 
Those who don’t take the test but have the financial means to use the services of admission 
consultants will also be at a huge advantage.  
 
The result will simply be that those who are supposed to be helped by this proposed change 
(and who will be encouraged to take advantage of it) will be the ones most negatively impacted 
by it. 
 
The LSAT is a test that everyone can learn. Some take longer to learn it than others – just like an 
instrument or a language – but it can be learned to a degree of proficiency. A wide assortment 
of free or extremely affordable LSAT preparation resources and platforms also exist, such as the 
Khan Academy. What is often more costly than preparing for the test is actually taking it, and 
subsequently applying to law schools. This begs the question: What is the bigger hurdle: the 
test itself and its application in admissions, or the cost of taking the test and applying to law 
schools?  
 
The goal of increasing diversity seems to be best achieved by increasing access to the test, 
rather than doing away with it entirely. 
 
I, like many of my colleagues in the admissions field, have seen countless students (including 
those from diverse backgrounds) use the LSAT not as an undue hindrance, but as a great leveler 
of the playing field. Many of the people I have worked with over the years have had difficult 
family situations – younger siblings or elderly parents to care for, problematic domestic 
environments, or ill-fitting majors. Their grades were often compromised by situations beyond 
their control, which frequently impacted their ability to build a college resume or an ideal grade 
profile. 
 
What helped them?  
 
What gave them hope?  
 
What allowed them to feel like they deserved to be in law school when they were admitted?  
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What allowed them to access not only admissions options, but life-changing scholarships?  
 
The answer is simple: it was the one thing that the current proposal seeks to discourage 
applicants from accessing. The one truly objective admissions tool, the LSAT. 
 
Despite their circumstances, these applicants knew that they could access affordable LSAT 
assistance. They also knew that with the right amount of determination, focus, and 
commitment, they could learn to do well on the LSAT. They did so with the knowledge that a 
strong LSAT performance would mitigate a lot (although not all) of the concerns an admissions 
committee might have. Finally, it was the key to accessing scholarships which would provide an 
opportunity to achieve an education that would otherwise be beyond their reach.  
 
By proceeding with the present proposal, those that it seeks to help will be the very people who 
are hardest hit by its impact. While the rankings (the US News & World Report rankings in 
particular) may choose to put less emphasis on test score medians, the reality is that the 
concerns raised above will persist. 
 
I would implore the committee to refrain from making the proposed change, and to maintain 
the requirements that law schools retain the use of a standardized test, namely the LSAT,3 in 
their admissions process. Instead of doing away with the one great equalizer in the process, 
further consideration should be given to tools such as greater access to LSAT fee waivers, more 
frequent administrations of the LSAT, and reducing the costs associated with both taking the 
test and applying to law schools. There is a great deal more that can be done to improve access 
to the profession without undermining it, the public it serves, and those who seek to enter it. 
However, I respectfully submit that the proposed changes will do far more harm than good.    
 
Benjamin Cooper 
 

 
3 Or the limited alternatives. 


