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       Tung, Yao-Tsu. A case study of undergraduate course syllabi in Taiwan

       Higher education in Taiwan has been influenced by U.S. and Western practices, 

and syllabi represent one means to verify this. However, limited research exists in 

Taiwan on course syllabi and on similarities of syllabi with practices in other countries. In 

the U.S. as the paradigm shifted from teaching to learning and to the learning-centered 

context, scholars argued that syllabi should be learning-centered. Given the assumption 

that higher education in Taiwan is similar to U.S. higher education and the call for a 

learning-centered context, this qualitative research examined 180 undergraduate syllabi 

at a public university in Taiwan with a (traditional) syllabus component template and a 

learning-centered syllabus component template derived from the literature in the U.S. to 

describe (1) the contents of syllabi, and (2) the extent that syllabi in Taiwan were 

congruent to U. S. syllabus component templates. 

. Doctor 

of Philosophy (Higher Education), May 2010, 111 pp., 31 tables, appendices, references, 

49 titles. 

       Syllabi at this university were highly congruent with the (traditional) syllabus 

component template and were congruent at the medium level with the learning-centered 

component template. About 90% of syllabi included 8 of 10 major components. 

Additional findings included: 70% of faculty were male, and 30% were female; more than 

75% of the faculty earned their doctoral degrees from the United States or Europe; 

gender made no difference on inclusion of major components for both templates; there 

was no difference in inclusion of components on both templates for faculty who earned 

their doctoral degrees from the U.S. or Taiwan; a high percentage (80%) of college 

courses adopted English textbooks published in the U.S.; some differences existed and 



use of English in the syllabus and on components included in the syllabi. Based on these 

syllabi, it is evident that syllabi in Taiwan represent course planning and organization 

congruent to recommended practices in the United States.  
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

American higher education has experienced significant changes relative to ideas 

about teaching, in particular, the shift from teaching to research as faculty’s major work, 

and the shift from a teaching to a learning paradigm which have influenced the role of 

teaching in undergraduate education dramatically. Teaching was once the primary work 

for faculty at colleges and universities. However, after World War II, because the 

scientific study of teaching and learning produced valuable data through the approach to 

the discovery of knowledge, research spread in U.S. higher education, from biological 

and physical sciences to the humanities and social sciences. Since then, more emphasis 

has been put on graduate education and research rather than on undergraduate 

education at many universities. During the last two decades, with the rising calls for 

accountability, effectiveness, and student-centered learning in U.S. higher education, a 

gradual but critical change has developed to shift undergraduate education from 

teaching to learning paradigm in the U.S. (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Weimer, 2003), as well as 

in the U.K. (Nicholls, 2002). This paradigm shift has resulted in the change that the 

curriculum/course design and the course instruction have been reconsidered from the 

learning-centered perspective.  

Teaching and learning are highly related and quite complex processes, in which 

many variables and factors might affect the teaching effectiveness and the learning 

outcome. Therefore, researchers and practitioners are highly interested in these factors. 

One of those variables and factors is the course syllabus, which has been regarded as 

required part of teaching and learning in U.S. higher education for a long time. Within the 
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learning context, the issues of the course syllabus, including the roles, purposes, 

functions, content, and influences, have been widely discussed and studied by 

researchers and practitioners in order to fit into the new learning paradigm for 

undergraduate education. 

In Taiwan, the first university, the National Taiwan University, was established by 

the Japanese in 1928. After the World War II with the defeat of Japan and the control of 

Taiwan by the Republic of China, universities in Taiwan that developed during the last 

half of the 20th century have been influenced by Western and U.S. higher education. 

Currently, many faculty at public and private universities and colleges in Taiwan earned 

doctoral degrees from the United States and other universities outside of Taiwan. During 

this period faculty in higher education in Taiwan published in Western scholarly journals, 

participated in academic conferences in Western countries, and used English textbooks 

published in the United States. These events indicate that higher education in Taiwan 

has been influenced by Western practices and models. Because of the similarity of 

higher education in the U.S. and Taiwan, course syllabi have also been long regarded as 

required part for teaching and learning in higher education in Taiwan.  

There have been many studies and articles about course syllabi reported in the 

literature on teaching and learning in the United States. Though two higher education 

systems in the U.S. and Taiwan are similar to some extent, there is not much literature 

that systematically researches issues related to the course syllabus or analyzes the 

components of a syllabus or of a learning-centered syllabus found in higher education in 

Taiwan. In this study, the role, purposes, and contents of course syllabi were examined in 
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a literature review, from which two U.S. syllabus template models were developed to 

examine course syllabi in Taiwan. 

Statement of the Problem 

In the U.S. and Taiwan course syllabi have been part of teaching and learning at 

colleges and universities for a long time. Additionally, the two higher education systems 

are believed to be similar because higher education in Taiwan has been influenced by 

U.S. higher education. However, there appears to be very limited research and 

discussions of the development of exemplary course syllabi in Taiwan. 

Based on the assumption that higher education in Taiwan is similar to a great 

extent to U.S. higher education this research was designed to critically examine course 

syllabi at one public university in Taiwan with syllabus template models developed from 

the research and literature in the U.S. to identify and describe similarities or differences 

across different disciplines and fields. Given the argument for similarities in higher 

education in the U.S. and Taiwan, and the shift from a focus on teaching to one on 

learning in the U.S., which has added emphasis on course syllabi as one possible factor 

for promoting learning outcomes, and that little research on course syllabi can be found 

in the educational research literature in Taiwan, what models for the recommended 

components of a syllabus and for the components of a learning-centered syllabus can be 

developed from the research literature in the U.S., and how congruent are these models 

to course syllabi used for learning in a public university in Taiwan? 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were: (1) To develop a syllabus template (model) and 

checklists and a learning-centered syllabus template (model) and checklists in terms of 
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syllabus components inferred from the research and literature in the United States, (2) to 

examine undergraduate course syllabi at a university in Taiwan in terms of syllabus 

components with the two syllabus component templates (models), and (3) to examine 

the degree to which undergraduate course syllabi at the university in Taiwan are 

congruent to the syllabus template model and to the learning-centered syllabus template 

model in terms of syllabus components. 

Thus, the purpose of this research was to critically examine course syllabi in one 

selected university in Taiwan in an effort to identify and describe differences or 

similarities in course syllabi across different disciplines and fields with a recommended 

model syllabus and a recommended learning syllabus model as proposed by the 

scholarly literature in the United States. 

Research Questions 

1. What syllabus components for an undergraduate course syllabus template can 
be inferred from the professional literature on course syllabi in the American 
higher education? 

2. What components for a learning-centered course syllabus template can be 
inferred from the professional literature on course syllabi in the American 
higher education? 

3. What components of the syllabus template are included in undergraduate 
course syllabi at the university in Taiwan? 

4. What components of the learning-centered syllabus template are included in 
undergraduate course syllabi at the university in Taiwan? 

5. To what extent do the findings of Research Question 3 indicate that those 
course syllabi are congruent with or divergent from the syllabus template 
model inferred from the U.S. literature? 

6. To what extent do the findings of Research Question 4 indicate that those 
course syllabi are congruent with or divergent from the learning-centered 
syllabus template model inferred from the U.S. literature? 
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Significance of the Study 

The significance of this study follows: 

1. This study design seeks to develop a template model of syllabus components 
and a template model of a learning-centered syllabus for studying course 
syllabi. 

2. This study will describe the contents of undergraduate course syllabi at the 
university in Taiwan, compared to U.S. models for syllabi components. 

3. The findings and conclusions of this study could offer reflective, insightful 
information for instructors to design effective and learning-centered course 
syllabi to fit into the new change to learning paradigm for higher education in 
Taiwan. 

4. This study can provide reflection and insight for the research of teaching and 
learning, which might be helpful and contribute to future studies on the 
syllabus for improving teaching and learning. 

Definition of Terms 

  The course syllabus: the course syllabus was defined as “a planning device to 

organize the course and to provide students with information about course content, the 

instructor’s expectations, the methods of instruction and evaluation, and the overall 

course rationale” (Lowther, Stark, & Martens, 1989, p. vi). For this study, a course 

syllabus is defined as a syllabus for any undergraduate core course at the university in 

Taiwan as located at the university website for course information and as identified as 

the course syllabus for any specific undergraduate course. 

The learning-centered syllabus: Compared with traditional course syllabi, besides 

the regular components, a learning-centered syllabus focuses on learning paradigm 

context, by which students can achieve their learning goals through active learning. 

Therefore, a learning-centered syllabus should provide a well-grounded rationale, a 

well-structured knowledge base, desired outcomes and assessment measures, the 

structure of the learning involvement, and required resources for active learning (Grunert, 
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Millis, & Cohen, 2008). For this study, the components of a learning-centered course 

syllabus is defined as the sections of a syllabus for any undergraduate core course at the 

university in Taiwan as located at the university website for course information and as 

identified as the course syllabus for any specific undergraduate course that include those 

specific items related to the learning-centered aspects of the syllabus. 

Assumptions 

For this study, these assumptions are made: 

1. The model and checklists for the components of the syllabus template can be 
developed based on related literature. 

2. The model and checklists for the components of the learning-centered 
syllabus can be developed based on related literature. 

3. The syllabus templates inferred from the literature are representative of the 
actual syllabi used in U.S. higher education. 

4. The syllabus templates inferred from the U.S. literature can be applied to 
analyze undergraduate course syllabi in Taiwan. 

5. The course syllabi selected in the study are representatives of course syllabi 
used at the university in Taiwan. 

6. Those course syllabi posted on website are those given to students in class. 

7. Those course syllabi selected were designed by the instructors. 

Delimitations 

For this study, there were four delimitations: 

1. The research is delimited to the university in Taiwan. 

2. All course syllabi selected are at undergraduate level. 

3. All course syllabi selected are delimited to those syllabi posted on the 
websites of the institution. 

4. All course syllabi selected were delimited to those syllabi posted in the 
academic year of 2008. 
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Limitations 

For this study, there were three limitations: 

1. Those course syllabi posted on the institution’s website might be different from 
those given to students in class. 

2. Those course syllabi posted on institution’s website might not be updated. 

3. The estimate of the extent of the inclusion of an item in course syllabi analysis 
was applied by the percentage, not the statistical analysis. 

Collaborative Process to Develop Syllabus Models 

In order to examine more course syllabi with the same standards and criteria, I 

collaborated with another doctoral student Baysan Lin on a review of the literature to 

infer a syllabus template model and a learning-centered syllabus template model, in 

terms of components. We worked together to infer template models for these two types 

of syllabi from the literature.  



 

8 

CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Introduction 

In U.S. higher education, the course syllabus has been part of teaching and 

learning for almost as long as the higher education itself; however, it seems that the 

course syllabus has not benefited from its long-term existence to be regarded as 

important as the other parts, e.g., the course curriculum and teaching method. In fact, in 

most cases, seldom has the course syllabus been thought as important, and, sometimes 

it has not just been ignored, and even worse, been treated as a trivial part of teaching 

and learning in higher education. 

Compared with the course syllabus, the course curriculum has had more attention 

and been regarded as more critical in higher education. From 1988 to 2008, out of 

17,847 dissertations related to the issue of higher education, 1912 (10.7%) are 

curriculum or program related and only 6 (0.03%) are syllabus related. Since the 

curriculum is composed of a series of courses, any course in the curriculum may 

influence the quality of the curriculum, and as part of the course, the course syllabus may 

influence the course. Logically, the course syllabus influences the curriculum, and the 

program (Eberly, Newton, & Wiggins, 2001). On the other hand, normally a curriculum 

can only offer general information about the outline and content of a set of courses for 

the program, which means that if the learners want to know more details about how the 

process of teaching and learning works to achieve learning goals, e.g., course objectives, 

teaching method, and related policies, for any course in the curriculum, they might not be 

able to find that detailed information in the curriculum and need to check some other 



 

9 

sources. Among all the possible sources which can meet the demands, the course 

syllabus might be the most helpful one, because one of the main purposes of the course 

syllabus is to communicate the process of teaching and learning for a course to the 

learner (Smith & Razzouk, 1993).  

In theory, the curriculum is used to present the program content and requirement 

in terms of a series of courses to learners, and the course syllabus is used to 

communicate the detailed process of teaching and learning for any specific course (in 

the curriculum) to learners. Although the curriculum and syllabus work at different levels 

and domains, both of them are designed to help teaching and learning. In practice, 

students will check the program curriculum first to see what courses they will take to 

meet the program requirement, and then check the course syllabus for the detailed 

information about the process and activities of teaching and learning for each course. 

Therefore, the course syllabus potentially plays a critical role in teaching and learning in 

higher education, if it is well designed and informed.  

During the past two decades, with the rising calls for accountability, effectiveness, 

and student-centered learning (learning-centered teaching) in higher education, which 

cause the paradigm shift from teaching-centered to learning- centered (Barr & Tagg, 

1995; Nicholls, 2002; Weimer, 2003), the issue of course syllabi, including the roles, 

purposes, functions, content, and influences, have had to be discussed and studied from 

theoretical, practical and experimental approaches to fit into the new change to learning 

paradigm. Thus, either by conducting empirical studies, or based on practitioner’s 

experience and authority, many syllabus-related articles were published, which might 

help answer the following three basic but critical questions. First, what purposes or 
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functions do course syllabi serve for teaching and learning in higher education? Second, 

why are course syllabi critical or how do course syllabi contribute to teaching and 

learning in higher education? Third, what does the literature indicate the components of 

a good, effective syllabus should be or what components should comprise a good, 

effective syllabus model? Then, one last important question arises for me, what can I 

conclude about course syllabi from these related literatures? 

Definition of the Course Syllabus 

The course syllabus is a written communication between the course instructor and 

students in a form of contractual document or a planning device to organize the course 

and to provide students with information about teaching and learning of the course. It 

may range from half-page listings to detailed course guide and study manual, which 

communicates the detailed process of teaching and learning of the course to the learner 

(Garavalia, Hummel, Wiley, & Huitt, 1999; Lowther et al., 1989). Traditionally, in the first 

class meeting of any course at college, a course syllabus, usually prepared by the 

instructor to outline the instructor’s information, topics, framework, schedule, and 

learning resources of the course, will be given to each student. Today, almost all colleges 

and universities require faculty to share course syllabi with their students to promote 

exemplary learning outcomes from the teaching and instruction.  

Etymologically, the word syllabus, which is the alteration of Latin sillybus and 

originates from Greek sillybos, made its first appearance in the English language with 

the meaning of a table or index of contents about 1656. Literally, a syllabus is defined by 

the Shorter Oxford English Dictionary (2007) as a concise statement or table of headings 

of a discourse, the subjects of a series of lectures, etc.; a statement or outline of the 
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subjects covered by a course of teaching, or by the Oxford Dictionary of English (2005) 

as the subjects in a course of study or teaching, or by the Cambridge Dictionary of 

American English (2008) as a plan showing the subjects or books to be studied in a 

particular course, or by the Merriam-Webster Collegiate Dictionary (2003) as a summary 

outline of a discourse, treatise, or course of study or of examination requirements. 

Twenty years ago, the course syllabus was defined as a planning device to 

organize the course and to provide students with information about course content, the 

instruction’s expectation and evaluation, and the overall course rationale (Lowther et al., 

1989). To some extent, this definition still works today, though the definition of syllabus 

has been evolving and including more domains and levels during the last two decades. 

Purposes of the Course Syllabus 

According to the literature, there are four major purposes of the course syllabus: 

communication, a contract, a tool for teaching and learning, and a record. None of them 

is absolutely independent; however, but, each of them is highly correlated to the others. 

Communication 

How does a syllabus communicate? Most agree that communication, a process 

by which information exchanged between parties through media, is one of the most 

important purposes of the course syllabus, because the course syllabus can 

communicate the detailed process of teaching and learning for any specific course to the 

learner (Smith & Razzouk, 1993). Several issues elaborate in more detail the purpose of 

communication: How does a syllabus communicate? What is being communicated? To 

whom does the course syllabus communicate? How to improve the communication 

within a syllabus? 
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Normally, a college student will receive a hard copy of course syllabus, including 

the course outline and policies, from the instructor in the first class meeting for any 

course at college. Therefore, at the moment when the student receives the course 

syllabus for a course, the communication begins. Most of time, the student’s first or initial 

impressions of the course and the interpersonal aspects of the classroom are derived 

from both the written syllabus and its presentation by the instructor (Danielson, 1995; 

Thompson, 2007). The course syllabus is not only the initial communication media, but 

also the most formal mechanism for sharing information with students for any course 

(Eberly et al., 2001; Grunert et al., 2008).  

What is being communicated? Usually the syllabus is in a written form of a 

contractual document to communicate between the course instructor and students 

information about the process of teaching and learning of the course, including course 

rationale, objectives, content, learning outcomes, policies, assignments, activities, and 

resources that will help students to achieve those outcomes and the responsibilities of 

both instructor and student (Garavalia et al., 1999; Habanek, 2005; Lowther et al., 1989). 

