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Wen-Yu Hu

ABSTRACT: In practicing evidence-based nursing, a nurse has to decide whether the evidence is relevant for the particu-

lar patient. The incorporation of clinical expertise should be balanced with the risks and benefits of alternative

treatments for each patient and should take into account the patient's unique clinical circumstances including

preferences. Systematic review of literature is an important element of evidence-based nursing. There are

nine explicit steps in the procedure of systematic review. Systematic review differs from the traditional nar-

rative review in that systematic, explicit methods are used to identify, assess and synthesize the information

obtained. Systematic reviews use rigorous methods to reduce bias and can provide reliable summaries of

relevant research evidence. The hierarchy of evidence used has five levels and emphasizes the evidence about

the effectiveness of interventions. Therefore, it is better that evidence-based nursing should be based on

systematic reviews of randomized controlled trials, as well as meta-analysis.

Critical appraisal is necessary in systematic reviews to ensure that they are conducted to rigorous stan-

dards. The purpose of critical appraisal for evidence-based practice is to decide whether the quality of a

research study is good enough for the results it provides to be used to answer a question posed by a health

care practitioner or patient. Critical appraisal can be broken down into three distinct but related parts which:

(1) Whether the quality of the study is good enough; (2) The application of the study result in my setting; (3)

What the results mean for my patients.

The paradigms of nursing research are qualitative and quantitative research. Meta-analysis is a statisti-

cal technique used in systematic reviews and it must be a rigorous process in quantitative research. It can

answer two main questions about an intervention: “ Does this intervention have a beneficial (or harmful)

effect?” and if so, “ What is the size of that effect?” No algorithmic criteria can be produced that can unpro-

blematically judge the quality of qualitative research. It is necessary to avoid a checklist approach to evalu-

ating qualitative research. The quality of qualitative research is assessed based upon a critical assessment of

how well the issues of credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability are addressed. Therefore,

by combining qualitative and quantitative approaches, the ability to produce applicable clinical evidence is

greatly increased in future.
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