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A Comparative Study of Elementary Science Curriculum between
Korea and USA
- Focusing on Earth and Space Domain of Third and Fourth Grades -
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(Gyeongin National University of Education)'"

ABSTRACT

The purpose of this paper was to analyze the characteristics of Korean science curriculum and the differences
with the other country. For this purpose, the USA was selected as the target country for comparison. The
comparison focused on goals and contents in science curriculum document. The goals for science education in
both countries were similar. But the goal setting level was different. Also, four objectives were suggested in
Korean curriculum and nine objectives in the USA to achieve the general objective. Korean curriculum was
composed of such grades system as 3rd & 4th grades, 5th & 6th grades and content area as ‘materials and
energy’, ‘life and the earth' in content system. And the USA composed in the such grade system as K, Grade
1, 2, 3, 4 and 5. Also the elements to be learned is suggested in the strand. And in the area of the earth and
space in the Korean Curriculum, there are elements emphasized in the content area, cognitive area, context
category and practical activities learning objective category. But the USA covered most of those elements evenly.
Korean curriculum focused on learning of certain elements in certain grades, but the USA curriculum is to learn
several elements evenly in every grade. It will be future topics of research to investigate the effect of curriculum
with different emphasis of improving students' scientific knowledge and learning through further study.

Key words : science curriculum, earth science, international comparison, TIMSS, NAEP
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Table 2. Analysis manual for the element classification of the cognitive domains
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Table 4. Learning objectives of practical activity analysis inventory
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Table 5. Presented objectives of science education curriculum
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Table 6. Objectives of science education
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Table 9. Scientific investigation, reasoning, and logic of 3rd and 4th grade of Virginia of the USA
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Table 11. Composition ratio of science contents
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Table 13. Comparison of the composition ratio of the cognitive
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Table 12, Composition ratio of the detailed elements of contents domains
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Table 14. Composition ratio of the detailed elements of cog-
nitive domain knowing

Table 16. Composition ratio of the detailed elements of

cognitive domain reasoning
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Table 17. Composition ratio of the contexts based on NAEP
Assessment Framework
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Table 18. Composition ratio of the learning objectives by PAAI

Table 20. Frequencies of the specific objectives using a piece
of scientific equipment or following a standard practical procedure
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Table 19. Composition ratio of the specific objectives deve-
loping their knowledge and understanding of the natural world
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Table 21. Frequencies of the specific objectives of developing
their understanding of the scientific approach to inquiry
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