CistztEsts| x| MI37# M3%, 20074 4
== J Korean Acad Nurs Vol.37 No.3, 422430, Aoril, 2007

Y YUY - wySY - NS MY NEET - YEY) - YHFY . Yua®

2 A A Ao U vzt g7}

etz elsAle 2a 2 3639 oW AE Xd Il g g8l AAtgel $XFRoE uEIe AR, AA
A A3 FEE ARSHe 58 AF grexolt 113 gk W AREA, A FAA BoE ARE =T B3UkE 99
Hstel WS Jbg NEEHAl wkgsks Zlo] vlE 1EdT 974 9 ARAE =% Friag e 4599 FoEd sl
2} & o, e A9 = 5L uE dA) vkt 213}
9] pEste vy B4 TR REF REZXE HojFn « AFEYE o R A =R A @ AL deb
Uk s s x| =F FFE2 A st U4F, 2 shal g uldR st W AAE BHoF gt
Aoz st wAg AFsel, ANE w2 g
Z8RbeL QA Hoko] AFAA kEE AT E 5ES o1 dith
Aoz AR A7 ololr]old P& 2FTE 7|HE
AFsta Qlrk et et Es|x = oA Bt FAH A AAl
3TN R Eolsiths Altld 2% HoA] w2
A37) fdl o % wHsof & AjHolrh o5 3 2 ATe =44 349 EARS detstn wd W
T3 AE detsds]A] =E S Fr|Hoz Y £ AN 9% e zAAFoITh
AIFE dojth ole] B AFEE ke AR BoAde &
=S Eshe ¥, 283 AAEE Bl =i ST o+ i S Rtz SF FHi|
U AS FUHoR golurhes ¥o] A48 a7 HT ik
olget ¥ dgoz X HA Al e & &3 BoATe) dike dA 35t nets] oAb W odiEts
A9 =% AL HFE g Akl I EAEE Fetst SR =F ALY, Z2Eld AR 77 B3Elsle] =4t
o g% wikES Wi ks AAIE] 8 £ A7E A Adsolr) AZFAAAEL 122 2006 8Y 23?4_ stA &
AlEHAl H ATk 3] E9993) Yaso) B =8 AASIEE T A7 5
TAH] AT FHL o5 2k BE o3ty s it YAES ﬂWOE alo] A&
« SEluEl heE =E AAIEEe] s tiexteslE A% wiRsn FA sk 23k 89 239004 9 30
X2l AL sty FAA geXE W] f3f F8 U7kA] ol Fated Aol FAsH Ed I BF

=]
1) #Edistn p5ea 2) AaojAdistn 2tausl, 3) AFdEn 1o, 4) FHGUsty ey, 5) AT Sy e
6) gty s, 7) AAsw ke, 8) AP sty ey, 9) ATy st
5 20073 39 159 AARekE: 2007d 3 319

422 Cigzbzsts| x| 37(3), 20074 4¥



IS ss|X| =8

HAS] U WE

AEA L (1) Ak §4oR A%, ardY, a%
g3, =EAAd g o8, dAe e AEsk
tErEEEA L] 5o A AEoR A, =4

o2 Yol f8 FTad 2ds IS ()
by AN E = MMVH FAe, AR
els add a9l 3 E@A A FAMY iEE
Ade AES R 4) A

o7, ARA LR B 129 FLE

i)
o~~~

()
S

DU
i 22

oo g

i Sl
oft
. N
)
=
2
o b

a7 Al

Aol SES 7589 AHL FHA 34404 Ao 61xﬂi
H 47.6326.34M9 L AFAEHE 4 3dolAM Ho 374
2 BF 17.3789.059°02 YeEhwth 4% AySszes *éCd
745 8h3 189, 77 EA97 58S 149, ofstadd 11
W, 5 EEI 117, AGAERIEES] 89, Yalztssts]
79, 183 J1E7kE8ks] egollnt SR HANY Tl
A EA F=REAEE Y ox) ERAYOEA =EHAE
) A 520%F AR,
A3 &3] ArE ollth §8RE F 4% A
3 YE ASE 3149 413% %
Q17+ 8 3] i%O} nEoR 7P Wk

o

ok
Jg
o
=2
R
brt
i
M
>
S
P
ol

¢
o2
2
e
-
N
— o
s

l of

o |o

2 oo

~ &
oS
Y
-9,
et
=
ok
Mt
iz
rlo
e

e

4, A, A B Q MUES vekshl 23

=2
AR Ao EFRTTable 1>

[
Y

Citztssta| X 37(3), 20074 48

I

<Table 1> Characteristics of the subjects  (Total N=75)

