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. . 2. Copenhagen 28/482 18/487 NS
4. Dublin o
s Lond ® © ® ® ® ? 3. Danver 41/230 6/115 P<.05
. Lun
® o ® ® @ @ 4. Dublin 158/6474 144/6490 NS
6. Melbourre 1976 o @ ® ® e 2 5. Lund 4812029 37/2015 NS
7. Melbourne 1981
‘ ® o ® ® ® A 6. Melbourne 1976 39/175 24175 NS
8. New Delhi 2 5 ® ® ® o 7. Melbourne 1981 18/445 10/482 NS
9. Seattle ® ® ® ® ° = 8. New Delhi 17/50 11/50 NS
OTSE > 9. Seattle 19/122 19/124 NS
. Sheffield ® 2 ® ® ® &
. . 10. Sheffield 24/253 11/251 P<.05
. low-risk . high-risk 2 | Unclear-risk




R4 PG RAE

— RO R /R AG R AN/ R TR B E

RS R R E—I /= FERaiE 5T

CTG 1A Statistical CTG 1A Statistical
Stud
Y (N) (N) Results Study (/N) (n/N) Results
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3. Danver 16/230 0/115 P<.05 3. Danver 64/230 27/115 NS
43 Dublin 25/6474 10/6490 P<.05 4. Dublin 528/6474 407/6490 P<.05
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2. Copenhagen 194/482 195/487 NS 2. Copenhagen 2/485 3/493 NS
3. Danver 63/230 32/115 NS 3. Danver 21242 1/241 NS
4. Dublin 4. Dublin 14/6530 14/6554 NS
5. Lund 1024/2029 929/2015 P<.05 3, (L0
6. Melbourne 1976 109/175 110/175 NS N e R TR NS
th MG ALK 7. Melbourne 1981 1/445 0/482 NS
. New Delhi
8. New Delni 8. New Delhi
9. Seattle 41/122 50/124 NS
9. Seattle 17/122 18/124 NS
10. Sheffield
10. Sheffield 0/253 1/251 NS
F12 3 5L A R B — R TR #13 Bk RASRAE—Apgar ) <757 (i &1 - 5518)
1A Statistical CTG 1A Statistical
Study (IN) Results Study (IN) (N) Results
1. Athens 31/739 18/680 NS 1. Athens 31/746 26/682 NS
2. Copenhagen 2. Copenhagen 0/485 2/493 NS
3. Danver 3. Danver 4/233 1/116 NS
4. Dublin 5/540 11/535 NS 4. Dublin
5. Lund 56/2029 39/2015 NS
6. Melbourne 1976 5. Lund 8(72)/2029 3(53)/2015 NS
7. Melbourne 1981 6. Melbourne 1976
8. New Delhi
7. Melbourne 1981 39/445 40/482 NS
9. Seattle .
10. Sheffield 8. New Delhi 3(1)/50 4(3)/50 NS
9. Seattle 9/122 4/124 NS
10. Sheffield 0/253 2/251 NS
#15 Frd pIaNEIE — Pl (=
14 PrHE R AL R B — R o R AR A
— Stud CTG 1A Statistical
Study CTG 1A Statistical y (N) () Results
(n/N) (n/N) Results
1. Athens 0/746 2/682 NS
1. Athens 1/746 2/682 NS
h 2. Copenhagen 0/485 0/493 NS
2. Copenhagen 3. Danver 21233 1116 NS
3. Danver 4. Dublin 12/6530  27/6554 P<.05
4. Dublin 5. Lund
5. Lund 6. Melbourne 1976 01175 4175 NS
6. Melbourne 1976 7. Melbourne 1981
7. Melbourne 1981 8. New Delhi
8. New Delhi 9. Seattle 71122 71124 NS
9. Seattle 10. 0/253 1/251 NS
1

0. Sheffield




16 Fik A R RIS R

Study

cTG
(N)

1A
(N)

Statistical
Results

BT FA SRR 212 | A T B

CTG 1A Statistical

Study (N) (N) Results

. Athens

Athens
Copenhagen
Danver

Lund
Melbourne 1976
Melbourne 1981
New Delhi
Seattle

10. Sheffield

SOOI ORCIEE

Dublin 12/6527 10/6552 NS

16/82 7191 p<<.05

1

2. Copenhagen

3. Danver

4. Dublin

5. Lund

6. Melbourne 1976

7. Melbourne 1981

8. New Delhi

9. Seattle 7182 2/91 NS
10. Sheffield

212 A REMERT AN
EORRFRAFFE: JAEtERmes. REER B, SRR

R19 Frae L& RRR—NICUR B (%)

