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In recent decades, health professionals, especially nurses, have often been challenged
to pursue scientific knowledge based on evidence, in order to offer the best care available
to patients. This scenario has driven the need for nurses to consume and produce specific
knowledge inherent to their work in different professional contexts.1
Evidence based practice (EBP) is a problem-solving approach to decision making, which
incorporates the search for the latest and best evidence, professional clinical competence,
values and patients’ preferences related to the care given.2 It appears as a dynamic to link
theory and practice, as it aims to gather, implement and evaluate the best research results
for safe clinical practice, with quality and low cost.
Although EPB is a movement already discussed and used in countries as Canada,
United Kingdom, and the United States since the 90’s, in Brazil it is still unknown and little
used among nurses.
Due to the amount and complexity of information produced daily and disseminated in
the healthcare field, it becomes necessary for the nurse to gather the best available evidence
that answers a clinical question that needs to be understood, taking into consideration the
validity and relevance of the evidence found.
From this perspective, review articles, as well as other categories of scientific papers, are
studies that use bibliographic or electronic sources of information to obtain research results
from other authors, aiming to substantiate theoretically and scientifically a particular purpose3. However, in order for these review articles to produce quality results applicable in clinical practice, they must be conducted following a scientific method that gives them validity.
Thus, integrative and systematic reviews are meticulous research methods implemented to provide the best knowledge produced about a given research problem, so they can be
critically evaluated by a professional with clinical skills and subconsequently be incorporated
into the health care practice.
Integrative literature review is a method that aims to synthesize results obtained in
studies about a topic or issue, in a systematic, orderly and broad manner. It is referred to as
integrative because it provides further information on a subject/problem, thus establishing
a body of knowledge. Therefore, the reviewer/researcher can develop an integrative review
with different purposes, which can be directed to definition of concepts, theories review or
methodological analysis of studies about a specific subject.
This method allows the simultaneous inclusion of quasi-experimental and experimental studies, combining data from theoretical and empirical literature, providing a more complete comprehension of the theme of interest. The variety in the composition of a sample
of integrative review in conjunction with multiplicity of purposes of this method provides a
complete picture of complex concepts, theories or problems related to health care, which
are relevant to nursing. 2
For the construction of an integrative review it is necessary to follow six distinct steps,
being the identification of the topic and selection of hypothesis or research question; establishment of inclusion and exclusion criteria for the studies/sample or literature search; defining the information to be extracted from the selected studies/categorization of studies; assessment of the included studies; interpretation of results; and presentation of the review/
synthesis of knowledge.2
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A systematic review, unlike an integrative review, is a method used to answer a specific
question about a specific health care problem. It is an accurate synthesis of all studies related to an issue/question about a specific health problem cause, diagnosis and prognosis, but
often involves the effectiveness of an intervention for the solution of this problem. 3 Usually,
the studies included in these reviews are designed as experimental studies and are considered original work due to the methodological rigor.4
The performance of a systematic review involves the work of at least two researchers who will, independently, assess the methodological quality of each selected study,
using a research protocol. Basically, a systematic review may be conducted in seven
steps5, to be started with: a) construction of a research protocol that follows the same
rigor of a primary research; b) formulation of the research question using the PICO6 acronym, in which P corresponds to patient or population, I is the intervention, C is the
comparison or control and O is the outcome or result; c) search of studies with the definition of key words, research strategies in each of several electronic databases (Medline,
Cinahl, Embase, Lilacs, Cochrane Controlled Trials Database, SciSearch, among others);
d) selection and review of studies with the application of the predetermined inclusion
and exclusion criteria; e) critical evaluation of each article; f) data collection using instruments to analyze in pairs (two researchers simultaneously) the methodological validity. There are several tools that can be used in the analysis of methodological quality
of the studies included in the systematic review, as the instruments Scottish Intercollegiate Guidelines Network (SING)7, Jadad Scale8, among others. At this step the strength/
hierarchy of an evidence9-10, applicability of the results, the cost and relevant practice
are established, determining the boundaries between benefits and risks of a particular
intervention; g) and finally, the summary of results/data, where the studies should be
gathered based on the similarity among them. Each of these groups should be predetermined in the protocol, as well as the graphical and numerical presentation, to facilitate the understanding of the reader.
Once published, the review will receive suggestions and criticisms, which should be incorporated into subsequent editions, featuring a dynamic publication that must be updated
every time new studies on the subject arise.
The use of these two methods of research is the foundation of the evidence-based
practice (EBP). From them, nursing produces scientific knowledge to support decisionmaking about the best care offered to the patient and strengthens the profession.
The EBP is a challenging process for nurses, considering the significant increase in
scientific production in the area, the organizational barriers and the professionals’ individual, who must acquire skills and abilities necessary for the incorporation of research
in their daily practice.
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