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Article appraised: “Adopting evidence-based practice in clinical decision

making: nurses’ perceptions, knowledge, and barriers.” By Majid,

Shaheen et al. (2011). Journal of the Medical Library Association, 99 (3);

pp. 229-236.

Checklist used: CASP list for qualitative research.

The following are my observations on the article:

1. Was there a clear statement of the aims of the research?

The goal of the research was clearly defined: “The purpose of this study was

to investigate perceptions of registered nurses, working in public hospitals in

Singapore, toward adopting EBP in their practice.” (p.230)

There was also an explanation of the importance and relevance of the topic of

the article: “… nursing practice based on evidence improves patient care… as

nurses are more involved in clinical decision making, it is becoming important

for them to utilize the best evidence to make effective and justifiable

decisions.” (p. 229-230)

2. Is a qualitative methodology appropriate?

Yes: The article deals mainly with perceptions of the research participants

about evidence-based practice.

A total of 2,100 copies of a questionnaire were distributed , with 1,486

returned completed.

3. Was the research design appropriate to address the aims of the

research?

Yes, a questionnaire can easily explore views and perceptions if it is well-

designed. At the same time, different research designs would have been

desirable, i.e. triangulation would have been useful.

Unfortunately, there hasn’t really been a justification of the research design by

the researchers, which should be an important part of presenting research to

others.

4. Was the recruitment strategy appropriate to the aims of the research?

The researchers have explained how the participants were selected: “All full-

time and part-time registered nurses from 2 metropolitan hospitals in

Singapore, who were on duty roster during the 2-week data collection period

in the second quarter of 2009, were invited to participate in this study.” (p.231)



There aren’t really any discussions around recruitment though: It is not totally

clear how the nursing managers distributed the questionnaire, i.e. whether

they handed them out in person, or left them for staff with their names on

them in pigeonholes. There is also no discussion about people who chose not

to take part although they couldn’t have known who had taken part, as the

questionnaires were presumably anonymous. It would have still been worth

stating that.

5. Were the data collected in a way that addressed the research issue?

The setting for the data collection, which was on the wards, was possibly

justified. It was clear how the data was collected, which was through the use

of questionnaires. It is unfortunate that the researchers have not explicitly

justified the use of questionnaires.

The methods (for the design) have been explained insofar as it is mentioned

that previous questionnaires on that topic had been consulted. However, the

researchers could have also read up on questionnaire design. It is positive to

note that the draft questionnaire was reviewed for content validity and was

piloted and that “based on their feedback, some minor changes were made to

the language and format of the questions.” (p.238)

Data saturation was not discussed.

6. Has the relationship between researcher and participants been

adequately considered?

A critical examination of the researchers’ own roles and potential bias does

not seem to have occurred. There is no discussion of how the researchers

responded to events during the study although this might have been of slightly

less importance in this context due to the nature of the research design.

7. Have ethical issues been taken into account?

This seems to have been the case: “Ethics approval for the study was

obtained… they were giving their informed consent.” (p.231)

8. Was the data analysis sufficiently rigorous?

The researchers did not provide an in-depth description of the analysis

process. They merely state that SPSS was used for the data analysis.

Tables that show the selected data are displayed, but the analysis process is

only partially explained in asterisked footnotes. The researchers did not seem

to have examined their own roles, potential bias and influence during analysis

and selection of data for presentation.

9. Is there a clear statement of findings?

Although the findings are explicit and are discussed in relation to the original

research question, the researchers have not examined the credibility of the



findings with regards to respondent validation, triangulation and number of

analysts.

10.How valuable is the research?

The research has been done within the context of the already existing

literature and practice implications are discussed. The researchers haven’t

identified new areas where research is necessary, but have suggested a

cross-country study.

The limited generalizability of the study has been mentioned.

Other observations:

Additional limitations of the study have been acknowledged by the

researchers:

 A self-administered questionnaire has been used. This can be subject

to personal bias and the participants’ ability to assess their skills.

 There could have been more questions on information literacy, as EBP

is comprehensive.

 There has been no triangulation such as the additional use of focus

groups etc.

Positive aspects of the article include:

 We are presented with the questionnaire in the appendix.

 Questionnaire validity has been tested.

 The article looks at the topic within the context of the existing

literature and also discusses implications of the research for

practice.

On the whole, the study quality was mixed displaying pros and cons. The

conclusions of this study are possibly not generalisable.
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