In addition, the syllabus can also communicate an overall learning tone, or instructor’s 

personality or teaching philosophy (Becker & Calhoon, 1999; Grunert et al., 2008; 

Matejka & Kurke, 1994). Some professionals identify the ways in which syllabi reflect and 

communicate institution goals and objectives, as well as the way in which the syllabi 

communicate an implicit contract by examining the nature and the content of syllabi 

(Eberly, et al., 2001). Habanek adds the concept of accountability in that a syllabus 

provides details of how student learning will be assessed and about the roles of both 

students and instructors in the learning and assessment process. 
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To whom does the course syllabus communicate? Apparently, the syllabus is an 

effective means to improve communication between instructor and student (Perrine & 

Lisle, 1995). Furthermore, not just between instructor and student, Garavalia et al. (1999) 

extends the range of communication by regarding syllabus as a written communication 

between the course instructor and students, colleagues, and administrators. 

How to improve the communication? Some believe the course rationale can 

contribute to effective communication between the instructor and the student (Lowther et 

al., 1989). Altman (1999) proposes that only if sufficient information is provided in the 

syllabus, the communication goal can be achieved well. Besides, Thompson (2007) 

believes that the communication can also be improved by a good oral and expressional 

presentation of course syllabi in class. In addition, two-way communication is another 

option by considering student feedback or response to a syllabus during the first week of 

the semester (Grunert et al., 2008; Lowther et al.; Matejka & Kurke, 1994), or by sharing 

governance with students in syllabus construction (Gambescia, 2006). 

A Contract 

Although contract is another important purpose of the course syllabus, educators 

have not reached total agreement on the contract role of the course syllabus in literature 

or in higher education. Matejka and Kurke (1994) identified the contract as one of four 

distinct purposes and used the word “contract” to propose the syllabus as an important 

legal document. As a contract between the instructor and students, course syllabi outline 

the responsibilities of both parties (Doolittle & Lusk, 2007; Habanek, 2005; McKeachie, 

2006; Parkes & Harris, 2002; Slattery & Carlson, 2005), either explicitly or implicitly 

(Matejka & Kurke). With little doubt, all the written contents of the course syllabus are 
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taken as the explicit part of the contractual agreement; however, the implicit part 

becomes an issue for discussion (Eberly et al., 2001; Hansen, 1991).  

As a matter of fact, at present, course syllabi still have never been regarded as 

official law contracts in higher education. Though the course syllabus has never been a 

real contract, the course syllabus still has to make explicit the responsibilities of 

instructor and of the students (Danielson, 1995; Grunert, 1997; McKeachie, 1999, 2006) 

and, at the same time, it has to communicate an implicit agreement to establish the 

unwritten rules or principles by which the class will function (Eberly et al., 2001; Hansen, 

1991). Hansen differentiates between the explicit contract in the form of a syllabus and 

implicit contract created by the actions of the teacher and students. Eberly et al. stress 

the importance of the implicit function that syllabi establish “the foundation for the yet to 

be negotiated, unwritten rules for the ways in which the class will function” (p. 59). Eberly 

et al. identify “ways in which the syllabi reflects the implicit contract” (p. 60) as one of 

three aims in their study, which concludes that both explicit and implicit characteristics 

have the same importance as contract function for course syllabi. 

A Teaching and Learning Tool 

For teaching and learning, the syllabus communicates the process of teaching 

and learning during a course. Therefore, the syllabus has been widely accepted as a 

teaching tool for the instructor, as well as, a learning tool for the student (Gambescia, 

2006; Parkes & Harris, 2002; Smith & Razzouki, 1993). From this perspective, Lowther 

et al. (1989) gave an overall explanation that the syllabus serves as a tool to organize 

the course and to communicate information about course purpose, course goals, course 

objectives, course rationale, course content, course procedures, the instructor’s 
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expectations, and the methods of instruction and evaluation. Some think of the course 

syllabi as a cognitive map for learning, by which the learners can have a clear picture of 

destinations, routes, detours, and methods needed for their course learning adventure 

(Matejka et al., 1994). The main elements of the syllabus as learning tool include the 

learning objectives, learning schedule, learning motivation, learning environment, and 

learning methods (Johnson, 2006). 

Since the syllabus is a learning tool and a potential tool for research on learning, it 

illustrates Boyer’s (1990) argument about the scholarship of teaching: 

Teaching can be well regarded only as professors are widely read and 
intellectually engaged….Teaching is also a dynamic endeavor involving all the 
analogies, metaphors, and images that build bridges between the teacher’s 
understanding and the student’s learning. Pedagogical procedures must be 
carefully planned, continuously examined, and relate directly to the subject taught. 
(p. 23, 24) 
 

Therefore, an intellectually engaged, carefully planned and continuously examined 

syllabus used as a tool to build bridges between teacher’s understanding of a 

course/subject and learning contributes to the notion of the scholarship of teaching.  

Course objectives, which may be the most important learning element of a course 

syllabus (Smith & Razzouk, 1993), describe desired outcomes of a course, in terms of 

performance, conditions, and criterion characteristics (Mager, 1975). Course objectives 

are specific statements that address achievable, measurable skills, knowledge, and 

attitudes that students will need to acquire (Grunert, 1997). With these characteristics, 

course objectives may be broken down into lesson, module, or unit objectives, which are 

more detailed and aimed at specific learning activities and lesson plans for improving 

learning (Grunert).  

Student’s learning motivation can also help improve learning. “By describing the 



 

16 

rationale underlying content and sequencing decisions, students may more effectively 

grasp the intellectual flow of the course and its relationship to the academic field in 

general” (Lowther et al., 1989, p. 6), and the rationales for assignments and exams 

(Slattery & Carlson, 2005). 

Another important element is course calendar or schedule, which usually lists 

topics, assignments, projects, exams, and due dates, by which both the instructor and 

the students can plan their work and study for the course more effectively for the 

semester (Lowther et al., 1989; Matejka & Kurke, 1994). In addition, these help students 

prepare in advance for the learning and to balance their study schedule with the other 

courses taken in the same semester (Johnson, 2006).  

Support services and utilities information provide students the details on the 

services and utilities which may be needed for the course and their location (Lowther et 

al., 1989; Parkes & Harris, 2002). Likewise, so does the resources information for 

materials, individuals, links, and so on. All out-of-class learning, which may be more 

important than in-class learning, could also be guided by course syllabi (McKeachie, 

2002, 2006), and “a well-designed syllabus can provide information that assists students 

to become more effective learners in areas that go beyond the scope of our own course” 

(Parkes & Harris, p. 58). 

From a psychological perspective, syllabi written in a warm and friendly tone and 

with motivational messages might encourage and motivate students for learning 

(Slattery & Carlson, 2005), as well as, course syllabi with a statement supporting of 

students, which might imply that the instructor could be a viable source of support to 

students, might reduce the student’s stress (Perrine & Lisle, 1995). 
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With the increasing demand for a learning-centered approach to teaching and 

learning (Barr & Tagg, 1995) in higher education, learning-centered syllabi have got 

more attention and become more critical (Grunert, 1997). A learning-centered syllabus 

should provide a framework for faculty to teach students how to learn the subject matter, 

not just teach the subject matter, which shifts from teaching-centered to 

learning-centered philosophy (Barr & Tagg, 1995; Beaudry & Schaub, 1998). 

Furthermore, a learning-centered syllabus may assist the students to develop to be 

effective and self-regulated learners possessing complex assortment of skills, including 

time management, the abilities to prioritize and multitask, strategies for studying and 

learning, the use of technology, social skills, maturity, and responsibility (Parkes & Harris, 

2002). 

A Record 

Because of accountability and documentation, being used as records for different 

purposes is another common purpose of course syllabi (Parkes & Harris, 2002). The 

following four are the most common: first, it could be used for administrative purposes 

(Eberly et al., 2001; Parkes & Harris); second, for instructor evaluation (Smith & Razzouk, 

1993); third, for curriculum improvement or development (Eberly et al., 2001); fourth, to 

document the scholarship of teaching (Albers, 2003). 

For administrative purposes, three domains are suggested: syllabi are explicit 

public descriptions of courses, syllabi can and often are used as evidence in grievance 

and judicial hearings, and syllabi are used routinely to determine course equivalency in 

transfer situations (Eberly et al., 2001; Parkes & Harris, 2002). 

For instructor evaluation, course syllabi could be used as an instructor evaluation 
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measure (Smith & Razzouk, 1993) and be examined as evidence of the instructor’s 

teaching effectiveness and quality, during contract, promotion or tenure review (Albers, 

2003; Parkes & Harris, 2003).  

The periodical review and categorization of syllabi can be used as a means to 

evaluate curriculum and program development over time (Ecker, 1994). For the instructor, 

a course syllabus is a written form of scholarly reflection about teaching in terms of plans 

and strategies (McKeachie, 1978; 1999). For students, the course syllabus provides 

security in knowing the direction and expectations for any specific course (McKeachie). 

For accreditation, reviewers can examine a course’s setup, content, and function with 

the institution’s curriculum based on the permanent record of syllabi (Slattery & Carlson, 

2005).  

On the issue of using the syllabus as a tool for documenting scholarship, though 

many endeavors broaden the domain of scholarship (Boyer, 1990; Glassic, Huber, & 

Maeroff, 1997; Menges & Weimer, 1996), the notion of the scholarship of teaching has 

remained controversial. However, there is some level agreement, “the development of 

scholarship in teaching is a process comprised of reflection on experience-based 

knowledge and research-based knowledge on teaching” (Kreber & Cranton, 2000, p. 1). 

To illustrate using the course syllabus to document the scholarship of teaching, Albers 

(2003) used the heading: “Potentials of the Syllabus as a Tool for Documenting 

Scholarship” (p. 63). He proposed: 

The syllabus is one of the few tools available for documenting the scholarship 
required for integrating isolated learning activities into a coherent meaningful 
whole. However, this idea is just taking hold. Before this representational capacity 
of the syllabus can be accepted, teaching as a scholarly endeavor has to be 
accepted. In addition, academics will have to find ways to identify the quantity and 
quality of scholarship represented in the syllabus. (p. 63) 
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Empirical and Practical Studies on Syllabi 

Using the descriptors course syllabi and higher education, a search of electronic 

abstracts on education for the period 1989 to 2008 resulted in total about 41 articles, 1 

chapter of a book, and 1 book on the topic. After reviewing these sources, those with little 

relevance or too specific focus were removed and 20 articles, 1 chapter of a book, and 1 

book were selected to represent the current fundamental thoughts and perspectives on 

the course syllabus. The findings, as shown in Appendix A, indicate the type of each 

source, whether an empirical study or an opinion from the authority and practitioner, as 

well as the topics studied and discussed, as shown in Appendix A. Regarding the 

discussion of specific contents within a syllabus, Appendix A indicates: 

1. Sixteen sources discussed the syllabus components 

2. Eight sources discussed the purpose and function of syllabi 

3. Seven sources discussed the construction of a syllabus 

4. Six sources claimed communication as a major purpose of syllabi 

5. Five sources argued that the syllabus should be a learning-centered document 

6. Three sources analyzed how students use the syllabus for learning a course 

7. Three sources claimed the syllabus as a learning tool 

8. Two sources argued that a syllabus is a contract 

9. Two sources focused on the student’s perception of the syllabus contents 

Some important conclusions are made from the analysis. First, according to the 

most frequent topics, the issue of content and component seemed to be popular and be 

concerned continuously by literature. This might imply that that issue is critical or not so 

well-developed or both. Second, the issues of the purpose of course syllabi, how to 

construct/design course syllabi, the communication purpose of syllabi, and 



 

20 

learning-centered syllabi are next most frequent topics, which implies that these issues 

were important. Third, most studies seemed to focus only on a few topics, with only one 

exception, a book which covers almost all possible topics about syllabi (Grunert et al., 

2008). 

Out of 22 sources (20 articles, 1 book chapter, and 1 book), 8 are empirical 

studies, and 14 are authority or practitioner’s positions. Brief descriptions and discussion 

of each article for the each type, empirical and practical, are as follows. 

Eight Empirical Studies 

In “Improving Classroom Communication: The Case of the Course Syllabus” 

(Smith & Razzouk, 1993), the authors intended to “assess the nature and degree of 

usage of course syllabi by college students” (Conclusion & Recommendation section, ¶ 

1). Specifically, the study tried to find out “how much information students can recall from 

the course syllabus, how often they refer to the syllabus, which part of the course 

syllabus they refer to the most, and whether differences exist in recall, reference, and 

usage” (Smith & Razzouk, 1993, Abstract). The results concluded generally that 

“students do not use the syllabus as intended” (Results section, ¶ 1). Analysis show that: 

(1) “Over half the students referred to the syllabus once a week, and most had difficulty 

recalling the syllabus information” (Results section, ¶ 2), (2) significant differences were 

found between early in the term and late in the terms on student’s recall for information, 

which implies the later the more information, exam, percentage weights, and project due, 

are recalled. 

In “Effects of a Syllabus Offer of Help, Student Age, and Class Size on College 

Students’ Willingness to Seek Support from Faculty” (Perrine & Lisle, 1995), the study 
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examined students’ willingness to seek instructor help based on a comparison of student 

age, class size, and the inclusion of a supportive statement directly into the syllabus. 

Findings are (1) The first hypothesis that “students would be more likely to express 

willingness to seek help from the instructor in the supportive statement condition than in 

the neutral statement condition” (Results section, ¶ 2) was supported, (2) the second 

hypothesis that “younger students (under 25) would be less likely to express willingness 

to seek help from the instructor than would older students, independent of support 

condition” (Results section, ¶ 4) was partially supported, (3) the third hypothesis that 

“students would be more likely to express willingness to seek help when the class size is 

small than when it is large” (Results section, ¶ 7) was not supported. 

In “What Introductory Psychology Students Attend to on a Course Syllabus” 

(Becker & Calhoon, 1999), 29 syllabus items were asked by different groups of college 

students, first-semester students, continuing students, traditional students, and 

non-traditional students, to rate their attention twice: on the first day before receiving 

their introductory psychology syllabus and again at the end of semester. Findings are: (1) 

Overall, “dates of exams and assignments received the highest initial ratings; course 

information, withdrawal dates, and titles and authors of readings received the lowest” (p. 

6); (2) for different groups, it shows that: 

First-semester students attended more than continuing students to prerequisites, 
location of materials, holidays, support services, and late assignment and 
academic dishonesty policies and less to types of tests and assignments. 
Nontraditional students attended more to course goals, titles and authors of 
readings, and type of assignments than did traditional students and less to 
holidays and late assignment and academic dishonesty policies (p. 6); 
  

and (3) for the changing of rating, the first-semester students keep the same item rating  
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from the beginning of the semester to the end, but the continuing students decreased by 

the end of the semester. 

Garavalia et al. (1999) conducted a survey with 39 syllabus component items 

conducted by 74 faculty members and 242 undergraduate students to examine 

perceived importance of syllabus components. Findings are: (1) “Both faculty members 

and students indicated that most components listed in the survey were important to 

include in the course syllabus” (p. 13), with only one exception: “Nothing in the syllabus 

should be changed once the semester begins” (p. 13), (2) significant differences were 

found between faculty and student responses, with students more concerned than 

faculty with information on test format, length and format of required papers and projects, 

course withdrawal policy, and specific goals/objectives, (3) Both groups preferred 

comprehensive and flexible syllabi. 

Meuschke et al. (2002) report a study at the College of the Canyons in the spring 

of 2002 which was conducted by the Office of Institutional Development and Technology, 

along with Communications Studies instructor Victoria Leonard. The study shows: 

Eighty-three class sections were surveyed to determine the degree to which 
students agreed or disagreed that their course syllabus clearly described the 
following: (1) course objectives; (2) assignments required; (3) attendance policy; 
(4) late assignment policy; (5) what is viewed as participation; (6) how 
participation will be calculated in course grade; (7) instructor's policy for make-up 
exams; (8) how to compute grade throughout the semester; (9) how the final 
grade will be computed; (10) instructor's policy regarding classroom behavior; and 
(11) instructor's policy regarding classroom honesty…for a class response rate of 
59%. More than 85% of respondents said that their syllabus clearly described 
course objectives, assignment requirements, and attendance policy. A total of 
64% and 67%, respectively, said they could compute their grade throughout the 
semester and they knew how class participation would be calculated into the 
grade. Finally, 77% said important information was highlighted in the syllabus. 
(Meuschke et al., 2002, Abstract) 
 
 



 

23 

In “The Effects of Institutional Classification and Gender on Faculty Inclusion of 

Syllabus Components” (Doolittle & Lusk, 2007), the authors tried to find out “the effects 

that gender and institutional classification have on the inclusion of syllabus components” 

(p. 62). In the study, 350 course syllabi were sampled and evaluated for the presence of 

26 syllabus components in terms of written by men and women from 7 types of 

institutions, based on Carnegie classification. They found:  

The gender data clearly indicated that there were no gender effects by individual 
syllabus component and only one gender effect by syllabus component category; 
that is female include more policy information than male. In addition, while there 
were institutional classification effects, there were no clear patterns of effect. (p. 
62) 
 
Thompson (2007) conducted an interpretive study to explore the communicative 

strategies, which are used to welcome students, balance tensions, and improve 

presentation, for syllabus construction. Three strategy patterns were derived from the 

data: welcoming strategies, tension balancing strategies, and presentational strategies. 

