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The purpose of this study is to find the point for improvement through the comparative analysis of
the 2007 & 2009 revised science curriculum, and the NGSS of the United States with Bloom’s revised
taxonomy. The results of the analysis confirmed that the revised curriculum in 2009 compared to the
revised curriculum in 2007 has expanded the type of cognitive process and knowledge, which promote
a higher level thinking. However, the revised curriculum in 2009 has been biased to the type of specific

cognitive process and knowledge in cognitive process dimension and knowledge dimension as compared
to the NGSS of the United States. In the revised curriculum in 2009, the type of cognitive process
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such as ‘analyze,” ‘evaluate,” ‘create,” and the type of knowledge such as ‘meta-cognitive knowledge’
have been treated inattentively. In addition, through comparative analysis, it was identified that the type
of cognitive process and knowledge that were neglected in achievement standards were not dealt with
in the learning objective of teachers’ guides, either. The revised curriculum should consist of achievement

standards in comparison to the previous curriculum to reflect better the goals of science education.
Therefore, it is necessary to create an achievement standards including various types of cognitive processes
and knowledge by improving the method of statement of achievement standards of science curriculum.
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A Comparative Analysis of Achievement Standards of the 2007 & 2009 Revised Elementary Science Curriculum with Next Generation Science Standards...

Table 1. Structure of the knowledge and cognitive process dimension of the Bloom’s revised taxonomy
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Table 2. An analysis example of the knowledge dimension of the
achievement standards by Bloom'’s revised taxonomy

Table 3. An analysis example of the cognitive process of the
achievement standards by Bloom’s revised taxonomy
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Table 4. The result of frequency analysis on the achieve-
ment standards of the revised curriculum in 2007

Table 5. The result of frequency analysis of the achieve-
ment standards of the revised curriculum in 2009
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A Comparative Analysis of Achievement Standards of the 2007 & 2009 Revised Elementary Science Curriculum with Next Generation Science Standards...

Table 7. Verb list of the achievement standards of the revised
curriculum in 2009

Table 8. Verb list of the achievement standards of the NGSS
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Table 9. The result of frequency analysis on the achieve-
ment standards of 3~4 grade group of the
revised curriculum in 2009

Table 10. The result of frequency analysis on objectives in
teachers’ guides of the 3rd and 4th grade of
primary school
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culum in 2009 and objectives of teachers' guides
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