Characteristics Number  Percent

Age 75

Education career 75

Major / sub-academy
Adult 18 24.0
Fundamental 6 3.0
Maternity & women health 14 18.7
Child 11 14.7
Psychiatry 7 9.3
Nsg. Administration 11 14.7
Community 8 10.7

Review board(multiple response)
Korean academy of nursing 39 52.0
Adult 13 17.3
Fundamental 8 10.7
Maternity & women's health 14 18.7
Child 9 9.3
Psychiatry 2 2.6
Nursing administration 8 10.7
Community 6 8.0

Evaluation areas as a reviewer in KAN(n=48)
Review article(1) 0 0.0
Quantitative(2) 40 83.3
Qualitative(3) 2 43
Concept analysis(4) 0 0.0
Q methodology(5) 0 0.0
) + @ 2 42
Q) +@3) 1 2.1
2 +@® 1 2.1
@B) + @) 1 2.1
2 +3 +@& 1 2.1

Evaluation area as a reviewer in sub-academy (n=72)

Review article(1) 1 14
Quantitative(2) 55 76.4
Qualitative(3) 2 2.8
Concept analysis(4) 0 0.0
Q methodology(5) 0 0.0
H + @ 1 1.4
2) +@3) 5 6.9
Q) +@ 1 1.4
m +@ +03 2 2.8
n +@Q +@ 1 1.4
2y + (3 +@ 2 2.8
1 +@2 +@ +@ 1 14
2 +3) +@ +(5 1 1.4
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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 18 240
No 56 74.7
Missing 1 1.3
To growth toward an international journal
Excellence in nursing(n=55) 29 387
Creativeness(n=65) 40 53.3
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 53
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 22 293
Specified but descriptive subjective evaluation 21 28.0
Broad categories with subjective opinion 30 40.0
g3]2)7) ZAE gExE dEgslr] 9 47 a4 1B gt AAA Agef o3t AHRIE FA3TE 47
ks O*V‘ﬁe gt A7 A 192 dgE &Ae = (5.3%)8 =A%k
2o Boly 290 409633%), TS R4 297(68.7%) A = A PAS arTE S5 W AA o]
st 2159 APEA) 5TH(6.7%), A RIS wR FH 29 ks Feel tialidE AAl F 713%0] SE3de, AAt
@09 £AZ dehgth S8 A2 0T O9d 4% 35S BIB@TPFA, AT, A7A% 9 £, Fud
B =70 AN 227(293%), I THOE kE9 994 A9 AP oz FRatel FHE AE Vedtn AT
B 9T s ARl AdieFHQIINOE B FUT T BYAES sk 970] 03U0.0%)OE EE A5G
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=0 AAE BA : 2M29 AX| B, AlA} W S Fx gon AARe F33 ANE Aol B
OFAIAM Q| T} A oA 3 21%8(28.0%) 0% Hlsed EXE Ryt
<Table 2>
_BARRER] RGN e A e e @A ERAA ol g ST AAA A
o2 Wrle W A 192 SR 24E 99 8 A @ 37} Aot BA 7 o] AmuEteln 594
’%* % g Azo] 457(60.0%) 2% 7HE BT, I Bgol QAL S0l 3478(45.3%)7F TFTh F3rolth 18'8(24.0%)
FoRMY FBE A3 2T8%), 1 h3ol 7 Y 02 Witk 7 o] MEATeslehs ool 1
o <3 AA) 4 1178(14.7%)9) = ok gk 26%(34.7%), Tl 23%(30.7%)°) T2 AASA
AR ES] AR CIA Al BEE ARk 279 ok S7EA ole] thE ¥4 Jido] Fedrlee 184 gt
FAEAZEE AR AEH AR} A =7 it AR 28%8(37.3%), ZETF 16%(21.3%)°2 Btk FHo] M=
F8Y F7HE DHTHTL 637(84.0%), AZTLEC] BAR Yol FEHE= 7heke A&l ol 307840.0%), 1%
o] FEAQ FHA Hriel s AT 87(10.7%), AL o 20%8(26.7%) 2.2 F3tAth AU Alddhs AvEl =
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<Table 3> Opinions about current used 5 type formats by reviewer (Total N=75)
Opinions Strongly Agree Moderate Disagree StT ongly 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 212.7) 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
(Total N=75)
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<Figure 3> Priorities of criteria in research evaluation areas
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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

