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New Mexico General Education Curriculum Course Certification Form 
 

A. Institution and Course Information 
Name of Institution New Mexico State University 
Department Philosophy 
Course Number, Title, Credits PHIL 211G, Informal Logic, 3cr 
Co-requisite Course Number and Title, if any  
Is this application for your system (ENMU, 
NMSU, & UNM)? 

Yes 

Name and Title of Contact Person  
Email and Phone Number of Contact Person  

 
Was this course previously part of the general education curriculum? 
☒  Yes   ☐  No 
 
This course will fulfill general education requirements for (check all that apply): 
☒  AA/AS/BA/BS  ☐  AAS 
  

B. Content Area and Essential Skills 
To which content area should this course be added? Indicate “Other” if the course is not associated with one of the six 
NM General Education content areas. 

☐ Communications  ☐ Mathematics  ☐ Science  ☐ Social & Behavioral Sciences 
☒ Humanities   ☐ Creative & Fine Arts   ☐ Other 

 
Which essential skills will be addressed? 

☐ Communication  ☒ Critical Thinking ☒ Information & Digital Literacy 
☐ Quantitative Reasoning  ☒ Personal & Social Responsibility 

 
C. Learning Outcomes 

This course follows the CCNS SLOs for  
PHIL 1120, Logic, Reasoning, & Critical Thinking 

 
List all learning outcomes that are shared between course sections at your institution. 

Common Course Student Learning Outcomes (find Common Course SLOs at: 
http://www.hed.state.nm.us/programs/request-a-change-to-the-nmccns.aspx)  

Student Learning Outcomes 
1. Comprehend components of arguments. 



2. Acquire a general understanding of the essential logical concepts needed for argument analysis, 
such as validity, soundness, deduction, and induction. 

3. Critically assess arguments with an aim toward identifying what constitutes effective and 
reasonable argument strategies. 

4. Learn to identify common logical fallacies. 
5. Apply knowledge of argumentation principles to philosophical and scholarly texts. 

 
 

Institution-specific Student Learning Outcomes  
List institution-specific Student Learning Outcomes 

 
D. Narrative  

Explain what students are going to do to develop the critical skills (selected above) and how you will assess their 
learning? 
 

Communication. Genre and Medium Awareness, Application and Versatility; Strategies for Understanding and 
Evaluating Messages; and Evaluation and Production of Arguments.  
In this box, provide a narrative that explains how the proposed course addresses the outcomes of the first essential 
skill. 200 – 300 words. 

 
Critical Thinking. Problem Setting; Evidence Acquisition; Evidence Evaluation; and Reasoning/Conclusion 
In terms of the subcomponent, “Problem Setting”, students will learn to identify written and/or oral communication 
in terms of author’s intent, including: argumentation, explanation, and description.  
As noted in the “General Education Outcomes” document, critical thinking is “process-oriented”. Accordingly, the 
three remaining subcomponents of the critical thinking skill will be applied as students practice argument evaluation 
and production:  
(I) Argument Evaluation: Students will (i) present, (ii) explain, and (iii) evaluate arguments from the course readings, 
which focus on historical figures or problems in philosophy. To present an argument requires students to identify 
premises and conclusions of arguments from course readings. To explain an argument requires elucidating technical 
terms, situating an argument in its historical context, and identifying the grounds for an author’s premises and 
conclusions. To evaluate an argument requires students to assess the logical cogency of an argument and the 
acceptability of the premises. For the former, students are asked to assume the premises are true and assess whether 
the premises are relevant and sufficient to support the proffered conclusion or conclusions. To evaluate the 
acceptability of premises, students are asked to identify and evaluate possible evidential sources, including appeals to 
common knowledge, appeals to epistemic authority (e.g., a scientific study), first-person experience, and appeals to 
epistemic principles (e.g., Occam’s Razor).  
(II) Argument Production: Students will develop their own arguments on course topics. Students will practice 
constructing arguments that are logically cogent, that is, deductively valid, or inductively strong. Students will practice 
constructing arguments with epistemically acceptable premises. This will include attention to the evidential grounding 
of premises, e.g., appeals to common knowledge, appeals to epistemic authority (e.g., a scientific study), first-person 
experience, and appeals to epistemic principles (e.g., Occam’s Razor). 