Findings also offer teachers suggestions on how to present and construct the syllabus 

more effectively.  

In “How Students Use the Course Syllabus” (Calhoon & Becker, 2008), a study 

was designed to survey the usage of course syllabi: when students consulted their 

syllabi, what component students looked for, and where students kept their syllabi for 

General Psychology and other courses. Findings show that:  

Almost half of the students in the first administration looked at their syllabus less 
than two hours before class. Six weeks later, nearly half of the students looked at 
the syllabus the day prior. Students looked most frequently at whether there was a 
quiz scheduled that day, the topic of the day’s class, what they should read for 
class, and what homework was assigned. (p. 1) 
 

Results also show that students do keep their syllabi in the binder or notebook mostly 
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and check their syllabi during the semester, however “students may not use syllabi in 

ways that faculty might expect” (p. 10). 

 In these eight empirical studies, two major groups were being studied: faculty and 

student, on the syllabus issue.  

 Of the faculty, some focused on the instructor’s perception of the syllabus 

components, such as which components that the instructor believes are important and 

should be included in a syllabus (Doolittle & Lusk, 2007; Garavalia et al., 1999; Lowther 

et al., 1989), and some analyzed the significant difference of components among 

different types of institutions and between genders (Doolittle & Lusk, 2007) and the 

significant difference of the perception of important syllabus components between the 

faculty and students (Garavalia et al., 1999). One studied the communication strategies 

teachers used to welcome students, balance tensions when presenting the syllabus and 

focus students' attention during the presentation emerged (Thompson, 2007). 

 Of the students, some focused on the student’s perception of the syllabus 

components, including which items they think important (Becker & Calhoon, 1999; 

Garavalia et al., 1999), which items that they are more concerned (Becker & Calhoon; 

Garavalia et al.; Meuschke et al., 2002), how often they refer to the components 

(Meuschke et al.; Smith & Razzouk, 1993) , how much information they can recall from 

the syllabus at different times of the semester (Smith & Razzouk), what components are 

in their syllabus of their recall (Meuschke et al.), how clearly the component describes 

(Meuschke et al.), the significant difference between student groups, such as first 

semester student and traditional student (Becker & Calhoon), as well as the significant 

difference of the perception of important syllabus components between the faculty and 
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students (Garavalia et al.). Some studied the student’s usage of the syllabus, such as 

where the syllabus is kept, use of personal calendar or planner, use of the syllabus 

across the semester, use of syllabus in the Psychology course, and use of the syllabus 

in other courses (Becker & Calhoon). One studied the student’s willingness to seek help 

from faculty (Perrine & Lisle, 1995). 

Fourteen Practical Studies 

Lowther et al. (1989) developed a guide “in response to faculty inquiries about 

how to prepare more effective syllabi” (Abstract). They proposed that: 

Syllabi are designed to communicate course information and instructor views of 
the courses to the student. The syllabus is a very effective tool for improving 
communication between the instructor and the student, and it serves as an 
agreement about the purpose and direction of the course. (Lowther et al., 1989, 
Abstract) 
 

In addition, they concluded that syllabi should include the “following 10 sections: 

instructor and course; course purpose, goals, and objectives; educational beliefs; 

content outline; assignments and course calendar; textbooks; supplementary readings; 

methods of instruction; student feedback and grading procedures; and learning facilities 

and resources for students” (Abstract). 

Also, Altman and Cashin (1992) suggest guidelines for writing a syllabus for 

college courses. They discuss the purpose of the syllabus in communicating course 

content, purpose, direction and requirements, as well as the necessity of planning the 

course before constructing a syllabus. Major content areas of the syllabus include course 

and instructor information, textbook(s), supplementary reading(s), materials, course 

descriptions/objectives, calendar/schedule and policies, attendance and lateness, class 
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participation, missed exams or assignments, lab safety/health, academic dishonesty, 

grading, honor policy, and available support services. 

In “Designing a Great Syllabus”, Matejka and Kurke (1994) indicate a 

well-designed college course syllabus can serve four major purposes: as a contract 

between teacher and student; as a device for communicating all information about the 

course; as an overall plan of action for the course; and as a cognitive map of the course 

for students. This article proposes the major components of a good syllabus, as well as 

offers examples and suggestions. 

Beaudry and Schaub (1998) suggest the learning-centered syllabus can provide 

“a framework for faculty to teach students how to learn the subject matter, but not just 

teach the subject matter” (p. 2) and indicate what might be found in a learning-centered 

syllabus. This learning-centered approach to college teaching improves and clarifies the 

process of learning. “Although the learning-centered syllabus contains the same 

information found on conventional syllabi… there is a substantive difference that can be 

found in the following three main sections of the syllabus” (p. 2). In the article, three main 

sections: instructional goals and student performance objectives, content selection and 

organization, and appropriate instructional activities, are well discussed. 

In “The Syllabus as a Tool for Student-Centered Learning”, Eberly et al. (2001) 

conducted a content analysis at Oakland University (Michigan). They describe the study: 

the purpose of the paper is to examine the nature and content of general 
education syllabi in order to gain a better understanding of their attributes and 
characteristics; to identify the ways in which syllabi reflect and communicate 
university goals and objectives of general education; and to identify the ways in 
which the syllabi communicate an implicit contract. (p. 56) 
  

It finds that (1) most syllabi offer information about the instructor and text; (2) most syllabi 
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offer grading policy statement; (3) different field categories offer different guidelines; and 

(4) content knowledge was most often mentioned. 

Parkes and Harris (2002) conduct a content analysis that proposes syllabi serve 

three major functions: the syllabus as a contract, the syllabus as a permanent record, 

and the syllabus as a learning tool. It discussed what components a syllabus should 

contain. It also offers general structure for constructing a good syllabus. 

A table (Table 1.4) in The Professor’s Guide to Teaching: Psychological Principles 

and Practices (Forsyth, 2003, p. 40) describes important categories of information 

included on a typical syllabus and summarizes the preceding analysis of course planning, 

in terms of subjects and the questions answered for the subjects. 

In “Using the Syllabus to Document the Scholarship of Teaching”, Albers (2003) 

proposes “the problem of constructing a syllabus to function as a pedagogical tool and 

as an artifact of scholarship” (p. 60). It also states that: 

Constructing a syllabus that conveys scholarly course development has three 
benefits. First, the syllabus can provide hiring and review committees with a 
picture of the research and of the reflection involved in a scholarship course 
design. Second, students benefit from a syllabus built on scholarship because it 
has potential to organize, integrate, and direct student learning. Third, teachers 
benefit from creating a syllabus built on scholarship because it aids them in 
planning classroom activities based on curricular, subject matter, and pedagogical 
knowledge. (p. 60) 
  

Albers concludes that syllabi are used to determine teaching accomplishment; students 

respond to a well-organized, thoughtful, and meaningful syllabus; and an effective 

syllabus can be a powerful teaching tool. 

Wolfe (2004) claims that “course materials such as the syllabus and textbook can 

set the tone for a course…careful planning must go into developing a syllabus and 

choosing a textbook” (p. 55). Wolfe also believes that an effective syllabus can improve 



 

28 

communication between the instructor and students in the course. “A syllabus usually 

includes standard information like the logistics of when, where, and who; a well-written 

syllabus also answers questions like what and why” (p. 55). How to develop guidelines 

and critical components for an effective syllabus is discussed in the paper. 

Slattery and Carlson (2005) propose that an effective syllabus facilitates teaching 

and learning. Based on current research and literature, they review the typical uses 

(structural, motivational, and evidentiary) of syllabi, commonly including components and 

attributes that positively impact the teaching and learning process. 

Habanek (2005) in a content analysis of actual course syllabi, identifies the 

syllabus “as a major communication device that provides details of how student learning 

will be assessed and about the roles of both students and instructors in the learning and 

assessment process” (p. 62). Findings show “the inconsistency of such communication 

and, therefore, the corruption of the assessment agreement that the syllabus represents” 

(p. 62). 

In “Best Practices in Syllabus Construction with a Commitment to Shared 

Governance, Gambescia” (2006) discusses the rationale of syllabus for best practice, 

essential elements for syllabus construction, and the replicability of syllabus. Gambescia 

also believes that “a comprehensive syllabus starts with the philosophy that a syllabus 

should reflect a healthy shared governance among faculty, students, academic 

administrators, and the overall stewards of the institution” (p. 27).  

The Course Syllabus: A Learning-Centered Approach (Grunert et al., 2008), like 

the first edition (1997), this book is based on a learner-centered approach, which focuses 

on learning rather than on teaching. Its contents include preparing students, setting a 
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framework for knowledge, planning your learning-centered syllabus: an overview of the 

process, composing a learning-centered syllabus, and using a learning-centered 

syllabus, as well as, examples for each syllabus component. Because faculty members 

are now deeply committed to engaging students in learning, the syllabus has evolved 

into a useful, if lengthy, document. Today's syllabus provides details about course 

objectives, requirements and expectations, and also includes information about teaching 

philosophies, specific activities and the rationale for their use, and tools essential to 

student success.  

In conclusion, most articles mentioned the major components of a syllabus 

(Altman, 1992; Eberly et al., 2001; Forsyth, 2003; Gambescia, 2006; Habanek, 2005; 

Johnson, 2006; Lowther et al., 1989; Matejka et al., 1994; Parkes & Harris, 2002; 

Slattery & Carlson, 2005; Wolfe, 2004) and some discussed the purpose and function of 

syllabi (Albers, 2003; Matejka et al.; Parkes & Harris; Slattery & Carlson). Three 

discussed what fundamental elements might comprise a learning-centered syllabus 

(Beaudry & Schaub, 1998; Eberly et al.; Grunert et al., 2008). Albers (2003) identified 

how to use the syllabus to document the scholarship of teaching. Also Eberly et al. (2001) 

proposed the function of implicit contract for the syllabus. Grunert and Millis’ book (2008) 

provides the most detailed discussion about how to construct a learning-centered 

syllabus. 

Six Dissertations about Course Syllabi 

When searching in the dissertation database for the topics related to higher 

education from 1988 to 2008, 17,847 dissertations in English were found. Out of 17,847 

dissertations, 1,912 (10.7%) are related to curriculum or program in higher education. 
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Out of 1,912, only six dissertations (0.3%) discuss or research the course syllabus as a 

topic, during the last two decades, from 1988 to 2008. The brief descriptions of these six 

dissertations follow. 

Lucas-Fusco’s (1993) dissertation, A Content Analysis of Course Syllabi in 

Special Educator Teacher Preparation used a content analysis to study course syllabi for 

teacher preparation in special education programs by descriptive data. “The purpose of 

this study was to ascertain the extent to which special education teacher preparation 

programs are including skills deemed necessary in light of the current reforms in special 

education” (Lucas-Fusco, 1993, Abstract, ¶ 2). Findings of the study indicate that: 

(1) content analysis procedures adequately answer questions about the content 
of special education courses; (2) there is limited instruction in content areas 
occurring in special education teacher preparation courses; (3) instruction in the 
content area of science is particularly limited; (4) there seems to be an adequate 
amount of instruction on educational reform and collaboration; and (5) there 
appears to be no appreciable difference between courses focused on populations 
of students with different handicaps. (Lucas-Fusco, 1993, Abstract, ¶ 5) 

Shepherd’s (1996) A Content Analysis of Course Syllabi in Elementary Teacher 

Preparation conducted a content analysis on course syllabi in elementary teacher 

preparation programs to ascertain if course syllabi include the common elements and to 

find out “if the professors who teach the methods course articulate their use of the 

knowledge base when teaching their particular methods course” (Shepherd, 1996, 

Abstract, ¶ 1). Findings show that course syllabi in the programs “do show common 

elements which indicate the development of a knowledge base.…that the professors of 

elementary methods courses do articulate the use of a knowledge base when instructing 

their classes” (Shepherd, 1996, Abstract, ¶ 2).  

In Maher’s (1997) dissertation, The Development of a Model Public Relations 
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Syllabus for Professors of Educational Administration, a study was conducted for the 

threefold purpose:  

to develop a model educational public relations syllabus which not only reflected 
current positions in educational public relations, but also may be conveniently 
used by professors who prepare educational administrators; to investigate the 
nature and extent of adoption of the National School Public Relations 
Association's (NSPRA) most recent educational public relations model syllabus; 
and to construct a change process that facilitates model acceptance. (Maher, 
1997, Abstract, ¶ 1) 
 

Findings of this study included:  

(1) The responses of the professors to this survey reflected what an ideal public 
relations course should contain; (2) The NSPRA's membership efforts were not as 
good as other professional groups; (3) Professors of educational administration 
are not well acquainted with the goals and objectives of the NSPRA; (4) 
Professors of educational administration are unfamiliar with the School Public 
Relations Syllabus published by the NSPRA; (5) Very little has changed in the 
essential elements of school public relations; (6) The model school public 
relations syllabus developed by this study is most accurate, thorough, and 
complete; (7) The NSPRA's School Public Relations Syllabus represents an 
excellent initial effort to standardize school public relations; and (8) The model 
public relations syllabus developed by this study is more complete and replete 
than the School Public Relations Syllabus of the NSPRA. (Maher, 1997, Abstract, 
¶ 3) 
 
Phwandaphwanda (2003) studies undergraduate course syllabi of courses at the 

University of Arkansas at Fayetteville. The study concludes: 

(1) Nearly all colleges and departments had copies of course syllabi for course 
sections. Only three course sections did not have course syllabi. The wide usage 
of the course syllabus indicated that faculty at the University of Arkansas 
recognized the importance of the course syllabus. (2) Other than basic 
information and course requirements, faculty emphasized information about 
grading and evaluation in their syllabi more than they stressed other components. 
Overall, the extent to which they included essential components in their syllabi did 
not satisfy the standards suggested by authors reviewed in the study. 
(3) Twenty-six of 34 heads of departments (76%) indicated that their departments 
provided guidelines about development of course syllabi. In addition, 22 of 26 
heads of departments (85%) indicated that their departments provided guidelines 
to faculty and an example of course syllabi with components that their department 
considered important. In light of the frequent omission of essential components in 
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most of the course syllabi assessed, it was clear that faculty did not follow 
guidelines given to them. (Phwandaphwanda, 2003, Abstract, ¶ 3) 
 

Phwandaphwanda noted these implications: 

(1) Faculty will continue to experience problems in their efforts to communicate 
with students through the course syllabus. (2) Faculty will not be able to plan 
effectively for their course(s). (3) Students will continue to feel lost, confused and 
misguided as they try to understand what their instructor expects from them. 
(Phwandaphwanda, 2003, Abstract, ¶ 4) 
 
In Roman-Perez’s (2007) dissertation, Lessons for Everyone from the Basic Skills 

Classroom: A Critical Discourse Analysis of Basic Writing Syllabi, a two-part study was 

conducted to “provide a critical understanding of the importance of discourse in the 

syllabi for basic writing skills courses--courses for students who historically have been 

deemed as underprepared for higher education” (Roman-Perez, 2007, Abstract). 

Although the targets of the study are students in remedial education programs, its 

implications may apply to syllabi of all general courses: “instructors who use a discourse 

of possibility in syllabi establish a more positive and productive relationship with students” 

(Roman-Perez, 2007, Abstract). The study includes three major parts: 

The first examined how the pronouns I, you, and we and the noun variants 
student and instructor function either to convey a sense of community or to stress 
instructor power. The second examined how various combinations of formatted 
features signaled which information the instructor considered most important. The 
third examined how conditional statements were used to negotiate rules and 
accommodations. (Roman-Perez, 2007, Abstract) 
 

The study suggests that: 

how the syllabi is worded mirrors the instructors' ideologies and how wording 
influences student perceptions--especially younger students and those with a 
lower grade point average. Practical pedagogical implications are that new 
graduate teaching assistants and new instructors should receive explicit training 
in how to align syllabi discourse with their teaching philosophies. (Roman-Perez, 
2007, Abstract) 
 
Satterfield (2007) conducted a study that explored inclusion of service learning 
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activities and participation in course syllabi. However, the study’s focus was on service 

learning and the extent to which service learning activities appeared in course syllabi and 

did not study syllabi components in detail.  

Given this examination of the literature and resource, I inferred 10 major syllabus 

components that should be included in a syllabus. Table 2 (See appendix) summarized 

these inferred components from the 22 sources. The frequencies of each component 

and sub-components are noted from each source. 