35

30

25

frequency 122 5

10 5
2 2 1

Sl M M1 =
5 10 20 25 30 40 50 60 70

score

A u$ SRQTRE Aolth ol @4 et 2
38 sede] AAEE 2o Gt A9tk @

A9 2ol 43 97 . EeR A Bg quant
o] Ze ABe T 1E
UR AL + Ak d A

_|°"

A 2g FxtelA AFa7]el
A TR 7 AR

i e ST =RAANEA Y 8T THE Aasjor
g AoAS dujaprle it

) st AE B AT Aol Jehgse] =5
AN F83 AA FFof QojA] B} X9l YL
TR BAo] AAE] A @k = fEAL k5
A9 oAF 59 o™ 2tk The Journal of Advanced
Nursing(JAN)& =213, FEH7Hpeer reviewed), TEJAZ

AN sl zAbe] BRe] $RsE 2 $HoE a9
on, & £70 AT FANCE A4, A%, @s, BY
W e 338 9% 1E £ dr A4 A4 gE
A9 HAow AN FANCRE BE AN dnt
ded, AR, ol2d wr WA SN gEolel s,

2 Az el ugEeln, AFE A)s} s ey
ololo} @tk FAH HARA IANES B3l Feici, A%
2 wet ey 79 SR e FAG dvE A

%, 299 dix 3R 2AAPE AARIATE JANS] =

Eoh Bsle] FRE & AT ghek AN AdE Axo
WL ole) Jel wsn vk 3 BEATY ol
AL A% AP ol dEelER b Ee e
7ael WHEd o BUH FHn iau Wk 84, 2

T2 olgpt Hal, O FEglel Aot
(JAN, 2006). 3, ©v]=e o3 7&15—.%}]0] Nursing
Researchi= ZtZ 8t x| 7]Hke]] F@sty Aol chgh gt
£9 oalE Wilu AFAS TRE 4 T AT EA
6§ %0l A7 Byt dFEuE T 284 7E
S ! Ho”ﬁiﬂ} ?']i‘—rL E}Z}?_

7o) olojriolE gsich AA Q1
2, HEH 71, A 3]'94 04, dA NEFEHe] HA
| olel AAHEE A A9 @A, brief report, letter

ox N d m]o r

427



A 8

# 2

to the editor5 0.2 TS THNursing Research, 2006). ©]/3<]
S

A% SEARNY A4S Fol7] skl ARETAof
eTHE A e SN ¥ Hu tad dug o
AR, E= B AR Y S 3L BRE WAk of
d e AR 7188 AT A% Besta 47
Ak

_Or
by
it
e
>
>
X
N
o
%

A9 FAE HH3] F
B=2Ql Zlo|thWeil, 2004). 95% OVU es AAE, 7
A, e 23552 double blinded peer review?] FEIE
A|AthFreda & Keamney, 2005). EAFAME T35

ZE ] 23 Hrlolr] wife] It AT A4S AA F
AL Agstia sttt Teu 14 ot oM =
double blinded review”} 3E=o] olu2} single blinded review
(AAFe] o] HARRAl =& EHe Z)7F BFolth vE 4
oM % double-blinded review?} ¥EF#o]2| Tl Bachand
9} Sawallis(2003)7} ZAFSE 187 2ok 5537 AE(135E A
S B4 58%7} double blinded review, 37%7} single
blinded review, 5% open reviewE HAISIL URITE Double
blinded reviews AFEIAFIG NN 100%, SAH 93%, 33
732 92%, AR A 90%, F3H o9 67%7 3
5+ 3, single blinded reviews AESI 3}8k9] 90%, AF
st maeke] 69%, 23t 62%, AEEe] 50%7F 2SR
t} Open review2] ZA-%-ole #|sha} x| 7s8ke] 40%, A&
9] 10%7F 23t Wb double blinded review 7} HiEo|
of dltl= 713 AL HAL B wjshojjrut wolEoi R 11
= A%olti(Kearney & Freda, 2005). @AIE A F2H7}
@A 1 Gg84E S oAtk AdA 9 Sdel
A oAYAE HQlthBerger, 2006). B|E FEF7H= vl
T AEHAAT dA #st veha glow, F58 2

ofm] FxA¢l ® oJ8kAgo] unbinding processE AMHESHIL
= %

ﬁ;