 
Quantitative Reasoning. Communication/Representation of Quantitative Information; Analysis of Quantitative 
Arguments; and Application of Quantitative Models  
In this box, provide a narrative that explains how the proposed course addresses the outcomes of the third essential 
skill. 200 – 300 words. 



 
Personal & Social Responsibility. Intercultural reasoning and intercultural competence; Sustainability and the 
natural and human worlds; Ethical reasoning; Collaboration skills, teamwork and value systems; and Civic discourse, 
civic knowledge and engagement – local and global  
The subcomponent skill “Ethical Reasoning” will be served by students practicing distinguishing ethical reasoning from 
other types of discourse, e.g., descriptive claims and prudential claims. The same subcomponent will be further 
served by students learning the components of successful ethical reasoning, including (i) logically cogent arguments, 
that is, arguments that are deductively valid, or inductively strong; and (ii) the requirement of epistemically 
acceptable premises. The subcomponent, “Sustainability and the natural and human worlds” will be served by having 
students apply ethical reasoning to some practical examples of personal and social responsibility. Examples may 
include one or more (but are not limited to) the following cases:  our ethical obligations to animals and the natural 
world, climate change, immigration and border issues, rights of minorities, capital punishment, abortion, the ethics of 
plagiarism, and the ethics of truthfulness in discourse and speech.   
 
 

 
Information & Digital Literacy. Authority and Value of Information; Digital Literacy; Information Structure; and 
Research as Inquiry 
The subcomponent skill, “Authority and Value of Information” will be served in part by students learning to 
evaluate the premises of arguments, including arguments that they construct, in terms of the quality of the 
information. In addition, students will practice this component skill with digital sources in order to promote 
the “Digital Literacy” subcomponent. To address the “Research as Inquiry” subcomponent, students will 
learn to recognize proper appeals to epistemic authorities, and improper appeals to epistemic authorities. 
Such appeals include identifying and properly citing an authority who is respected in her field, for which 
there is a reasonable consensus among the relevant experts about the subject matter, and the authority must 
be speaking about a matter in her field of expertise. Students will learn how these conditions support the 
epistemic aim of research and argumentation, namely: to provide evaluable and truth conducive material. 
Students will learn to demonstrate that research meets, or fails to meet, the standards for a proper appeal to 
an epistemic authority. 

 
E. Supporting Documents 
☐ Sample Course Rubric Attached (recommended)  ☐ Sample Assessment Attached (required) 
 
F. Assessment Plan (Must be on file with HED by August 1, 2019) 

Link to Institution’s General Education Assessment Plan Click here to enter text. 

 

This course meets institutional standards for general education. 

 
_____________________________________________   _____________________________ 
Signature of Chief Academic Officer     Date 

 

 

HED Internal Use Only 



Presented to NMCC on ______________________________ 
Date 

☐Approved ☐Denied   

If denied, rationale: 

 

Institution Notified on _________________________________ 
   Date 

 

 



Preamble:  

 

The example assessment addresses these components of the critical thinking 
skill:  

 

• Problem setting: Students are asked to find an argumentative piece of text 
to evaluate. This requires them to distinguish other forms of text including 
descriptive and explanatory text.  

• Evidence evaluation: students are asked to evaluate the quality of 
evidence in the target piece of text. This involves, among other things, 
assessing premise of arguments for acceptability in terms of (a) common 
knowledge, (b) experience, (3) appeals to epistemic authorities (i.e., 
appeals to experts).  

• Reasoning/Conclusion: Students evaluate arguments in terms of their 
logical cogency, that is, whether they are deductively valid or inductively 
plausible. Students are also required to generate reasoning and 
conclusions, since they must argue in favor of their proffered evaluation of 
a piece of text.  

 

Informal Logic (Phil 211G): Major Project 

Mark Walker, NMSU 

  

Overview: The major project will require you to find a piece of written argumentative text, 
approximately 50-200 words, and analyze it using the skills developed in this course. 

Due Dates: Claim your “target” text by…… (see below for instructions). Completed projects are due the 
end of the day, …… Unexcused lateness will be penalized 25% per day. (For example, one day late for 
either deadline might receive a mark like 82% - 25% = 57%.)  