Conclusion 

In summary, for improving teaching and learning, the course syllabus is designed 

in a written form of a contractual document (Smith and Razzouk, 1993) as a teaching 

and learning tool (Gambescia, 2006; Parkes & Harris, 2002; Smith & Razzouki), to 

communicate the detailed process of teaching and learning of the course to the learner 

(Garavalia et al., 1999; Smith & Razzouk), to provide the learner with organized 

information about course rationale, objectives, content, learning outcomes, policies, 

assignments, activities, resources, and the responsibilities of both instructor and student 

for a course (Garavalia et al.; Habanek, 2005; Lowther et al., 1989). In addition, course 

syllabi have been used as records for administrative purposes (Eberly et al., 2001; 

Parkes & Harris), for instructor evaluation (Smith & Razzouk), for curriculum 

improvement or development (Eberly et al.) and for the documentation of the scholarship 

of teaching potentially (Albers, 2003). The literature review provided a model to critically 

review syllabus components. Such a model can be applied to analyze existing course 

syllabi. Specifically I was interested in applying these syllabus components to analyze 

course syllabi used in higher education institution in Taiwan. 
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Higher Education in Taiwan 

 Taiwan’s higher education started in 1928 during the Japanese colonial era (1895- 

1945). The first university, Taihoku (Taipei) Imperial University, known as National Taiwan 

University now, was founded in 1928 by the Japanese and there were 54 students (37 

Taiwanese) and 55 faculty members in the first year. In 1950, there were only 4 

institutions (one university and three colleges), 869 faculty members, 1,244 staff, and 

5,379 enrollments in Taiwan (7.56 million population). In 2008, there were 147 

institutions (102 universities and 45 colleges), 50,000 faculty members, 22,500 staff, and 

1,200,000 enrollments in Taiwan (23 million population). 

After 1949, Taiwan began to re-establish all levels of education toward to the 

Western model, in particular, the U.S. model. Today, either the structure of higher 

education system or teaching and learning process at universities and colleges in Taiwan 

are as similar as at those in the U.S., e.g., fall/spring semester, credit hours, bachelor’s, 

master’s, doctoral degrees, department, college. At universities and colleges in Taiwan 

now, there are many faculty members who studied abroad in the U.S. and earned 

masters and/or doctoral degree. Almost all universities and colleges in Taiwan require 

faculty to share syllabi with their students in the first meeting of course or post syllabi on 

institutional website in advance. In general, the syllabus has been regarded as part of 

teaching and learning at universities and colleges in Taiwan. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

This chapter describes the methodology for this qualitative research design, 

which includes defining research problems and questions, developing template models, 

selecting for syllabi, collecting data, analyzing data, and reporting findings. 

Research Design 

In this study of course syllabi, a qualitative, descriptive research design was used, 

which included six major stages: first, defining the problem and research questions; 

second, developing models in terms of essential components as criteria for evaluation 

and comparison; third, identifying the criteria for course syllabi selection; fourth, 

collecting and recording course syllabi; fifth, analysis and evaluation of course syllabi; 

sixth, report, interpretation and discussion on the findings. The research framework for 

the study applied a qualitative approach in which I reviewed 180 course syllabi of 

courses from a university in Taiwan and sought to infer theoretical perspectives 

descriptive of the characteristics of course syllabi used at the university. The criteria for 

review and analysis of these syllabi will be the syllabus templates on syllabus 

components and on components of a learning-centered syllabus as inferred from the 

research and literature in the United States. 

Research Questions 

The six research questions were: 

1. What syllabus components for an undergraduate course syllabus template can 
be inferred from the professional literature on course syllabi in the American 
higher education? 
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2. What components for a learning-centered course syllabus template can be 
inferred from the professional literature on course syllabi in the American 
higher education? 

3. What components of the syllabus template are included in undergraduate 
course syllabi at the university in Taiwan? 

4. What components of the learning-centered syllabus template are included in 
undergraduate course syllabi at the university in Taiwan? 

5. To what extent do the findings of research question three indicate that those 
course syllabi are congruent with or divergent from the syllabus template 
model inferred from the U.S. literature? 

6. To what extent do the findings of research question four indicate that those 
course syllabi are congruent with or divergent from the learning-centered 
syllabus template model inferred from the U.S. literature? 

Development of Models 

In this study, two syllabus models were developed: the syllabus template model 

and the learning-centered syllabus model.  

Collaborative Process 

As I began to develop these two syllabus models, in order to examine more 

course syllabi with same standards and criteria, I collaborated with another doctoral 

student, Baysan Lin, on a review of the literature to infer the syllabus template model in 

terms of recommended components and the learning-centered syllabus model in terms 

of recommended components. We worked together to infer these two models of syllabi 

from the literature. The effort provided a check to compare the work of each and to 

insure accuracy. The effort provided a check to compare the work of each and to insure 

accuracy. Therefore, copyright for the material in Appendices A, B, and C is shared 

between Baysan Lin and Yao-Tsu Tung, and is reproduced with permission of both 

authors. 
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The Syllabus Template Model 

Twenty articles, one book chapter, and one book were chosen as models for the 

syllabus component analysis, because these sources focus on component issues, in 

particular, or on overall issues, in general. Following the selection of the literature 

sources to be reviewed, it was necessary to critically review the literature to answer 

research question one and two to verify that a syllabus template rubric model and a 

learning-centered syllabus template rubric model could be inferred from the literature 

and then be applied to describe and analyze existing course syllabi. 

Appendix B lists all the details about the categories of items. Appendix C is 

organized based on the frequency of component items, from high to low. According to 

Appendix C, there are some conclusions about the syllabus components. First, course 

information, instructor information, and grading information are the items with the highest 

frequency, 20 of 22, which means these three are the most frequent items showing up in 

the literature. Second, as expected, the frequencies of course information (20), grading 

information (20), instructor information (18), course calendar/schedule (17), assignment 

information (17), policy information (16), course goal (13), exam information (12), and 

support service/resource (12) were most frequently reported. Third, surprisingly, the 

frequency of exam type (4) is not as high as expected. Some empirical studies show that 

students pay a great deal of attention to exam information on syllabi (Becker & Calhoon, 

1999; Garavalia et al., 1999; Smith & Razzouk, 1993). 

Based on the frequency order of component items (see Appendix C), all syllabus 

components found in these 22 sources were grouped into ten major categories of items 

(the frequency is greater than 11, above 50%) and four minor items, as well as, each 
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major item might include sub-items. The ten major items are: (2) course information, (3) 

course calendar/schedule, (5) course objective, (6) course goals, (9) instructor 

information, (10) assignment information, (11) exam information, (12) grading 

information, (13) policy information, and (14) support services/resources. A description of 

these ten components follows: 

(1) Course information: It provides basic information about course name, 
number, semester, location, time, credit, type, description, topic, requirement, 
textbook, reading, and activities (Altman & Cashin, 1992; Grunert et al., 
2008; Johnson, 2006; Lowther et al., 1989; Matejka et al., 1994; Parkes & 
Harris, 2002). 

(2) Course calendar/schedule: It provides the dates and related topics, 
assignment, exams, projects, vacations, and events, which may let both the 
instructor and students know how to plan their work and study for the 
semester (Altman & Cashin, 1992; Grunert et al., 2008; Johnson, 2006; 
Lowther et al., 1989; Matejka et al., 1994; Parkes & Harris, 2002). 

(3) Course objectives: “Course objectives are specific statements that describe 
in precise and measurable terms…Course objectives translate the goal into 
specific outcomes for the learner…A course objective should be measurable, 
understandable, and attainable within a given amount of time” (Johnson, 
2006, p. 141) “A course objective describes a desired outcome of a course” 
(Mager, 1975, p. 11)., which may be the most important element of a course 
syllabus (Grunert et al., 2008; Smith & Razzouk, 1993), in terms of 
performance, conditions, and criterion characteristics (Mager). 

(4) Course goal: Course goal statements describe a general learning outcome, 
directly related to program goals, and are typically not measurable (Grunert 
et al., 2008; Johnson, 2006). 

(5) Instructor information: It provides basic information about instructor’s name, 
office location, office hours, office phone number, email address, academic 
background, teaching philosophy, teaching type, and additional information 
(Altman & Cashin, 1992; Grunert et al., 2008; Johnson, 2006; Lowther et al., 
1989; Matejka et al., 1994; Parkes & Harris, 2002). 

(6) Assignment information. It includes assignment type, due time, and 
examples, which can help students work on their assignments (Altman & 
Cashin, 1992; Grunert et al., 2008; Johnson, 2006; Lowther et al., 1989; 
Matejka et al., 1994; Parkes & Harris, 2002). 
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(7) Exam information: This may be the most concerning item for students. It 
includes exam dates and types, which tells students when and what type of 
exams they will have (Altman & Cashin, 1992; Grunert et al., 2008; Johnson, 
2006; Lowther et al., 1989; Matejka et al., 1994; Parkes & Harris, 2002). 

(8) Grading information: This may be another most concerning item for students. 
It includes grading policy, procedure, criteria/rubric, and weights, which tell 
student how their learning outcomes will be assessed (Altman & Cashin, 
1992; Grunert et al., 2008; Johnson, 2006; Lowther et al., 1989; Matejka et 
al., 1994; Parkes & Harris, 2002). 

(9) Policy information: It includes attendance, late assignment, make-up, 
missed work, academic honesty, disability, and other policies, which tell 
students what policies and rules will be applied, as well as, what 
responsibilities and rights they will have in class (Altman & Cashin, 1992; 
Grunert et al., 2008; Johnson, 2006; Lowther et al., 1989; Matejka et al., 
1994; Parkes & Harris, 2002). 

(10) Support services and resources: It tells student what and where they can 
find the support services and resources for learning (Altman & Cashin, 1992; 
Grunert et al., 2008; Johnson, 2006; Lowther et al., 1989; Matejka et al., 
1994; Parkes & Harris, 2002). 

In addition, there are four minor items: 

(1) Content outline: It includes topics outline for course, sequencing of course 
content, rationale for course content, language of the course, skills to be 
applied, and so on. Content outlines let the instructor clarify relationships for 
students as well as provide them with a course structure, and may let 
students more effectively grasp the intellectual flow of the course and its 
relationship to the academic field in general (Lowther et al., 1989). 

(2) Course purpose: “The purpose should clearly describe the course contents 
and what the learners may expect” (Johnson, 2006, p. 140). Course 
purposes also clarify expectations for students, which help students 
understand why they are in the class and how it fits into their educational 
plans (Grunert et al., 2008; Lowther et al., 1989). 

(3) Course description: A course description tells students something about the 
content and procedure of a course, which can give students a rough picture 
of what the course is (Altman & Cashin, 1992; Grunert et al., 2008; Mager, 
1975). 

(4) Course rationale: Course rationale tries to tell students the reasons why this 
course is important and necessary, which can improve effective 
communication, and increase students’ learning motivation (Grunert et al., 
2008; Lowther et al., 1989). 
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Based on the information and perspectives provided by the literature review, the 

(traditional) syllabus template model with checklists (see Table 1) was developed to 

critically review syllabus components. Such a template model can be applied to analyze 

existing course syllabi. 

In the column of “Included” in Table 1, number (1-10) represents major item, and 

asterisk (*) represents minor item. In Table 1, the congruency levels of the syllabus 

template model of each syllabus can be defined by the total frequencies of each 

component item showing up: from 0% to 30% as low level, from 31% to 60% as medium 

level, and from 61% to 100% as high level. 

Table 1 

The Checklist of the Syllabus Template Model 

Institution              (Public/Private) 

College  
Department  
Course               (Core/Elective) 
Instructor  
Gender                            (Female/Male/Unknown) 
Doctoral degree                                 (Taiwan/U.S./XXX) 

COMPONENT Included Comments 
1. Content Outline *(4.)  
2. Course Information 1.  
  .1  N ame / Title   
  .2  N umber   

.3  T erm/Semester   

.4  Loc ation    

.5  T ime    

.6  C redit    

.7  T ype   

.8  T opics    

.9  R equirement   A. Pre-  B. Co- 
 .10  T extbooks   
 .11  References   
 .12  A ctivities    

(table continues) 
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Table 1 (continued). 

COMPONENT Included Comments 
3. Course Calendar 2.  
4. Course Purposes *(3.)  
5. Course Objective 3.  
6. Course Goals *(3.)  
7. Course Description 4.  
8. Course Rationale *(3.)  
9. Instructor Information 5.  
  .1  N ame    
  .2  O ffice Location   
  .3  O ffice Hours   
  .4  P hone No.   
  .5  E mail Address   
  .6  A cademic Background   
  .7  Teaching Philosophy   
  .8  Teaching Type   
10. Assignment 6.  
  .1  T ype    
  .2  D ue Time   
11. Exam 7.  
  .1  Type   
  .2  Due Time   
12. Grading 8.  
  .1  P olicy   
  .2  P rocedure   
  .3  C riteria   
  .4  W eights/Points   
13. Policy 9.  
  .1  A ttendance   
  .2  Lat e Assignment   
  .3  Mak e Up   
  .4  Mi ssed Work   
  .5  A cademic Honesty   
  .6  D isability    
14. Support Services/ Resources 10.  
15. The Others   
Total   
Level Low (0-3) Medium (4-6) High (7-10) 
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The Learning-Centered Syllabus Template Model 

Compared with traditional course syllabi, besides the regular components, a 

learning-centered syllabus focuses more on how to develop an effective learning context, 

by which students can achieve their learning goals through active learning. Therefore, a 

learning-centered syllabus should provide a well-grounded rationale, a well-structured 

knowledge base, desired outcomes and assessment measures, the structure of the 

learning involvement, and required resources for active learning. 

Based on Grunert’s (2008) book, a model for a learning-centered syllabus would 

include: (1) rationale/purpose of the course; (2) teaching philosophy; (3) course 

description; (4) course objectives; (5) readings; (6) resources; (7) course calendar; (8) 

evaluation/assignment information; (9) grading information; (10) tools and skills for study 

and learning.  

The reasons Grunert (2008) gives for each component in a learning-centered 

syllabus model: 

(1) Rationale/purpose of the course: “It focuses on why the course exists, how it 
fits into the larger curriculum, and for whom it was designed” (p. 49). Clear 
course purpose can not only give student the rationale for learning the 
course, but also increase their learning motivation. 

(2) Teaching philosophy: “In the teaching philosophy, instructors describe their 
understanding of the learning process and how their class routines, activities, 
and assignments are consistent with that understanding” (p. 6). Telling 
students the teaching philosophy “makes clear what you (the instructor) 
value about teaching and learning and tells students that you intend to share 
this process with them” (p. 6). 

(3) Course description: “A strong course description early in the syllabus can 
generate student interest by providing a stimulating overview of the course, 
including its content, value, and philosophical assumptions behind” (p. 51). 

(4) Course objectives: “Students should be able to know where your course 
leads intellectually and practically and what they will learn by the end of the 
course” (p. 54). Course objectives might be the most important part in a 



 

43 

learning-centered process, by which the learning goal could be set in 
advance. 

(5) Readings: It includes textbook and readings for the course, which helps 
students know “which materials are required and relevant to their learning” 
(p. 63).  

(6) Resources: “The resource section is intended to guide students to course 
resources and encourage their use. Course resources can include published 
materials; individuals, including librarians and other faculty; writing, math, or 
media centers; and so forth” (p. 65).  

(7) Course calendar: “Students want to know what will be happening and 
when…Probably the most difficult planning decisions concern the structuring 
of course material” (p. 67). For time management, course calendar is so 
important for students to plan their learning not just for one course but for all 
courses. 

(8) Evaluation/assignment information: “Students should know how their 
progress will be assessed, how their work will be evaluated, how grades will 
be assigned, and how those grades contribute of their final course grade” (p. 
92). 

(9) Grading information: Students are always concerned about the grading 
procedure. The instructor should “specifically describe the grading 
procedure, including the type and number of tests, their point value, the 
proportion each test counts toward the final grade, and the nature and the 
subject matter of the exams” (p. 99), as well as how the final grade will be 
determined. 

(10) Tools and skills for study and learning: “Different courses require different 
study pattern and practices” (p. 102), including specific tools and skills, such 
as computer and/or statistic program, SPSS.  

Based on the information and perspectives provided by the Grunert’s (2008) book, 

the learning-centered syllabus model with checklists (see Table 2) was developed to 

critically review syllabus components. Such a template model can be applied to analyze 

existing course syllabi. 

In Table 2, the congruency levels of the learning-centered model of each syllabus 

can be defined by the total frequencies of each component item showing up: from 0% to 
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30% as low level, from 31% to 60% as medium level, and from 61% to 100% as high 

level.  

Table 2  

The Checklist for the Learning-Centered Syllabus Template Model 

Institution                  (Public/Private) 
College  
Department  
Course                                      (Core/Elective) 
Instructor  
Gender                             (Female/Male/Unknown) 
Degree                           (Taiwan/U.S./other country) 

Component Included Criteria / Rubric 
1. Course Rationale/Purpose   
2. Teaching Philosophy   
3. Course Description   
4. Course Objectives   
5. Readings  textbooks or handouts 

6. Resources  published or website materials, 
individuals, writing & math centers 

7. Course Calendar   
8. Evaluation/Assignment 

Information  exams or assignments 

9. Grading Information  grading percentage/criteria 
10. Tools/Skills for Learning  tools or skills 
Total   
Level Low (0-3) Medium (4-6) High (7-10) 
     

Selection of Syllabi for the Study 

For the study, I collected course syllabi from a university in Taiwan. A description 

of selections follows:  

Selection of University 

I chose a university with following characteristics: 

1. All undergraduate course syllabi to be analyzed will be accessed at the 
institution’s website. 

2. It offers comprehensive undergraduate programs within its colleges. 
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3. There is no standard syllabus format/guidelines required for syllabi design. 