01

r x2 2

J})

Uth= FolthAlgase, 2006). ThAl wetd, dA S uERe
7+58teER A9 100%1A4 AFE3E= blinded peer review W

a2
A2 o]u] _Tr_;qx%o] Aoz 7hpEth a1 EoAE
8 tastel % 37k Fejr} chepsts Ay ster

rlo
e
r HU
Pol

FA el 9,1‘3}—‘5 AL ¥oFr} Kearney 2t Freda(2005)2 88
o] EAAAE EH’?:} 2 FEE7kl g AsE Akt
HAAE©] blinding o] AHALE
all E%}fﬂ iAoz ARAoT 7Pt Fa% F
=1 < FAAR ARE 9T F e Aol 3§13l
o} bAoA open review’} AN HARRS oAb

5848 T ZAE A7 e A

Halieh dEYoz dsid, BE Frpgae Hd & gl
e Zojng yolrt =59 AL WIAFI AR} AA
2 REE % S IXEHA nEE W @A gAY
double blinded FEHA/PF A1 Y& FAHAS ol &
t}. olo] thgt dijkeZ 3219 FEHIIE AE EYst 7]
BF7tshel 7&%%*% Hlwaka, 7 89 AN HE &
s

¥ A74 @A AAIEES X elN FRAES A
#d EFE mEsta glom, A e F URAE 19
20 T 2385, AA 7R Akl
dairE Ak Falo] wmd EgAolel= dag I
AEL- Fele ot ddyejze] FHL st 2o
2 Ueht @A AHgshe A Y AagirEe & B
o] gl Aoz vehsith i, XA ES ATE o83t
o] Prlshs ABA G2l thrrt 2H3EiE), ol =
Hrtell qAM FHA Al ZALA ST AwE A
TS FaA ke Ag BHolFQivh wEk A@A Axe
4 R gln @A AT JrksRol FE ¥, 4
q =29 FEZ e A, ARt Al F
Aot ARAE JHE BT dike A 5 TEste] dAR
e A7pdas AAdsta olel wE AARE A Y]
, B¢k 4 Fdo] o8
Brockopp3} Hastings-Tolsma(2003)= X Q7THIA
of ok & Fo QAEE FIPIFELE JEst

2452 W1 Ydslor sty FRsIEH, A8

o S oMo
ook
B
l:l
oft
)

R
S
i

_ﬁ
%
Y

oA Fod HLAARE R A 744 (1) 7EA, (2)
dAT WHE, 3) d7EAS I 9 e s RS (1)
AFEAZE O A7ddA oJgA TV HAEHEAY A
@ A 984 @ EE AT FAY FY8 @ A
X3 24 G N84 2d @ A #A¥" 299 A
%o] IFHEJTh (2) AT YHEE © 7RI @ &
25484 Q@ E79 7IeREEHYEE) @ 3EARR] T
gk 3) A7ET 2 2 gHele © A= 4 1= ©
Az 4 A% Q@ a7EAY £4 @ 4349 =99 &
® 239 FI4 ® NEuS, AT, 9 UM A7E A
Aol ok itk @A $8 gAY HrplEe
o] F2 2A4F BF XS ZoFE A"tk 181 A
ARRIAEL AIFE =AYl dist od gA] 7)ES
BAEY A7) QAES AR Ao® JEwTh A#
A BEE JECE 3 =8 Whe d7AN HE, =9

[+

mopae] $HR ekt o
2 0)o

1D
X
[
=
fu
4o
.
M
oft
N
>
X
N
N
2
o
=]
U]
4
[
i
S

CHerZtE 8H3| Al 37(3), 20074 49



Faeke] AAZE F88 FEEE AAEHNI
o] ARA Aue ZAZ AHE 5 Y& Floth
71F0E =89 AaE 103 oM, Hst Hg FF|o
30% o3t & ® AA7FselTe dAE Farksd
7P EF AR oo FAY Ao
&0 AAH L gt} ¢ Arke Ea e
2 TAZJD AA 3 AAHEF sz ol
A A% FHle 712AQ AFEEHAAMEEH AlRE oo}
ot =R SHl=E FHlE At aadd 27)9
H|HE ZFSAlA &3] 7tE X Zigo] ot wEbq B
T BAAE AR AAAE A8 SEE Fulagoly
hE AT Harsl chKeamey & Freda, 2005). AR}
o)
o

m
2
&

=]
£

24

=

o
1o

ir yo B

N ﬁ M re

P

il

B AA, A8, BN 159 BAE AUz 9
o wely REAF zUo o sPsAo] UrkWeil
2004). ] 2 Rl thso] AAARY 3714 A2 A
2 S3 BAYPRS A2 2BhT AFAAY} B FRo}
9 FAE Fshs o] WHHoR BT IPOEK

