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22 5aqth dddoR AT Bl Feetn A % o
Characteristics Number  Percent
E AT T ATl FH EEAANAS F 7530l Age 75
Iq_ }é%oﬂ ];/:1]-8]'"\:___‘ }\Z_]'% (2}:20_5__ X‘S]E7]_ igggj\q Edﬁcation career 75
Major / sub-academy
Adult 18 24.0
ME LHE Fundamental 6 8.0
Maternity & women health 14 18.7
Child 11 14.7
AEA T (1) 4Rk SAoR dY, wrdE, &% By . 93
stg], =AY EF 3], AANYE AEsiHE () Nsg. Administration 11 14.7
geiasta o) Y ie ARow AATY, TAA 5 Community 8 107
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=0 ) o) =e) A& ARS oA
FOE Ul Slsl Ted 2dE dvsilnh 0) = Korean academy of nursing 39 52.0
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i .
8]@, /H]_‘:’LZ(:]' = %7]' 7]"1'2__8] %‘—Q—Egé XE]T'U:B_]'%]\E} Psychiatry 2 2.6
Nursing administration 8 10.7
a'-_rl zl.l_ll' Community 6 8.0
— = Evaluation areas as a reviewer in KAN(n=48)
Review article(1) 0 0.0
=2 AIAIY[SIO] UHIK EA Quantitative(2) 40 83.3
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<Table 2> Characteristics of Journal of Korean Academy of Nursing, evaluation of review process of article among the

subjects (Total N=75)
Characteristics Categories or priority at first Number Percent
Uniqueness of journal
Yes 12 16.0
No 62 82.7
Missing 1 1.3
Clear in color of journal
Yes 18 24.0
No 56 74.7
Missing 1 1.3
To growth toward an international journal
Excellence in nursing(n=55) 29 38.7
Creativeness(n=65) 40 533
Transact with other discipline(n=51) 2 2.7
Uniqueness of korean nursing(n=54) 5 6.7
Etc 1 1.3
Importances in research article review
Summative subjective opinion(n=68) 21 28.0
Descriptive evaluation in specific area(n=74) 45 60.0
Total score based on evaluation type(n=68) 11 14.7
Determinants in decision making of an acceptance
Objective sum score based on checklist 4 5.3
Checklist +subjective evaluation 63 84.0
Subjective comprehensive evaluation 8 10.7
What the format would be satisfied if it is changed (n=73)
Summative scores from detailed checklist 22 29.3
Specified but descriptive subjective evaluation 21 28.0
Broad categories with subjective opinion 30 40.0
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<Table 3> Opinions about current used 5 type formats by reviewer (Total N=75)
Opinions Strongly Agree LSRNt Disagree St.rongly Missing
—agree n(percent) —disagree
Mutually exclusive & independent 3(4.0) 34(45.3) 18(24.0) 14(18.7) 0(0.0) 6(8.0)
Necessary & satisfied 1(1.3) 26(34.7) 23(30.7) 18(24.0) 1(1.3) 6(8.0)
Other format will be developed 8(10.6) 16(21.3) 13(17.3) 28(37.3) 4(5.3) 6(8.0)
Redundant in each other 4(5.3) 20(26.7) 30(40.0) 15(20.0) 0(0.0) 6(8.0)
Too much specified without help 5(6.6) 21(28.0) 12(16.0) 28(37.3) 2(2.7) 7(9.3)
Deficiencies of unification in objective evaluation 2(2.7) 20(26.7) 14(18.7) 34(45.3) 0(0.0) 5(6.7)
Standard criteria reflecting uniqueness of distinctive 0(0.0) 12(16.0) 34(45.3) 22(29.3) 2(2.7) 5(6.7)
nursing

To be cooperated into 2-3 version 9(12.0) 26(34.7) 18(24.0) 14(18.7) 2(2.7) 6(8.0)
To be unified form for simplicity 5(6.7) 13(17.3) 17(22.7) 28(37.3) 6(8.0) 6(8.0)
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<Figure 1> Opinions about objectiveness in review

process (Total N=75)
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<Figure 2> Mean scores of research evaluation areas
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<Figure 3> Priorities of criteria in research evaluation areas

<Figure 3—1> Priorities of criteria in theme <Figure 3-2> Priorties of criteria in introduction
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<Figure 4> Minimum total scores to be rejected the
research paper
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<Figure 5> Minimum percent scores in each item to be
rejected the research paper
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Developmental Direction for Review System of the Journal of
Korean Academy of Nursing

Kim, Hae Won" - Chung, Myungsill® - Park, Jeong Sook® - Suh, Yeon-Ok" - Suk, Min-Hyun®
Shin, Hyunsook® - Yang, Jin-Hyang” - Jang, Hee Jung® - Jung, Myun-Sook?

1) Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Kwandong University, 2) College of Nursing, Sungsin University
3) College of Nursing, Keimyung University, 4) Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Soonchunhyang University
5) Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Pocheon CHA University, 6) College of Medicine, University of Ulsan
7) Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Inje University, 8) Division of Nursing, Hallym University
9) College of Nursing, Gyeongsang National University

Purpose: This study was performed to identify current characteristics of the Journal of Korean Academy of
Nursing and to explore a way to elevate it to an international level and to critique the overall review process so
as to delineate the advanced, objective paper appraisal in this journal. Methods: Data was collected using self
administered questionnaires to 75 journal reviewers belonging to the Korean academy of nursing and its division
academy of nursing from August 15th to September 30th, 2006. Results: The majority of reviewers pointed out a
lack of discrimination between the Journal of Korean Academy of Nursing and other journals. Among the main
answers of reviewers, Creativeness(52.3%) and excellence of nursing(38%) will be critical factors to develop in
order to elevate to an the journal to an international level. In specific evaluation areas, reviewers preferred a
subjective critique method(60%), and the condition of the decision making process regarding paper acceptance as a
combination of checklist and subjective evaluation(84%). Subjective evaluation opinions with major categories will
occur in the next revised evaluation format. 76% of reviewers agreed with the current objective evaluation form.
Conclusions: The journal review process should be evaluated on a regular basis to elevate the journal level and a
mutual agreement of the journal's scope, range, and purpose will be necessary. As a recommendation, an attempt
at various approaches in journal reviews and reviewer training should be made.
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