Selection of Colleges 

In the study, six colleges were selected and they were: College of Social Sciences, 

College of Business, College of Liberal Arts, College of Education, College of Sciences, 

and College of Engineering. 

Selection of Departments 

Basically, three departments were selected from each college to create a 

manageable number of syllabi for analysis.  

Selection of Courses 

Ten core course syllabi were selected arbitrarily from each department. However, 

only one core course syllabus was selected from each faculty based on the assumption 

that instructors used the same or familiar format or style to construct their course syllabi. 

There were three possible conditions: 

1. If one faculty offered only one core course in the academic year, the course 
was selected. 

2. If one faculty offered more than one core course in the academic year, then 
one core course syllabus was selected arbitrarily. 

3. Once ten core course syllabi were collected, the selection process stopped. 

Data Collection 

Procedure for Data Collection 

There were ten procedures for data collection. 

1. Identify and access the official websites of the university. 

2. Identify and access selected colleges. (There were six colleges in this case.) 

3. Identify and access selected departments. (There were 18 departments in this 
case, because every three departments were selected from each college). 
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4. Identify full-time faculty information from selected departments. 

5. Identify and access the course information system of each selected 
department. 

6. Select ten undergraduate core courses offered by ten, different, full-time 
faculty members from each department. 

7. Download and print all selected course syllabi out. There were 180 
undergraduate course syllabi. 

8. Review/examine all selected course syllabi. 

9. Complete the checklists of the Syllabus Template Model (see Table 1) for all 
selected course syllabi. 

10. Complete the checklists of the learning-centered syllabus template model (see 
Table 2) for all selected course syllabi. 

Data Characteristics 

The characteristics of selected syllabi were: 

1. Some syllabi were written in Chinese, some were written in English, and some 
were written in Chinese and English mixed. 

2. All syllabi were of the academic year of 2008. 

3. All syllabi were of core courses. 

4. All syllabi were at undergraduate level. 

Data Analysis 

Data analysis followed the general process suggested by Miles and Huberman 

(Miles & Huberman, 1994) and included data collection, data processing, data display, 

and conclusion drawing. Data collection included the identification and access to the 

websites of selected university, colleges, departments, instructors, and courses and the 

collection of related course syllabi, including download and print those syllabi out. Data 

processing included the review of each syllabus, the recording of components and 

information included onto the rubric syllabus component and learning-centered syllabus 
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component templates (checklists) and the transferring the original data from papered 

form into digit form by using the Microsoft Office Access software. Data report/display 

involved organizing the existence of syllabus components, information and 

learning-centered criteria into the format of categories, frequencies, and percentages in 

each syllabus analysis template or table. Drawing conclusions consisted of deciding 

what the meanings of the summary data as present in each syllabus template implies or 

indicates based on the summary data. 
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CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS 

Introduction 

Findings were displayed in two major domains: one based on the syllabus 

template model and the other based on the learning-centered model. Basically each 

domain includes two levels: the institutional (university) level, and the college level. In 

addition, some other important issues, e.g. the instructor’s background, the textbook(s) 

usage, and the language used in syllabi were examined. 

The research questions for the study were: 

1. What components and checklists for a course syllabus template can be 
inferred from the research and professional literature on course syllabi in the 
American higher education and organized into a template of syllabus 
components? 

2. What components and checklists for a learning-centered syllabus template 
can be inferred from the research and professional literature on course syllabi 
in the American higher education? 

3. What components of the syllabus template are included in undergraduate 
course syllabi at the university in Taiwan? 

4. What components of the learning-centered syllabus template are included in 
undergraduate course syllabi at the university in Taiwan? 

5. To what extent do the findings of Research Question 3 indicate that those 
course syllabi are congruent with or divergent from the syllabus template 
model inferred from the U.S. literature?  

6. To what extent do the findings of Research Question 4 indicate that those 
course syllabi are congruent with or divergent from the learning-centered 
template model inferred from the U.S. literature?  

In the first part of the study, two syllabus templates were developed (with detailed 

descriptions in Chapter 3) to answer Research Question (RQs) 1 and 2. 
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RQ1:  What components and checklists for a course syllabus template can be 
inferred from the research and professional literature on course syllabi in 
the American higher education? 

The syllabus template model (see Table 1) was the answer to RQ 1. 

RQ2: What components and checklists for a learning-centered syllabus template 
can be inferred from the research and professional literature on course 
syllabi in the American higher education? 

The learning-centered syllabus model (see Table 2) was the answer to RQ 2.  

In the second part of this study, 180 course syllabi were collected and analyzed by 

using these two models to answer Research Questions 3 through 6. According to the 

selection procedures, 6 colleges were selected from the university, 3 departments were 

selected from each college, 10 different full-time faculty members were selected from 

each department, and 1 undergraduate course syllabus was selected from each faculty 

member, which made the total 180 undergraduate course syllabi. 

The university used for this study was a public university in Taiwan that enrolls 

over 10,000 students. Within the university six colleges were selected for the study. The 

six were: the College of Social Sciences (SS), College of Business (BS), College of 

Liberal Arts (LA), College of Education (ED), College of Sciences (SC), and College of 

Engineering (EG). 

Demographic of Faculty 

The 180 undergraduate course syllabi were constructed by 180 instructors. The 

backgrounds of the 180 instructors were sorted by gender, degree, and where their 

degree was awarded.  

Table 3 shows that 70% of faculty were male and 30% were female in the study. 
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Table 3 

Percentage of Gender of Faculty for the University (n = 180) and Each College (n = 30) 

 n Male (%) Female (%) 

University  180 70.0 30.0 

Social Science 30 63.3 36.7 
Business 30 76.7 23.3 

Liberal Arts 30 46.7 53.3 

Education 30 66.7 33.3 

Science 30 73.3 26.7 
Engineering 30 93.3 6.7 
 

       Table 4 indicates that all of these faculty members had earned doctoral degrees. 

Table 4 

Percentage of Degree of Faculty for the University (n = 180) and Each College (n = 30) 

 n Doctorate (%) Other (%) 

University  180 100.0 0 
Social Science 30 100.0 0 

Business 30 100.0 0 

Liberal Arts 30 100.0 0 

Education 30 100.0 0 
Science 30 100.0 0 

Engineering 30 100.0 0 
 

Table 5 indicates the country where these faculty earned their doctoral degrees. 

That is 61% of the faculty earned their doctorates from the U.S., 22% from Taiwan, and 

17% from the other countries. It is interesting to note that a large percentage of faculty in 

the sciences, engineering, and social sciences earned doctoral degrees in the U.S., 

while in education and the liberal arts either less than 50% or just a few more than 50% 

earned doctorates in the U.S. Tables 6 and 7 indicate most of the other areas are the 

countries in Europe, in particular, the United Kingdom.  
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Table 5 

Where Faculty’s Degree was Awarded, by University and Each College (in %) 

 n U.S. Taiwan Other 

University  180 61.1 22.2 16.7 

Social Science 30 63.3 16.7 20.0 
Business 30 66.7 10.0 23.3 

Liberal Arts 30 53.3 40.0 6.7 

Education 30 40.0 23.3 36.7 

Science 30 80.0 16.7 3.3 
Engineering 30 63.3 26.7 10.0 
 

Table 6 

Breakdown of “Other” Locations from Table 5 (in %) 

 n Europe Asia-Japan Australia 

University  180 13.9 1.7 1.1 
Social Science 30 20.0 0 0 

Business 30 16.7 3.3 3.3 

Liberal Arts 30 3.3 0 3.3 

Education 30 30.0 6.7 0 
Science 30 3.3 0 0 

Engineering 30 10.0 0 0 
 

Table 7 

Breakdown of Non-Asian Locations from Table 6 (in %) 

 n U.K.  Germany France Belgium Russia 

University  180 8.9 2.2 1.7 0.6 0.6 

Social Science 30 13.3 3.3 3.3 0 0 

Business 30 13.3 0 0 3.3 0 

Liberal Arts 30 3.3 0 0 0 0 
Education 30 20.0 6.7 3.3 0 0 

Science 30 3.3 0 0 0 0 

Engineering 30 0 3.3 3.3 0 3.3 
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The following findings provide answers to the Research Questions 3 through 6 on 

different issues. 

The Syllabus Component Template Model 

The findings of syllabus component template model include two major parts: 

syllabus components for research question three and the estimate of the level of 

congruency to answer research question five. The findings were discussed separately. 

Syllabus Components 

Ten major components for a syllabus template were inferred from the literature 

and defined as: (1) course information, (2) instructor information, (3) course 

outlines/description, (4) course objective/goals, (5) course calendar, (6) assignment 

information, (7) exam information, (8) grading information, (9) policy information, and (10) 

support services/resources. (For details, see Chapter 3) 

RQ 3: What components of the syllabus template are included in undergraduate 
course syllabi at the university in Taiwan? 

       The answers to Research Question 3 for syllabus components at different levels 

are as follows.  

For the institutional level, Table 8 shows that the major components included from 

high to low as a percentage are: course information (100%), instructor information 

(100%), grading (99%), content outline (98%), course objective (91%), exam (88%), 

assignment (83%), policy (78%), course calendar (63%), course description (55%), and 

support services/resources (43%). 
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Table 8 

Number and Percentage of the Components of the Syllabus Template (Model) Included 
for the University (n = 180) 
 

Component Number % 

Course 
Information 

Title 180 100 
Number 105 58 
Semester 125 69 
Location 75 42 
Time 90 50 
Credit 114 63 
Type 113 63 
Topic 176 98 
Requirement 53 29 
Textbook 179 99 
References 107 59 
Activity 22 12 

Instructor 
Information 

Name 180 100 
Office Location 73 41 
Office Hours 70 39 
Phone No. 81 45 
Email Address 86 48 
Academic Background 4 2 
Teaching Philosophy 15 8 
Teaching Type 113 63 

Content Outline  176 98 
Course Description 99 55 
Course Rationale  11 6 
Course Objectives  163 91 
Course Goals  29 16 
Course Calendar  114 63 
Assignment 
Information 

Type 149 83 
Date/Time 76 42 

Exam Information 
Type 158 88 
Date/Time 94 52 

(table continues) 
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Table 8 (continued). 

Component Number % 

Grading 
Information 

Policy 178 99 
Procedure 15 8 
Criteria 7 4 
Weight/Point 178 99 

Policy Information 

Attendance 135 75 
Late Assignment 22 12 
Make Up 25 14 
Missed Work 7 4 
Academic Honesty 17 9 
Disability 0 0 

Support Services/ 
Resources  124 69 

 

For the college level, Table 9 shows the percentage of each syllabus component 

included in the undergraduate syllabi for each college. Because there were many items 

in Table 10, I only listed three critical components, i.e., course objectives, course 

calendar, and support services/resources. 

The percentages of course objectives included for each college are: 83% (Social 

Sciences), 90% (Business), 90% (Liberal Arts), 97% (Education), 83% (Sciences), 100% 

(Engineering). The percentages of course calendar included for each college are: 73% 

(Social Sciences), 73% (Business), 57% (Liberal Arts), 97% (Education), 43% 

(Sciences), 37% (Engineering). The course calendar as a syllabus component was not 

included as often in the sciences and engineering as in education, business and the 

social sciences. 
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Table 9 

Percentage of the Components of the Template Syllabus Model Included for Each College (For each college, n = 30) 
 

Component SS BS LA ED SC EG 

Course 
Information 

Title 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Number 37 57 40 37 80 37 
Semester 37 80 60 87 50 67 
Location 50 40 40 63 20 37 
Time 70 57 40 77 20 37 
Credit 50 37 57 73 63 100 
Type 57 37 57 83 47 97 
Topic 97 93 100 100 97 100 
Requirement 10 23 3 10 33 97 
Textbook 100 100 100 97 100 100 
References 60 77 60 70 33 57 
Activity 2 13 10 40 0 3 

Instructor 
Information 

Name 100 100 100 100 100 100 
Office Location 43 63 30 53 23 30 
Office Hours 43 70 30 37 17 37 
Phone No. 50 90 17 37 23 20 
Email Address 70 70 30 80 13 23 
Academic Background 0 3 0 7 0 3 
Teaching Philosophy 17 13 7 7 3 3 
Teaching Type 57 37 57 83 47 97 

Content Outline 97 93 100 100 97 100 
Course Description 40 40 73 23 57 97 

(table continues) 
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Table 9 (continued). 
 

Component SS BS LA ED SC EG 
Course Rationale 13 7 7 7 0 3 
Course Objectives 83 90 90 97 83 100 
Course Goals 0 10 3 3 7 73 
Course Calendar 73 73 57 97 43 37 

Assignment 
Type 87 67 73 97 80 93 
Date/Time 63 40 37 70 13 30 

Exam 
Type 90 100 83 57 97 100 
Date/Time 73 80 43 50 30 37 

Grading 

Policy 97 90 100 97 97 100 
Procedure 10 17 10 3 3 7 
Criteria 10 7 3 3 0 0 
Weight/Point 100 100 100 97 97 100 

Policy 

Attendance 70 87 90 77 73 53 
Late Assignment 20 30 17 7 0 0 
Make Up 17 43 13 3 7 0 
Missed Work 7 10 3 3 0 0 
Academic Honesty 10 27 7 7 7 0 
Disability 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Support Services & Resources 73 70 67 77 60 67 
 
Note. SS = Social sciences; BS = Business; LA = Liberal arts; ED = Education; SC = Sciences; EG = Engineering 
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On the sub-items in policy information, for the late assignment, only business 

(30%), social sciences (20%), and liberal arts (17%) included it with relatively high 

percentages. For the make-up assignment/exam, business (43%), social sciences (17%), 

and liberal arts (13%) included it with relatively high percentages. For the academic 

honesty policy, only business included it in 27% of the syllabi which was the highest 

percent of inclusion for any department. 

The percentages of support services/resources included for each college are: 

73% (Social Sciences), 70% (Business), 67% (Liberal Arts), 77% (Education), 60% 

(Sciences), 67% (Engineering).  

 The issue of gender has always been an important issue in higher education. 

Table 10 shows the percentage of each syllabus component included in the 

undergraduate syllabi based on the gender of instructors. The percentages of syllabi that 

included course objectives were 94.4% (male) and 81.5% (female). The percentages of 

syllabi that included course calendar were 63.5% (male) and 61.1% (female). The 

percentages of syllabi that included support services/resources were 68.3% (male) and 

70.4% (female). Only 16 of the components were included by both male and female 

faculty 60% of the time or more. Only 2 of the components were included at 12% or less 

by both genders: activity in course information and course rationale. And information on 

disability was not included by either gender. 

  



 

58 

Table 10 

Percentage of the Components of the Syllabus Template Model Included for the Gender 
of Instructors, Male (n = 126) and Female (n = 54) 
 

Component Male 
(n = 126) 

Female 
(n = 54) 

Course 
Information 

Title 100 100 
Number 67.5 37 
Semester 70.6 66.7 
Location 36.5 53.7 
Time 44.4 63 
Credit 69.8 48.1 
Type 62.7 63 
Topic 97.6 98.1 
Requirement 35.7 14.8 
Textbook 100 98.1 
References 57.1 64.8 
Activity 12.7 11.1 

Instructor 
Information 

Name 100 100 
Office Location 38.1 46.3 
Office Hours 33.3 51.9 
Phone No. 42.9 50 
Email Address 45.2 53.7 
Academic Background 3.2 0 
Teaching Philosophy 9.5 5.6 
Teaching Type 62.7 63.0 

Content Outline 97.6 98.1 
Course Description 61.1 40.7 
Course Rationale 7.1 3.7 
Course Objectives 94.4 81.5 
Course Goals 21.4 3.7 
Course Calendar 63.5 61.1 

Assignment 
Type 84.9 77.8 
Date/Time 42.9 40.7 

Exam 
Type 87.3 88.9 
Date/Time 50.8 55.6 

(table continues) 
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Table 10 (continued). 
 

Component Male 
(n = 126) 

Female 
(n = 54) 

Grading 

Policy 99.2 98.1 
Procedure 7.9 9.3 
Criteria 3.2 5.6 
Weight/Point 99.2 98.1 

Policy 

Attendance 75.4 74.1 
Late Assignment 11.9 13.0 
Make Up 11.9 18.5 
Missed Work 4.8 1.9 
Academic Honesty 11.1 5.6 
Disability 0.0 0.0 

Support Services & Resources 68.3 70.4 
 
   
      For the degree earned, in this study, all instructors held doctoral degrees, either 

from the U.S., Taiwan or other countries. Table 11 shows the percentage of each 

syllabus component included in the undergraduate syllabi based on the country (U.S. or 

Taiwan) where instructors earned their doctorates.  

