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Dear Editor-in-Chief 
 
To tackle antimicrobial resistance (AMR) 
through a multi-sectional One Health approach 
(1-3), more than 30 countries (as of Oct 2019) 
such as Austria, the USA, Argentina, the UK, 
Pakistan, and South Korea have established their 
own AMR national action plans (NAPs) (4-6). 
Furthermore, the first comprehensive govern-
ance framework to offer guidance for the devel-
opment and assessment of AMR NAPs was re-
ported (7). In the next step, the objective assess-
ment of countries’ AMR NAPs based on the 
governance framework is needed to improve the 
governance of AMR NAPs. Here, we assessed 
the Korean AMR NAP (4, 6) using this govern-
ance framework without the possibility of mis-
leading conclusions, and examined whether ma-
jor shortcomings are present in our current AMR 
NAP (4, 6).  
First, the governance framework consists of 52 
indicators that are grouped into three main gov-
ernance areas (policy design, implementation 
tools, and monitoring and evaluation) (7) but our 
AMR NAP is composed of 18 indicators (6), re-
sulting in the insufficient functionality in the 
‘monitoring and evaluation’ area and then show-

ing less cyclic (dynamic) nature. The governance 
framework is an ongoing process but our AMR 
NAP is more static. For continuous improve-
ment of our AMR NAP, this point should be 
addressed in the current and/or future long-term 
AMR NAP. 
Second, there is no determining who is ultimately 
responsible for the successful governance of our 
AMR NAP in the Korean ‘policy design’ area. 
The most important consideration for the suc-
cessful governance of an AMR NAP is not to 
write a NAP but to implement the NAP, as not-
ed by the Interagency Coordination Group on 
Antimicrobial Resistance (8). Furthermore, our 
AMR NAP puts too little priority on the non-
therapeutic AMR research such as studies under-
standing the drivers of AMR emergence and 
spread. This is the reason why the number of 
multidrug-resistant microorganisms and AMR 
outbreaks have not been sufficiently reduced alt-
hough the annual investment for combating 
AMR has increased.  
Third, addressing governance issues does not 
only rest on the actions of government but also 
on other societal organizations, and AMR re-
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search should include inputs across social scienc-
es, behavioral, economic, and medical research 
(7). A further limitation of our AMR NAP is re-
lated to too little priority on social and behavioral 
research.   
Finally, after each country assessed each AMR 
NAP based on the governance framework like 
us, detailed assessment results (or lessons) need 
to be incorporated into current initiatives such as 
the WHO Joint External Evaluation tool (9) or 
the global tripartite database on country process 
(10). This is because feedback from many coun-
tries could enhance and strengthen the first 
comprehensive governance framework. 
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