 

 

The purpose of this exercise is to develop your skills at recognizing fallacies in arguments. Here are the 
detailed instructions:  

 

1. Find your “target” text. The text should feature at least one of the argumentative fallacies 
discussed in the course. The target text should be in some form of edited media, e.g., a 



newspaper editorial, an article in a magazine or book, etc. The total word count of the target 
text should be between 50-200 words. You may quote a selection from a longer piece, e.g., a 
paragraph from an essay. (Letters to the editor of newspapers and magazines are a good source 
for bad arguments.)  

2. Under no circumstances may you use something that is not published under the auspices of an 
editor. Examples of text that are not acceptable include blog posts, social media posts, tweets, 
etc. If you are unsure about whether some piece of text is acceptable, please email and ask. 
Projects that use unacceptable sources for target text will receive a grade of zero.  

3. When you have found the text, use the student discussion forum on Canvas to post the text as 
well as the citation details of your text, e.g., author, title, publisher, publication date, and page 
number. (Use MLA format: http://owl.english.purdue.edu/owl/resource/747/01/.) Use the 
following heading, “Your name: Major Project”. Do not use text that has already been analyzed 
by others (including others not in our class). If two students analyze the same piece of text, only 
the student who first claims it on Canvas will have a chance to earn credit.  

4. Standardize the entire target text following these instructions:  
 

 

a. Quote the entire text and provide citation details. 
b. Insert numbers for each proposition. 
c. Construct a diagram for the entire argument, including missing premises. 
d. Diagram any counter-arguments, and counter-counterarguments, including missing 

premises and conclusions.  
e. Justify your diagram (s). 
f. Describe the function of every proposition in the passage that is not part of the 

argument. 
 

Here is an example:  

 

a. “Did you enjoy the weather today? I thought it was fantastic. The nice weather is due to 
global warming. By the way, Socrates is mortal, since all humans are mortal. Socrates, 
of course, is a human. Some people might object that the human soul is immortal in the 
afterlife, so Socrates is not mortal. But in the context of this argument, ‘mortal’ and 
‘immortal’ refer to this life in this world, not to any life in the afterlife as the 
counterargument suggests.”  (The Collected Works of Mark’s Mind, Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1801, p. 3) 
 

b. “[1] Did you enjoy the weather today? [2] I thought it was fantastic. [3] The nice 
weather [4] is due to global warming. [5] By the way, Socrates is mortal, [6] since all 
humans are mortal. [7] Socrates, of course, is a human. [8] Some people might object 
that the human soul is immortal in the afterlife, [9] so Socrates is not mortal. [10] But in 
the context of this argument, ‘mortal’ and ‘immortal’ refer to this life in this world, not 
to any life in the afterlife as the counterargument suggests.”   
 

                  5 

 

 



     6              7 

    

 

c. Counterargument:                   Counter-counterargument  
 

9 MC 
 

 

8             7                   10                                       MP 

 

MC: The counterargument fails. 

MP: If the counterargument refers to life in the afterlife, then it does not succeed.   

d. The Argument: The word ‘since’ indicates that 6 is a premise. 6 must be linked with 7 
because the conclusion tells us of Socrates’ mortality, but 7 does not mention mortality 
and 6 does not mention Socrates. So on their own, the premises do not support 5, but 
together they do.  
 
The Counterargument: The premises in this argument must be linked for similar reasons 
given above, namely, the conclusion tells us about Socrates’ immortality, 7 refers to 
Socrates but not immortality, and 8 refers to immortality. If the premises are true, then 
together they provide sufficient reason to believe the conclusion.  

The Counter-counterargument: The author does not explicitly state the conclusion of 
the counter-counterargument, but it is clear from the context that the author asserts 10 
as a means to deny the counterargument. The missing premise indicates the author’s 
assumption that a different use of the word ‘immortality’ is sufficient to undermine the 
counterargument.  

e. 1 is a question, 2 describes the author’s assessment of the day, 3 is an explanandum 
(the thing to be explained), and 4 is an explanans (the explanation).  

         

5. Analyze the text in terms of one of the argumentative fallacies of the course. Use the textbook 
as a model to show that the target text does indeed contain the fallacy. For example, if you 
think the text contains a strawperson fallacy, then explain the strawperson fallacy and how it 
applies to the target text.  

6. The total word count of your project, including the quoted target text, should be less than 1,000 
words. Put the word count at the end. 

7. Failure to follow any of these instructions may result in a minimum 10% penalty. You are 
strongly advised to read through this document again once your project is complete to make 
sure you have completed all the steps.  

 