       The percentages of syllabi that included course objectives were 87.3% (U.S.) 

and 97.5% (Taiwan). The percentages of syllabi that included course calendar were 

59.1% (U.S.) and 52.5% (Taiwan). The percentages of syllabi that included support 

services/resources were 62.7% (U.S.) and 85.0% (Taiwan). The frequencies for a 

majority of components were similar for those with degrees from the U.S. and Taiwan. 

There was a variation of approximately 20% or more between the two groups on the 

inclusion of these five items: office hours, phone number, email address, teaching type 

and time. And there was a small variation on two items: teaching philosophy and grading 

procedure. As was the earlier case, neither group included the disability component. 
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Table 11 
 
Percentage of the Components of the Syllabus Template Model Included for Faculty 
Who Earned Their Doctoral Degrees in the United States of America (n = 110) and 
Taiwan (n = 40) 
 

Component U.S.  
(n = 110) 

Taiwan 
(n = 40) 

Course 
Information 

Title 100 100 
Number 60 52.5 
Semester 73.6 55 
Location 43.6 25.0 
Time 50  32.5 
Credit 54.6  80 
Type 54.5  70 
Topic 85.5  85 
Requirement 34.5  25 
Textbook 100 100 
References 53.6  77.5 
Activity 11.8  10 

Instructor 
Information 

Name 100 100 
Office Location 46.3  15 
Office Hours 47.3  20 
Phone No. 48.2  25 
Email Address 47.3  27.5 
Academic Background 2.7  0 
Teaching Philosophy 10.9  2.5 
Teaching Type 54.5  70 

Content Outline 96.4  100 
Course Description 57.3  55 
Course Rationale 6.4  7.5 
Course Objectives 87.3  97.5 
Course Goals 16.4  17.5 
Course Calendar 59.1  52.5 

Assignment 
Type 80  90 
Date/Time 45.5  27.5 

Exam 
Type 90  87.5 
Date/Time 58.2  25 

(table continues) 
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Table 11 (continued). 
 

Component U.S.  
(n = 110) 

Taiwan 
(n = 40) 

Grading 

Policy 98.2  100 
Procedure 10.9  2.5 
Criteria 6.4  0 
Weight/Point 98.2  100 

Policy 

Attendance 70.9 77.5 
Late Assignment 13.6 7.5 
Make Up 14.5 5.0 
Missed Work 5.5 0 
Academic Honesty 10 7.5 
Disability 0 0 

Support Services & Resources 62.7 85.0 
 

 

Congruency 

       According to the definition in Chapter 3, the syllabus was classified as low 

congruency when compared to the syllabus template model if it included only 0-3 major 

component(s), medium congruency level if it included 4-6 major components, and high 

congruency level if it included 7-10 major components. 

Q5: To what extent do the findings of Research Question 3 indicate that those 
course syllabi are congruent with or divergent from the syllabus template 
model inferred from the U.S. literature? 

  
       The answers to Research Question 5 for congruency at different levels are as 

follows. For the institutional level, Table 12 shows that 97% of syllabi were at the high 

congruency level and 3% of syllabi were at the medium congruency level when 

compared to U.S. syllabus template model. Such a high percentage (97%) shows that 

syllabi of the university in Taiwan were highly congruent to the U.S. syllabus template 

directly. Although it might not be generalized (might not infer) that the higher education in 
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Taiwan and the U.S. have been highly related, there has existed some kind of 

relationship, to some extent, between these two higher education systems, based on the 

findings of the study. 

Table 12 

Number and Percentage of the Congruency Level to the Syllabus Template Model 
Included for the University (n = 180) 
 
Congruency Level Number Percentage 

Low 
1 0 0 
2 0 0 
3 0 0 

Medium 
4 0 0 
5 1 0.6 
6 4 2.2 

High 

7 16 8.9 
8 50 27.8 
9 67 37.2 
10 42 23.3 

 

       For the college level, Table 13 shows that the percentages of syllabi at the high 

congruency level when compared to U.S. syllabus template model for each college were 

Social Sciences (100%), Business (97%), Liberal Arts (100%), Education (100%), 

Sciences (87%), Engineering (100%) and at the medium congruency level when 

compared to U.S. syllabus template model for each college were Social Sciences (0%), 

Business (3%), Liberal Arts (0%), Education (0%), Sciences (13%), Engineering (0%). All 

colleges indicated high congruence with the template except two, sciences and business, 

which scored 13% and 3% respectively at the medium level of congruence. 
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Table 13 

Percentage of the Congruency Level to the Syllabus Template Model for Each College 
(For each college, n = 30) 
 
Congruency Level SS BS LA ED SC EG 

Low 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Medium 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 0 3 0 
6 0 3 0 0 10 0 

High 

7 10 7 17 3 13 3 
8 33 17 23 30 23 40 
9 23 47 43 33 20 57 
10 33 27 17 33 30 0 

Note. SS = Social sciences; BS = Business; LA = Liberal arts; ED = Education; SC = Sciences; EG = 
Engineering. 
 
      

When considering gender, Table 14 shows the percentage of the congruency level 

in the undergraduate syllabi based on the gender of instructors. It shows that the 

percentages of these two (gender) groups’ syllabi were highly congruent to the syllabus 

template model. The specific percentages were 97.6% (male) and 96.3% (female) at the 

high congruency level, no big differences, and were 2.4% (male) and 3.7% (female) at 

the medium level.  

Table 14 

Percentage of the Congruency Level to the Syllabus Template Model for the Gender of 
Instructors, Male (n = 126) and Female (n = 54) 
 

Congruency Level Male  
(n = 126) 

Female  
(n = 54) 

Low 

0 0 0 
1 0 0 
2 0 0 
3 0 0 

(table continues) 
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Table 14 (continued). 
 

Congruency Level Male  
(n = 126) 

Female  
(n = 54) 

Medium 
4 0 0 
5 0.8 0 
6 1.6 3.7 

High 

7 6.3 14.8 
8 27.0 29.6 
9 40.0 31.5 
10 24.6 20.4 

 
       Based on where the instructor earned the doctorate, Table 15 shows the 

percentage of the congruency level in the undergraduate syllabi based on the country 

(U.S. or Taiwan) where instructors earned their doctoral degree. The specific 

percentages were 95.5% (U.S.) and 100.0% (Taiwan) at the high congruency level to the 

syllabus template model, also no big differences, and were 4.5% (U.S.) and 0.0% 

(Taiwan) at the medium congruency level. 

Table 15 

Percentage of the Congruency Level to the Syllabus Template Model for Instructors Who 
Earned Their Doctoral Degree in the United States of America (n = 110) and Taiwan (n = 
40) 
 

Congruency Level U.S.  
(n = 110) 

Taiwan 
(n = 40) 

Low 

0 0 0 
1 0 0 
2 0 0 
3 0 0 

Medium 
4 0 0 
5 0.9 0 
6 3.6 0 

High 

7 12.7 5.0 
8 31.8 17.5 
9 27.3 57.5 
10 23.7 20.0 
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The Learning-Centered Syllabus Component Template Model 

       The findings for the learning-centered syllabus component template model 

include two major parts: a description of the syllabus components for Research Question 

4 and a description of the congruency level for Research Question 6. 

Syllabus Component 

       The ten components for a learning-centered syllabus were inferred from 

literature and defined as: (1) rationale/purpose of the course, (2) teaching philosophy, (3) 

course description/content, (4) course objectives, (5) readings, (6) resources, (7) course 

calendar, (8) evaluation/assignment information, (9) grading procedure information, (10) 

tools and skills for study and learning. 

Q4: What components of the learning-centered syllabus template are included 
in undergraduate course syllabi at the university in Taiwan? 

 
       The answers to Research Question 4 at different levels are as follows. For the 

institutional level, Table 16 shows the components included from high to low as a 

percentage are: readings (99.4%), evaluation/assignment information (98.9%), grading 

information (98.9%), course description (98.3%), course objectives (90.5%), resources 

(68.9%), course calendar (63.3%), tools/skills for learning (12.8%), teaching philosophy 

(8.3%), and course rationale (6.1%). For these 10 components of the learning centered 

syllabus template 7 components scored high while 3 were quite low in frequencies: 

tools/skills for learning, teaching philosophy, and course rationale. 

 For the college level, Table 17 shows the percentage of each syllabus component 

included in the undergraduate syllabi for the 6 colleges. The inclusion of the learning 

syllabus components was consistent across colleges for 9 of the components. Regarding 

the course calendar, only 43% in sciences included a course calendar. Liberal arts was 
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below most other departments with a 56.7% inclusion rate for course calendar. The 

course calendar appeared 70% or more in the syllabi of the other four colleges with 

education scoring a 93% inclusion. 

Table 16 

Number and Percentage of the Components of the Learning-Centered Syllabus Model 
Included for the University (n = 180) 
 

Component Number % 
Course Rationale 11 6.1 
Teaching Philosophy 15 8.3 
Course Description 177 98.3 
Course Objectives 163 90.5 
Readings 179 99.4 
Resources 124 68.9 
Course Calendar 114 63.3 
Evaluation/Assignment 178 98.9 
Grading 178 98.9 
Tools/Skills for Learning 23 12.8 
 

 
Table 17 

Percentage of the Components of the Learning-Centered Syllabus Model Included for 
Each College (For each college, n = 30) 
 

Component SS BS LA ED SC EG 
Course Rationale 16.7 16.7 13.3 6.7 0.0 3.3 
Teaching Philosophy 16.7 16.7 6.7 3.3 3.3 3.3 
Course Description 96.7 93.3 100 100 100 100 
Course Objectives 83.3 90.0 90.0 96.7 83.3 100 
Readings 100 100 100 96.7 100 100 
Resources 73.0 70.0 67.0 77.0 60.0 67.0 
Course Calendar 73.3 73.3 56.7 93.3 43.3 70.0 
Evaluation/Assignment 100 100 96.7 100 93.3 100 
Grading 100 100 100 96.7 96.7 100 
Tools/Skills for Learning 6.7 13.3 6.7 13.3 3.3 33.3 
Note. SS = Social sciences; BS = Business; LA = Liberal arts; ED = Education; SC = Sciences; EG = 
Engineering. 
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       When examined for possible gender differences, Table 18 shows the percentage 

of each syllabus component included in the undergraduate syllabi based on the gender 

of instructors. Again, the percentage of syllabi that included course objectives for male 

instructors (94.4%) was about 10% more than that for female instructors (81.5%). 

Table 18 

Percentage of the Components of the Learning-Centered Syllabus Model Included for 
the Gender of Instructors, Male (n = 126) and Female (n = 54) 
 

Component Male 
(n = 126) 

Female 
(n = 54) 

Course Rationale 7.1 3.7 
Teaching Philosophy 9.5 5.6 
Course Description 98.4 98.1 
Course Objectives 94.4 81.5 
Readings 100 98.1 
Resources 68.3 70.4 
Course Calendar 64.3 61.1 
Evaluation/Assignment 98.4 100 
Grading 99.2 98.1 
Tools/Skills for Learning 15.1 7.4 
 
       For the degree issue, as we know, in this study, all instructors earned doctoral 

degrees, either from the U.S., Taiwan, or other countries. Table 19 shows the 

percentages of the components included in syllabi based on the country (U.S. or Taiwan) 

where instructors earned their doctoral degrees. 

Table 19 
 
Percentage of the Components of the Learning-Centered Syllabus Model Included for 
Instructors Who Earned Their Doctoral Degree in the United States of America (n = 110) 
and Taiwan (n = 40) 
 

Component U.S.  
(n = 110) 

Taiwan 
(n = 40) 

Course Rationale 6.3 7.5 
Teaching Philosophy 10.9 2.5 
Course Description 97.3 100 

(table continues) 



 

68 

Table 19 (continued). 
 

Component U.S.  
(n = 110) 

Taiwan 
(n = 40) 

Course Objectives 87.3 97.5 
Readings 100 100 
Resources 62.7 85.0 
Course Calendar 59.1 52.5 
Evaluation/Assignment 99.1 97.5 
Grading 98.2 100 
Tools/Skills for Learning 12.7 15.0 
 

 
Congruency 

       According to the definition, the syllabus was classified as a low congruency level 

to the learning-centered syllabus model if it included 0-3 item(s), medium congruency 

level if it included 4-6 items, and high congruency level if it included 7-10 items. Of 5 of 

the components both groups included these items 87% of the time or more. 3 items, 

course rationale, teaching philosophy, and tools/skills for teaching were included in a low 

percentage, 2.5% to 15%, of syllabi for both groups. 

Q6: To what extent do the findings of Research Question 4 indicate that those 
course syllabi are congruent with or divergent from the learning-centered 
syllabus template model inferred from the U.S. literature? 

 
       The answers to Research Question 6 at different levels are as follows. For the 

institutional level, Table 20 shows that 48.3% of syllabi were at the high congruency level 

and 51.7% were at medium congruency level to the learning-centered syllabus model. All 

syllabi met the high or medium level of congruency. The majority of syllabi included 5 to 8 

of the 10 recommended components. 
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Table 20 

Number and Percentage of the Congruency Level to the Learning-Centered Syllabus 
Model Included for the University (n = 180) 
 
Congruency Level Number % 

Low 

0 0 0 
1 0 0 
2 0 0 
3 0 0 

Medium 
4 4 2.2 
5 23 12.8 
6 66 36.7 

High 

7 63 35.0 
8 19 10.6 
9 3 1.7 
10 2 1.1 

 

       For the college level, Table 21 shows that the percentages of syllabi at the high 

congruency level to the learning-centered syllabus model for each college were: social 

sciences (53.3%), business (53.3%), liberal arts (40.0%), education (73.3%), sciences 

(33.3%), engineering (36.7%) and at the medium congruency level were: social sciences 

(46.7%), business (46.7%), liberal Arts (60%), education (26.7%), sciences (66.7%), 

engineering (63.3%). Again all syllabi met either the medium or high level of congruency 

for inclusion of learning centered components. Education was the only one to have the 

most syllabi (73%) that met the high congruency level, which means that about 

three-fourths of syllabi met high congruency level. As for the others, either their high 

congruency level syllabi were barely more than medium congruency level ones, such as 

the social sciences (53%) and business (53%), which means only about half of their 

syllabi met the high congruency level, or their high congruency level syllabi were much 

less than the medium congruency level ones, such as sciences (33%), engineering  
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(36%), and liberal arts (40%), which means about only one-third syllabi met the high  

congruency level. 

Table 21 

Percentage of the Congruency Level to the Learning-Centered Syllabus Model for Each 
College (For each college, n = 30) 
 
Congruency Level SS BS LA ED SC EG 

Low 

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Medium 
4 0 3.3 0 0 10.0 0 
5 16.7 6.7 16.7 6.7 30.0 0 
6 30.0 36.7 43.3 20.0 26.7 63.3 

High 

7 30.0 33.3 33.3 50.0 30.0 33.3 
8 20.0 13.3 6.7 20.0 3.3 0 
9 3.3 3.3 0 3.3 0 0 
10 0 3.3 0 0 0 3.3 

Note. SS = Social sciences; BS = Business; LA = Liberal arts; ED = Education; SC = Sciences; EG = 
Engineering. 
 
       For the gender issue, Table 22 shows that the percentages of these two (gender) 

types’ syllabi at the high congruency level to the learning-centered syllabus model were 

50.0% (male), 44.4% (female) and at the medium congruency level were 50.0% (male), 

55.6% (female). Syllabi of high congruency level were about 6% more in male (50%) 

than in female (44%) instructors. In the case of males and females, a majority of course 

syllabi included 6 to 8 of the 10 items recommended for the learning centered syllabus.  

 For the degree issue, Table 23 shows that the percentages of these two (degree) 

types’ syllabi at the high congruency level to U.S. learning-centered syllabus model were 

42.7% (U.S.), 52.5% (Taiwan) and at the medium congruency level were 57.3% (U.S.), 

47.5% (Taiwan). Interestingly a larger percentage of faculty with doctorates in Taiwan 
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(52.5%) met the criteria for high congruency than did those who earned degrees in the 

U.S. (42.7%) and the difference is about 10%. 

Table 22 
 
Percentage of the Congruency Level to the Learning-Centered Syllabus Model Included 
for the Gender of Instructors, Male (n = 126) and Female (n = 54) 
 

Congruency Level Male 
(n = 126) 

Female 
(n = 54) 

Low 

0 0 0 
1 0 0 
2 0 0 
3 0 0 

Medium 
4 1.6 3.7 
5 11.1 16.7 
6 37.3 35.2 

High 

7 34.1 37.0 
8 11.9 7.4 
9 2.4 0 
10 1.6 0 

 

Table 23 

Percentage of the Congruency Level to the Learning-Centered Syllabus Model Included 
for the Instructors Who Earned Their Doctoral Degree in the United States of America (n 
= 110) and Taiwan (n = 40) 
 

Congruency Level U.S.  
(n = 110) 

Taiwan 
(n = 40) 

Low 

0 0 0 
1 0 0 
2 0 0 
3 0 0 

Medium 
4 3.6 0 
5 20.0 0 
6 33.6 47.5 

High 

7 26.4 50.0 
8 12.7 0 
9 2.7 0 
10 0.9 2.5 
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Textbook Usage 

       At first, the major purposes of this research were to study the component(s) and 

congruency of undergraduate course syllabi, according to the research design. However, 

on examining course syllabi, I found that the textbook might be an important issue. 