Althell # dojA|R] o= FEEEA] S AT Aotk

=
g & 3o SHKim,

S R NER R

32 B3
oA A QA Uebt 97 BeAel BHe Wl T

A oA g W AES 2 ok
oo s feuvet Huo BIeEARA A 27t A

Woka Gl =R WA Aol B Bhek BHE E
dE FAE SeAs 2] 99 Lasel @ ofg 4y
2 ANSRY, HIO BEBIt YAl BEE Ropld 2
ST Qe A, wH o Aslsge] BAEE @

dE P A oEN U@ T IR SA7IAQ EA
glo] =2o] H71E Hlghs Hbolth

B ATE g 24e 9% Pos WA
Felstn FAF SeHE BELS

SAse, B ERAAY Hiel AR $

7 B2 A% 9gae £2e) 8 AE

o
W r
N

i
—_l
1o
it
ox
fifo

J

1
¥ U

o
e
)
w

. AT 717H2 2006 8€ 23U FE 9€ 30¢ 7T, o
AAhs =t a e, BuehE Ad =AY 7570
Aok A7AF FEA =EAAY ke gAe g g
Ao} B A7t ApEst HA 540 ANEHA S
AAsedey. =AA e 2 dHsy] 8 FaE @
02E FRU(523%), 13 +HE8%)= Ak
A e FAEQ GGl TeHd By
(60%)2 Az oH, =7 AAMAAER RGN T3 1
g ARE AFRES FHY RS sk AdE4%)
o] Hgith ¢to® AxjeFAo] upHittd Hrl & o] F
2ol A E Hrlsts 40%)S vleh= ozdo] wskth o
A AHEEEEL Sl A Al disiM AlEE e gl
g FAL NHESE, =79 ARE FHrlee ted
76%7}F 2338kl
ool ATl H|Fo] thy AFEE AlRdgH
« tEEEE R AANE =R 24 ¥, FFo d
ot M xRz 7Rk

C eret a4 Askala A SR R

M
%

e
'

S

]

M
il

d|

i

A

=
CER AL RS TRy AT SRE ANZHY 29318

718015 AAA $F9 AR Fdo] Aotk
@A AT gl WA A9 B A B
A% F& AT AAV

References

Algase, D. L. (2006). Reviewing peer review. Research and
theory for nursing practice: An International Journal,
20(3), 179-181.

Bachand, R. G., & Sawallis, P. P. (2003). Accuracy in the
identification of scholarly and peer-reviewed journals and
the peer-review process across disciplines. The Serials
Librarian, 45, 39-59.

Brockopp, D. Y. & Hastings-Tolsma, M. T. (2003).
Fundamentals of nursing research. Third edition. Jones
and Bartlett Publishers

Freda, M. C., & Kearney. M. (2005). An international survey
of nurse editors' roles and practices. J Nurs Scholarsh,
37, 87-94.

Journal of Advanced Nursing. (n.d.) Aims and scope. Retrieved
10/20/06 from http://www journalofadvancednursing.com/
jps.asp?page=aims

Kearney, M. H,, & Freda, M. C. (2005). Nurse editors' views
on the peer review process. RINA, 28, 444-452.

Kim, J. J. (1999). Criteria of journal review. Bulletin of the
Society of Naval Architects of Korea, 36(2), 48-49.

429



Hddl ¥ 2

Nursing Research. (2006). Information for authors. Nur Res, Weil, J. (2004). Peer review: An essential step in the
35(1), publishing process. J Genetic Counseling, 13(3), 183-187.

Developmental Direction for Review System of the Journal of
Korean Academy of Nursing
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5) Department of Nursing, College of Medicine, Pocheon CHA University, 6) College of Medicine, University of Ulsan
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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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