Therefore, I recorded the information about the course textbook(s) as I collected data.  

       In Taiwan, instructors usually use English textbook(s) published in the U.S., 

Chinese textbook(s) published in Taiwan, or both. In this study, the use of textbook(s) 

was analyzed from the institutional level, the college level, instructor’s degree, and 

instructor’s gender. Findings based on different levels and factors were as follows. 

The Institutional Level 

       Table 24 shows that 66.7% of the undergraduate courses used only textbooks 

(written in English) published in the United States, 19.4% used only textbooks (written in 

Chinese) published in Taiwan, and 13% used both types. 

Table 24 

Percentages of the Textbook Published in the United States and Taiwan for All Syllabi 
(University, n = 180) 
 

English Only Chinese Only Both None 

67 19 13 1 

 
 

The College Level 

       Table 25 shows that 60% of syllabi for the College of Social Sciences, 67% for 

Business, 57% for Liberal Arts, 23% for Education, 97% for Sciences, 97% for 

Engineering adopted only English textbook(s) published in the United States. The 
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sciences and engineering colleges primarily use textbooks printed in English. Business 

and social sciences colleges follow with the next highest percentage of textbooks in 

English. The college of education which may be more culturally centered than the other 

four is the only college in which text books printed in Chinese are the largest percentage 

of textbooks in Chinese and in which textbooks in both Chinese and English are used. 

Table 25 
 
Percentages of the Textbook Published in the United States and Taiwan for the Individual 
Colleges (n = 30, for each) 
 
 English Only Chinese Only Both None 
Social Sciences 60 23 17 0 
Business 67 20 13 0 
Liberal Arts 57 37 6 0 
Education 23 37 37 3 
Sciences 97 0 3 0 
Engineering 97 0 3 0 
 

Gender 

       Table 26 shows that for all departments 70% of male instructors adopted only 

English textbook(s) printed in the United States and 59% of female instructors adopted 

only English textbook(s) printed in the United States. 

Table 26 

Percentage of the Textbook Published in the United States and Taiwan for Male and 
Female Instructors 
 
 English Only Chinese Only Both None 

Male (n = 126) 70 15 15 0 
Female (n = 54) 59 30 9 2 
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Degree 

       Table 27 shows that 78% of instructors who earned their doctoral degree in the 

United States adopted only English textbook(s) printed in the United States and 50% of 

instructors who earned their doctoral degree in Taiwan adopted only English textbook(s) 

printed in the United States. A much larger percentage of instructors who earned 

degrees in the U.S. adopted English text books. 

Table 27 

Percentage of the Textbook Published in the United States and Taiwan for Instructors 
Who Earned Their Doctoral Degree in U.S. and Taiwan 
 

 English Only Chinese Only Both None 

U.S. Degree (n = 110) 78 13 9 0 

Taiwan Degree (n = 40) 50 35 15 0 

 
 

Languages Used in Syllabi 

       On examining syllabi, I found some syllabi were written in English totally, some 

were written in Chinese totally, and some were written in both languages. Therefore, I 

recorded the information about what languages were used in course syllabi as I collected 

data. 

       Table 28 show that about 28% of syllabi were written in English totally, 63% were 

written in Chinese totally, and only 9% were written in both languages, which means 

most of syllabi were written in Chinese. 
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Table 28 

Percentages of the Language, English, Chinese, or Both, Used in Syllabi for the 
University (n = 180) 
 

English Only Chinese Only Both 

28 63 9 

 
       Table 29 shows the percentages of the language used in syllabi for colleges. It 

shows that 7% of syllabi for the college of social sciences, 53% for business, 33% for 

liberal arts, 0% for education, 23% for sciences, 53% for engineering were written in 

English totally. 

Table 29 

Percentages of the Language, English, Chinese, or Both, Used in Syllabi for Colleges (n 
= 30 for each College) 
 
 English Only Chinese Only Both 
Social Sciences 7 90 3 
Business 53 40 7 
Liberal Arts 33 60 7 
Education 0 100 0 
Sciences 23 70 7 
Engineering 53 20 27 
 

       Table 30 shows the percentages of language used in syllabi for instructors of 

different genders. There were no big differences on using English only, Chinese only, or 

both languages among the three groups: the university, male faculty and female faculty. 
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Table 30 

Percentages of the Language, English and Chinese, Used in Syllabi for Male and 
Female Instructors 
 

 English Only Chinese Only Both 

Male (n = 126) 29 62 10 

Female (n = 54) 28 67 6 

  
       Table 31 shows the percentages of language used in syllabi for instructors with 

degree of different countries. Three-fourths of the faculty who earned degrees from 

universities in Taiwan (75%) used Chinese as the language for the course syllabus while 

53% with earned degrees from the U.S. used Chinese as the language for the syllabus. It 

shows that syllabi written in English by the faculty with doctorates of the U.S. were about 

twice as often as those by faculty with doctorates of Taiwan. Syllabi written in Chinese by 

the faculty with doctorates of Taiwan were about 1.5 times as often as those by the 

faculty with doctorates of the U.S. 

Table 31 

Percentages of the Language, English and Chinese, Used in Syllabi for Instructors Who 
Earned Their Doctoral Degree in U.S. and Taiwan 
 

 English Only Chinese Only Both 

U.S. Degree (n = 110) 37 53 10 

Taiwan Degree (n = 40) 18 75 8 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS,  

AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary 

       Course syllabi have long existed as part of teaching and learning in higher 

education. This research of undergraduate course syllabi at a public university in Taiwan 

was to critically examine course syllabi at a public university in Taiwan based on two 

syllabus component templates (models) inferred from scholarly literature in the United 

States. 

       In this study, there were three main tasks: first, to develop two syllabus 

component templates (models): the syllabus component template (model) for the 

traditional syllabus and the learning-centered syllabus component template (model) for 

the learning-centered syllabus, by reviewing components of course syllabi from the 

research and literature in the United States; second, to examine undergraduate course 

syllabi at a university in Taiwan in terms of syllabus components based on the two 

syllabus component templates (models); and third, to assess the extent to which these 

syllabi in terms of components were congruent to the two syllabus component templates 

(models). 

       Then 180 undergraduate course syllabi were selected from a public university in 

Taiwan. Then the syllabus components of each course syllabus were examined and 

assessed based on the two syllabus component templates (models) and checklists, and 

the information and data of each syllabus was collected, recorded, transformed into 

digital data, and analyzed. 
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       Major findings for the 6 research questions are: 

1. The major components inferred from the literature for a course syllabus template are: 

(1) course information, (2) instructor information, (3) course outlines (description), (4) 

course objectives, (5) course calendar, (6) assignment information, (7) exam 

information, (8) grading information, (9) policy information, and (10) support 

services/resources. Table 1 shows the details of the syllabus template model. 

2. The major components inferred from the literature for a learning-centered syllabus 

are: (1) course information, (2) instructor information, (3) course description/outlines, 

(4) course objectives, (5) course calendar, (6) assignment information, (7) exam 

information, (8) grading information, (9) policy information, and (10) support 

services/resources. Table 2 shows the details of the learning-centered syllabus 

model. 

3. The major components with ranked percentages of the syllabus template included in 

undergraduate course syllabi at the university in Taiwan were: course information 

(100%), instructor information (100%), grading information (99%), course 

description/outline (98%), course objectives (91%), exam information (88%), 

assignment information (83%), policy information (78%), support services/resources 

(69%), and course calendar (63%). 

4. Of the 10 items in the learning-centered syllabus model the syllabi studies included 

5 components: readings (99%), evaluation/assignment information (99%), grading 

information (99%), course description (98%), and course objectives (91%), at a 91% 

frequency or higher. 3 components: tools/skills for learning (13%), teaching 

philosophy (8%), and course rationale (6%), were included 13% of the time or less. 
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5. The vast majority (97.2%) of the syllabi were highly congruent with the syllabus 

template model. 

6. Findings for the learning-centered syllabus model were more varied than those for 

the syllabus template model. Of the syllabi studied 48.3% met the criteria for a high 

congruency level and 51.7% were classified as being medium in congruency. Thus, 

the level of congruency for the learning centered syllabus model was not as high as 

the level of congruency for the syllabus template model, but overall these 

frequencies indicate that these course syllabi are oriented toward the 

learning-centered model. 

Discussion 

       There are 4 major findings for discussion: the syllabus component template 

(model), the learning-centered syllabus component template (model), the textbook 

usage, and the language used in syllabi. 

The Syllabus Component Template Model 

       For the syllabus component template (model) the discussion includes the 

syllabus components and the congruency. 

Syllabus Component 

       For the component of course objectives, 90% of syllabi included course 

objectives, which might explain that the importance of course objectives has been well 

perceived and acknowledged by the faculty at this university in Taiwan. As for the 

different groups, the percentage of male instructors including this component was 94% 

which was only 4% higher than the institutional average (90%) and was 12% higher than 

that of female instructors which was 82%. The 82% inclusion rate of course objectives 
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for female instructors was 8% lower than the institutional average of 90%. The 

percentage of instructors with doctoral degrees earned in Taiwan was 98% or 8% higher 

than the institutional average of 90%. This was about 11% higher than those who earned 

degrees in the U.S. (87%) and only 3% lower than the institutional average of 90%. 

       For the components of course/content outline and course description, 

course/content outline might be regarded as the brief or concentrated form of course 

description. In the study, course/content outline (98%) was included about twice as often 

as course description (55%) was. In many cases, course/content outline might be used 

to replace course description, because the instructors might believe that it will be easier 

for students to catch the points quickly through concise outline rather than verbose 

description. The findings also verify that there was no variation in the listing of 

course/content outline across the colleges, but a great deal of variation in the listing of 

course description’s inclusion varied from 97% in engineering to 37% in business. As for 

the different groups, there were no differences on the content outline in the gender 

groups: male (98%) and female (98%), as well as, in the degree groups: U.S. (96%) and 

Taiwan (100%). As for the course description, male (61%) was about 20% higher than 

female (41%). 

       For the component of course calendar, the institutional average percentage 

(63%) seemed to be lower than expected, compared with its critical schedule function for 

student learning. Besides, there were a great deal of variation across colleges; the 

course calendar as a syllabus component was not included as often in sciences (43%) 

and engineering (37%) as in education (97%), business (73%) and the social sciences 

(73%). I found that for the sciences (43%), there was with great variation across 3 
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departments: 100%, 20%, and 10%; for the engineering (37%), there was also with great 

variation across 3 departments: 100%, 10%, and 0%. It seemed that different 

departments had different weights on the component of course calendar in sciences and 

engineering. As for the different groups, male (64%) and female (61%) show no 

differences with each other and with the institutional average (63%); U.S. (59%) was a 

little higher than Taiwan (53%), but all below the institutional average (63%). Since the 

percentages of the course calendar for both degree groups were lower than the 

institutional average (63%), it means that the percentage of the course calendar for the 

third group, the other countries, including the Europe, Japan, and Australia, had to be 

higher than the institutional average (63%). In the study, 110 instructors earned a degree 

in the U.S. (61%), 40 earned a degree in Taiwan (22%), and 30 earned degrees in other 

countries (17%). In fact, the percentage of course calendar included for the third group, 

the other countries, was 93%, surprisingly high. 

       For the component support services/resources, there were no big differences 

across colleges; however, the institutional average percentage (69%) is acceptable but 

not high. As for the groups, male (68%) shows small differences with female (70%); U.S. 

(63%) was about three-fourths of Taiwan (85%). Syllabi can be more informative, if more 

updated and learning related URLs or websites are provided particularly because of 

access to information on the internet. In fact, many faculty put the support resources 

information, such as URLs, on their own websites rather on syllabi, because it is 

convenient to update the information. 

       For the assignment information, there are two points for discussion: the 

assignment information (83%) and the assignment due time information (42%). The 
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percentage of the assignment information varied greatly from 67% in business to 97% in 

education. The percentage of the assignment due time also varied greatly from 13% in 

sciences to 70% in education. The second point that interested me is why some 

instructors included the assignment information but did not mention the due time of the 

assignment on their syllabi. On one hand, it might be explained that these instructors 

were willing to share power with students for negotiation of the assignment due time. On 

the other hand, it might be thought that these syllabi were less informative. In the study, 

the institutional average percentage for assignment information was about 49% (73/149), 

which means about half of syllabi that included the assignment information did not 

provide the exact assignment due time. Syllabi that included the assignment information 

but did not include assignment due time varied greatly: 83% (20/24) in sciences, 68% 

(19/28) in engineering, 50% (11/22) in liberal arts, 40% (8/20) in business, 27% (7/26) in 

social sciences, and 28% (8/29) in education. As for the groups, small differences were 

found between male (50%, 53/107) and female (48%, 20/42), but great differences were 

found between those who earned degrees in the U.S. (43%, 38/88) and Taiwan (69%, 

25/36). 

       For the office hours information, less than half of syllabi included office hour 

information (41%), much lower than expected. As a matter of fact, the office hours 

information is required and critical for face-to-face communication between the instructor 

and students outside the classroom. There was a great deal of variation in the listing of 

office hours across the colleges; the range was from 17% in sciences to 70% in business. 

Then I checked the data for the 3 departments of the sciences. The inclusion rates for 

office hours were 20%, 20%, and 10%, which means that the low rate of information on 
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office hours included in the syllabi was consistently low in the college of sciences. As for 

the female instructors, 52% or about 20% more than male instructors (33%), included 

office hours. Faculty who earned degrees in the U.S. listed office hours 47% or about 

27% more frequently than did faculty who had earned degrees in Taiwan. 

       For the email information, less than half of syllabi (48%) included email address 

information. The reason might be that the information of instructor’s email address can 

be easily found at the websites of instructor or institution. For grading criteria information, 

only 4% of syllabi listed grading criteria for assignments. The reason might be that 

different assignments had different grading criteria and instructors usually announced 

the criteria when assignments were given. 

       For the attendance information, about three-fourths of syllabi included 

attendance (74%), which would imply that most instructors are concerned with 

attendance. In particular, instructors in liberal arts (90%) and business (87%) 

emphasized attendance the most, and engineering (53%) was less concerned. For 

different groups, it shows no differences between male (75%) and female (74%), and 

only small differences between faculty holding degrees from the U.S. (71%) or those 

holding degrees from Taiwan (78%). 

       For the disability information, although there is a law (The Disabilities Welfare 

Act) for the disable students in Taiwan, none of syllabi included the policy of disability 

(0%), which might imply that disability is not an issue at this university in Taiwan. 

       Not surprisingly, the college of education had high percentages in eight out of ten 

essential components: course information (100%), instructor information (100%), content 

outline (100%), course objective (97%), course calendar (97%), assignment information 
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(97%), grading information (97%), and support services/resources (77%). It is 

reasonable that instructors of the college of education who are education majors might 

have more professional training and knowledge on how to construct a syllabus with 

multiple effective educational purposes for learning. 

       Faculty in the college of business seemed to pay more attention to policy 

information, in particular, the sub-item attendance (87%) but not to assignments (30%), 

make up exam or assignment (43%), missed work (10%) or academic honesty (27%). 

However, although the percentages of late assignment (30%), make up 

exam/assignment (43%), missed work (10%), and academic honesty (27%) were low, 

the percentages of these items were considered as high relatively, compared with those 

of the other colleges. 

Congruency 

       The findings show that the majority of syllabi, for the university, included 8 to 10 

of the ten recommended components; for social sciences, 8-10; for business, 8-10; for 

liberal arts, 7-10; for education, 8-10; for sciences, 7-10; for engineering, 8-9; for male 

instructors, 8-10; for female instructors, 7-10; for faculty with doctorates from the U.S., 

7-10; for faculty with doctorates from Taiwan, 8-10. As mentioned earlier, such a high 

percentage (97%) only indicated that syllabi of this university in Taiwan were highly 

congruent to the U.S. syllabus templates. 

The Learning-Centered Syllabus Component Template Model 

Syllabus Components 

       For the component of course rationale, the institutional average percentage was 

as low as 6%. Ideally, a course syllabus should provide the course rationale to 
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communicate “why the course exists, how it fits into the larger curriculum, and for whom 

it was designed” (Grunert, 2008, p. 49). In this case, only a small number of syllabi 

included it. The percentages of inclusion varied from 17% in both social sciences and 

business, to 0% in sciences. 

       For the component of teaching philosophy, the institutional average inclusion 

rate was 8%, quite low. The percentages of inclusion varied greatly from 17% in both 

social sciences and business to 3.3% in education, sciences, and engineering. Overall, it 

was not considered a critical item for inclusion into course syllabi. 

       For the item of tools/skills for learning, the inclusion percentage of engineering 

(33%) dominated those of the other colleges, this may be because some courses require 

students to learn or apply tools or skills, such as computer languages, programs, and 

software in engineering. Although some software, such as Microsoft Word and Microsoft 

PowerPoint, are required for almost all courses, instructors might regard them as basic 

abilities and did not include those skills/tools in syllabi. Findings show the inclusion of 

this item by male faculty was 15% or about double that of female faculty (7%) and no 

differences were found between faculty holding U.S. earned degrees (13%) and faculty 

holding degrees earned in Taiwan (15%). 

Congruency 

       The findings show that the majority of syllabi, for the university, included 5 to 8 of 

the 10 recommended learning-centered components; for social sciences, 5-8; for 

business, 6-8; for liberal arts, 5-7; for education, 6-8; for sciences, 4-7; for engineering, 

6-7; for male faculty, 5-8; for female faculty, 5-7; for faculty with doctorates from the U.S., 
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5-8; for faculty with the doctorates from Taiwan, 7-8. Based on the findings, more efforts 

should be made on construction of learning-centered syllabi. 

Textbook Usage 

       Findings (see Table 24) show the dominate type of textbooks used at the 

university are written in English (67%) and published in the United States, and the 

percentage of English textbooks used in undergraduate course is about 3.5 times that of 

Chinese textbooks (19%). 

       English textbooks dominated in almost all colleges except for the colleges of 

liberal arts (57%) and education (23%). The percentages of Chinese textbooks are 

relatively high in liberal arts (37%) and education (37%). For the college of liberal arts, it 

is because 90% of instructors of one department used only Chinese textbooks. For the 

college of education, the percentage of English textbooks used is lower and that of 

Chinese textbooks used is higher. It might be explained that the development of 

education is highly related to local culture, contexts, development, and application. 

       For the textbook, the percentages of English textbooks used in the colleges of 

sciences and engineering were both 97%. The reason might be the modern science and 

engineering not only originate from the Western world, but have advanced development 

in the Western world also. 

       Not surprisingly, the percentage of English textbooks used by instructors with 

U.S. degrees (86%) is higher than that of those with degrees from Taiwan (65%). 

Likewise, the percentage of Chinese textbooks used by instructors with Taiwan degree 

(50%) is higher than that of those with U.S. degree (22%).  
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Languages Used in Syllabi 

       There are two possibilities to explain why most syllabi (67%) were written in 

Chinese: first, for the student; after all, Chinese is their mother language. It is natural and 

easier to understand the syllabus if the syllabus is written in Chinese rather than in 

English; second, for the instructor, for the same reason, it might be easier and clearer to 

define the responsibilities of the course for both the instructor and student. At the same 

time, the instructor might have to consider the legality of the syllabus if the syllabus is 

written in other languages than in Chinese, although the legality of the syllabus has been 

debatable. With no surprise, syllabi written in English by the faculty with doctorates from 

the U.S. were about twice as often as those by faculty with doctorates from Taiwan, 

which might be that the faculty with U.S. doctorates are accustomed communicating on 

syllabi in English or they have better English writing ability. On the other side, syllabi 

written in Chinese by the faculty with doctorates from Taiwan were about 1.5 times as 

often as those by the faculty with doctorates from the U.S. 

Additional Reflection 

       In this case, most syllabi in the sciences did include concise information but in a 

rigid, monotonous, and less communicated way. Many syllabi in sciences were found to 

be only one or two pages, in which, the course objectives and description just listed a 

brief outline, exam information only mentioned when there were quizzes, midterm, and 

final. Grading information just indicated the percentage/weight of grade for each exam 

and/or assignment. Maybe it’s because the traditional teaching and learning for 

undergraduate level courses in sciences is toward “rote” approach for the instructors and 

students usually which makes course syllabi in sciences “cold and unfeeling.” On the 



 

88 

contrary, in this case, syllabi in the humanities and social sciences displayed more 

diverse and versatile ways to communicate courses to the students. Although there were 

differences, to some extent, across different departments and colleges, in general, 

syllabi in the humanities and social sciences expressed themselves in a more 

communicative way to the students. 

       It should be noted that there is some research that compares course syllabi in 

the U.S. with model syllabi but that there is not research in the U.S. which specifically 

compares these two models to actual syllabi used in higher education in the U.S. Thus, 

the level of congruency of these syllabi from this university in Taiwan cannot be 

compared to the level of congruency that may exist between these models and syllabi at 

universities in the U.S. 

       Then, I would like to discuss the relationship of higher education between Taiwan 

and the United States from the perspective of this study. As mentioned earlier, the first 

university, the National Taiwan University, was established by the Japanese in 1928. 

After the World War II with the defeat of Japan and the control of Taiwan by the Republic 

of China, universities in Taiwan that developed during the last half of the 20th century 

have been greatly influenced by Western and U.S. higher education. Currently, many 

faculty at public and private universities and colleges in Taiwan earned doctoral degrees 

from the United States and other universities outside of Taiwan. In this case, about 61% 

of faculty earned doctoral degrees from the U.S., 22% from Taiwan, and 17% from the 

other countries. Additionally, during this period faculty in higher education in Taiwan 

published in Western scholarly journals, participated in academic conferences in 

Western countries, and used English textbooks published in the United States. In this 
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case, about 80% of faculty used English textbooks published in the U.S. These events 

suggest that higher education in Taiwan has been influenced by Western practices and 

models. Part of the perspective might be verified by the findings of this study, because a 

course syllabus is part of teaching and learning in higher education and the findings 

imply that the undergraduate course syllabi at colleges and universities in Taiwan are 

highly related to the course syllabus templates (models). Based on my experience in 

higher education in Taiwan, I assumed that many higher education practices in Taiwan 

are similar to American or Western models, although it is also evident that still many 

educational norms and practices do vary between Taiwan and American or Western 

higher education. 

       Besides, the findings that about 78% of faculty earned their doctoral degrees 

either from the U.S. or from the other countries and about 80% of courses adopted 

English textbooks implies that this university illustrates the trend toward globalization of 

instructional procedures and faculty background and experience. 

       According to the literature in the U.S., an effective and well organized syllabus 

has at least four major functions: communication, a contract, a teaching and learning tool, 

and a record. Although there might be limited research and/or literature on syllabi in 

some country, I believe that well-designed course syllabi will work the same functions in 

higher education in any country in the world. Based on the recommended syllabus 

templates (models) and findings of the study, I believe that the findings can help 

universities or colleges in Taiwan to improve their course syllabi in practice, if their 

instructors examine and adjust the contents of their course syllabi by these two 

recommended syllabus component templates.  
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Conclusions 

       Based on the findings, course syllabi at this university are highly congruent with 

the syllabus template model inferred from the U.S. literature and research and are 

apparently congruent at the medium level with the learning-centered syllabus model 

inferred from the literature and research in the U.S. Additional conclusions follow. 

1. Most major syllabus components of the syllabus component template (model) could 

be found in most of the undergraduate course syllabi at this university, because in 

this study more than 97% of the (180) syllabi included at least 7 major components 

and about 90% of the (180) syllabi included at least 8 major components. Syllabi at 

this university would likely include the components of the learning-centered template 

at a moderate or medium level of inclusion. 

2. The ratio of male faculty to female faculty might be closed to the ratio found in the 

study, 70% were male and 30% were female. 

3. About 75% of the faculty earned their doctoral degrees from the United States or 

Europe at this university. 

4. The disability policy might be found in very limited number of undergraduate course 

syllabi or none at this university. 

5. Undergraduate course syllabi at this university might include more major 

components for the syllabus component template (model) than the major 

components for the learning-centered syllabus template (model). This conclusion 

also might be applied to all higher education institutions in Taiwan rather than only to 

this university. 

6. At this university, the instructors of different genders would make no difference on 
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inclusion of most major components either for the syllabus template (model) or for 

the learning-centered syllabus template (model). 

7. At this university, the instructors, who earned their doctoral degrees from the U.S or 

from Taiwan, would make no difference on inclusion of most major components 

either for the syllabus template or for the learning-centered syllabus template.  

8. At this university and possibly at public universities in Taiwan, quite a high 

percentage of the undergraduate courses likely adopt English textbooks published 

in the United States.  

9. There exist obvious differences in undergraduate syllabi between the 

colleges/departments of sciences (natural sciences and applied sciences) and 

humanities, and social sciences at this university and possibly at the other 

universities and colleges in Taiwan. 

10. I conclude that the similarity and diversity of syllabi at this university exist across 

faculty, programs, departments, and colleges. Any ideal, standardized syllabus 

templates or models should consider the diversity and versatility, because the 

diversity and versatility are critical characteristics for higher education, no matter in 

a so diverse society like the U.S., or in a less diverse society like Taiwan. 

Recommendations 

       There are some recommendations for future research and applications. 

1. Research that can include more institutions should be done, which may make the 

findings more representative. 

2. Research that can include more different types of institutions can be done, which 

can make more comparisons. 
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3. Research that focuses on specific program(s), department(s), or college(s) can be 

done. 

4. Research that can collect opinions from the instructor and/or students along with 

course syllabi may be conducted. 

5. Research that seeks to measure learning outcomes of students when different 

syllabus templates are used to design course syllabi. 

6. A longitudinal study following specific factors, e.g., the faculty, course, department, 

college, or institution, to trace the change or evolution for syllabi over time might be 

conducted. 

7. The findings of this study may be used as references by the instructors for their 

syllabus design. 
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APPENDIX A 

COMPONENTS OF A COURSE SYLLABUS AS DISCUSSED IN  

TWENTY-TWO SOURCES 

Copyright for the material in Appendix A is shared between Baysan Lin and  

Yao-Tsu Tung, and is reproduced with permission of both authors. 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 total 

Empirical study (E), Practical discussion ( )   E  E  E E  E         E E E  8 

Topic(s) covered:                        

 1. Components of a Syllabus x x x x   x x x x x x  x   x x x x  x 16 

 2. Purposes / Functions of a Syllabus   x x       x  x  x x   x   x 8 

 3. Construction / Design of a Syllabus  x  x    x      x x   x    x 7 

 4. Communication Purpose x  x      x       x    x  x 6 

 5. Learning / Student-Centered Syllabus      x   x  X      x     x 5 

 6. How Students Use Syllabus       x              x x 3 

 7. A Learning Tool         x    x         x 3 

 8. Contract Purpose         x             x 2 

 9. Student Perception of Syllabus Content        x              x 2 

10. A Tool for Document Scholarship             x          1 

11. A Tool for Evaluating Teaching Effectiveness             x          1 

12. Textbook Choosing              x         1 

13. Construction with a Shared Governance                  x     1 

14. Institutional classification and gender issue                   x    1 

15. Student Help/Support Seeking     x                  1 

16. Presenting the Syllabus                    x   1 

Total 2 2 3 3 1 1 2 3 5 1 3 1 4 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 1 9 - 
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APPENDIX B 

SYLLABUS COMPONENTS ANALYSIS 

Copyright for the material in Appendix B is shared between Baysan Lin and  

Yao-Tsu Tung, and is reproduced with permission of both authors. 
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 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 Total 

 1. Content outline X  x    x  x    x x    x    X 8 

 2. Course information X X X x   X x X x x x x x x x x X x x X X 20 

  2.1 Name/title X  X X    x  x X      x X X   x 10 

  2.2 Number X  X X     x x        X x  X X 9 

  2.3 Term/semester         X x x      x X    X 6 

  2.4 Location X  X    X    X      x X X    7 

  2.5 Time X  x X   x  x  X      X X x    9 

  2.6 Credit X  X        x      X X   x  6 

   2.7 Type/format    X   x x x     x    x    X 7 

   2.8 Topic X  x X   x x x x x X  X  x   x  x  13 

   2.9 Requirement X  X    X    X x  X x  x  x  x X 11 

      2.9.1 Pre-requisite X  X    x    X x  x x  x    x X 10 

      2.9.2 Co-requisite           x      x     X 3 

   2.10 Textbook X X X X x  x  x x X x  X x  x X  x x x 17 

   2.11 Reading x x x X   x  X  x x  x x   x   X X 13 

   2.12 Activities   x    x x    x  x  x  x    x 8 

 3. Calendar/ Schedule X X x X   x x  x x x  x x X x x x  x X 17 

 4. Course purpose x   x          X   x     x 5 

 5. Course objective x x x x   X x  x x  X x  X x x x x X x 17 

 6. Course goal x x x x   x x     x  x x x  x  x X 13 

 7. Course description  X x    x x   x   x x x  x x   X 11 

 8. Course rationale x   x         x  x       X 5 

 9. Instructor information x x X x   X x X x X x   x x x X x x X x 18 

 9.1 Name x x X x   X x x x x x     x x x   x 14 
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 9.2 Office location x x X    X  X x X x   x  x X x   x 13 

 9.3 Office hours x x X x   x x x x X x   x x x X x   x 16 

 9.4 Office phone number x x x x   X x X x X    x  x X x   x 14 

 9.5 Email address/website x      x x x x X    x  x X x   x 11 

 9.6 Academic background    x    x x  x x      X    x 7 

  9.7 Teaching philosophy x             x      x  x 4 

  9.8 Teaching types x   x    x    x     x     x 6 

10. Assignment information x  X    x x X x X x x x x X  X x X X x 17 

 10.1 Assignment type        x x  X x          x 5 

 10.2 Assignment due time x  x    x   x x x  x x x    x  x 11 

11. Exam information x  X x x  x x X   x  X x X     X  12 

  11.1 Exam date/time x  x x   x x    x  x x x     X  10 

  11.2 Exam types    x   x x x              4 

12. Grading information x x X x x  x x X x X x X X x x x x x  X x 20 

  12.1 Grading policy  x X x     x x X   X x   x x  X x 12 

  12.2 Grading procedure  x X x   x   x X   X x  x X   X x 12 

  12.3 Grading criteria/rubric  x x x    x  x X x x X x  x X x   x 14 

  12.4 Grading weights  x X x    x  x x x  x x   x    x 11 

13. Policy information  x X x   X x X x X x  x  x x x x  X x 16 

  13.1 Attendance   x X x   X x x x X x  X    X x   x 13 

  13.2 Late assignment        x   x X   X  X   x    6 

  13.3 Make-up       x   x X x  x        x 6 

  13.4 Missed work   x X    X         x   x    5 

  13.5 Academic honesty  x x    x   x X x  x    x x  X x 11 

  13.6 Disability           x   x  x  x x   x 6 
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14. Support 
    services/resources 

x x x    x   x x x   x x x  x   x 12 

Total 30 22 36 30 3 0 35 27 24 27 37 24 8 30 25 20 26 32 28 7 20 42  
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APPENDIX C 

SYLLABUS COMPONENTS BY FREQUENCY 

Copyright for the material in Appendix C is shared between Baysan Lin and  

Yao-Tsu Tung, and is reproduced with permission of both authors. 
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 5. Course objective x x x x   X x  x x  X x  X x x x x X x 17 

10. Assignment information x  X    x x X x X x x x x X  X x X X x 17 

   10.2 Assignment due time x  x    x   x x x  x x x    x  x 11 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 Total 

2. Course information X X X x   X x X x x x x x x x x X x x X X 20 

    2.10 Textbook X X X X x  x  x x X x  X x  x X  x x x 17 

    2. 8 Topic X  x X   x x x x x X  X  x   x  x  13 

    2.11 Reading x x x X   x  X  x x  x x   x   X X 13 

   2. 1 Name/title X  X X    x  x X      x X X   x 10 

12. Grading information x x X x x  x x X x X x X X x x x x x  X x 20 

   12.3 Grading criteria/rubric  x x x    x  x X x x X x  x X x   x 14 

   12.1 Grading policy  x X x     x x X   X x   x x  X x 12 

   12.2 Grading procedure  x X x   x   x X   X x  x X   X x 12 

   12.4 Grading weights  x X x    x  x x x  x x   x    x 11 

 9. Instructor information x x X x   X x X x X x   x x x X x x X x 18 

  9.3 Office hours x x X x   x x x x X x   x x x X x   x 16 

  9.1 Name x x X x   X x x x x x     x x x   x 14 

  9.4 Office phone number x x x x   X x X x X    x  x X x   x 14 

  9.2 Office location x x X    X  X x X x   x  x X x   x 13 

  9.5 Email address/website x      x x x x X    x  x X x   x 11 

   9.7 Teaching philosophy x             x      x  x 4 

 3. Calendar/schedule X X x X   x x  x x x  x x X x x x  x X 17 
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13. Policy information  x X x   X x X x X x  x  x x x x X  x 16 

   13.1 Attendance   x X x   X x x x X x  X    X x   x 13 

   13.5 Academic honesty  x x    x   x X x  x    x x  x x 11 

 6. Course goal x x x x   x x     x  x x x  x  x X 13 

11. Exam information x  X x x  x x X   x  X x X     X  12 

   11.1 Exam date/time x  x x   x x    x  x x x     X  10 

   11.2 Exam types    x   x x x              4 

14. Support 
    services/resources 

x x x    x   x x x   x x x  x   x 12 

 7. Course description  X x    x x   x   x x x  x x   X 11 

 1. Content outline X  x    x  x    x x    x    X 8 

 4. Course purpose x   x          X   x     x 5 

 8. Course rationale x   x         x  x       X 5 
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