18 FAL LA AR —E ™ NICUI

CTG 1A Statistical -
Study (N) (VN) Results Study (Cn;\‘f) (r'lﬁ\‘ ) Sg‘::tfl'f:'
1. Athens 1047746 102/682 NS - . =
2. Copenhagen 51/485 49/493 NS 1. Athens > S N
3. Danver 35/242 28/241 NS £ (R
4. Dublin 547/6530 543/6554 NS 3 Daz‘l/.er
5. Lund 58/2029 4312015 NS o
6. Melbourne 1976 11/175 30/175 p<<.05 & (LI
7. Melbourne 1981 50/445 48/482 NS R
8. New Delhi 1/50 4150 NS ; ":"'e'bgulr;? e , ie s
. New Delhi .
9. Seattle 9. Seattle
10. Sheffield 451253 431251 NS L0 Sheffieli
20 HRRMRNRE (8) 21 B AERNEE ()
BRP<OSHTIR  RAEMGRINIIR
RRRRA ) O AR HRP<OSMT Mk RITS (>
HEE 2 (CTG>IA) J— B
I/ FHIRE S B
(AT FURE S E) 4 (CTG>IA) 1 ﬁfiﬁ—iﬁt 2
™ N ApgariFay <74 (441,
IRl SR BRI A 4 (CTG>IA) 1 S5455k) 2
RS P EEATHI T B 8
EROREAREREANR o cromia . kil G
R BT RS/ TR E 25 5 i:1id 2 1 (CTG>IA) 9
BIERA/RS ERMEHEER 2 (CTG>I1A) 2 M CTeZI 3
S 8 128 BENHH RN o
RS, Sy g EANICUIE 1 (CTG<IA) 1
NICUtEBE R (R 8

fig 5. R




FERICTGINH [ 2RI (%
E;E’F} {0 FRECTGRIRLIA - USRI Y

Authors’ Conclusion

FFCTGIEEMHIA » FFoRIE J;ssrr;jigﬁﬁﬁ R R
g?@CTGﬁIﬁKIA s BRI B ST e 5 B
J:

= PR

Bt~ PR PIFINAIPREVER B R

.

Reference

Haggerty LA. Continuous electronic fetal monitoring:
contradictions between practice and research [J]. J
Obstet Gynecol Neonatal Nurs, 1999, 28(4):409-416.
Dildy GA 3rd. Intrapartum assessment of the fetus:
historical and evidence-based practice [J]. Obstet
Gynecol Clin North Am, 2005, 32(2):255-271.

ERARIR, 5% 1 . AE IS 7] i By s MG S S R A6 R
BB HELFBEL 2009,7(10):1055-1056.

Jadad AR, Moore RA, Carroll D. Assessing the
quality of reports ofrandomized clinical trials: is
blinding necessary? Control Clin Trials 1996;17:1-12.

5;:;34' "I 5;:;34' "I
Reference Reference

» Vintzileos AM, Nochimson DJ, Antsaklis A, et

al.Comparison of intrapartum electronic fetal heart
rate monitoring versus intermittent auscultation in
detecting fetal acidemia at birth. Am J Obstet
Gynecol. 1995 Oct;173(4):1021-4.

Vintzileos AM, Antsaklis A, Varvarigos |, Papas C,
Sofatzis I, Montgomery JT.A randomized trial of
intrapartum electronic fetal heart rate monitoring
versus ntermittent auscultation.Obstet Gynecol.
1993 Jun;81(6):899-907.

Neldam S, Osler M, Hansen PK, Nim J, Smith SF,
Hertel J.Intrapartum fetal heart rate monitoring in a
combined low- and high-risk population: a controlled
clinical trial. European Journal of Obstetrics &

Gynecology and Reproductiv;,f?logy 1986;23:1-11.

Haverkamp AD, Orleans M, Langendoerfer S,
et al.A controlled trial of the differential
effects of intrapartum fetal monitoring.
American Journal of Obstetrics and
Gynecology 1979;134:399-412.
Langendoerfer S, Haverkamp AD, Murphy J,
et al.Pediatric follow-up of a randomized
controlled trial of intrapartum fetal
monitoring techniques. Journal of Pediatrics

1980;97(1):103—7. 3
| AN R N8 R 8
R

Reference

Ellison PH, Foster M, Sheridan-Pereira M, MacDonald
D.Electronic fetal heart monitoring, auscultation, and
neonatal outcome. American Journal of Obstetrics
and Gynecology 1991;164(5Pt 1):1281-9.

Grant A, O’Brien N, Joy MT, Hennessy E, MacDonald
D.Cerebral palsy among children born during the
Dublin randomised trial of intrapartum monitoring.
Lancet 1989;8674:1233-6.

Macdonald D, Grant A, Sheridan-Pereira M, Boylan P,
Chalmers I.The Dublin randomized controlled trial of
intrapartum fetal heart rate monitoring. American
Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology
1985;152(5):524-39.

LERE SR RLR R

E{j" o e

Reference

Herbst A, Ingemarsson I. Intermittent versus
continuous electronic fetal monitoring in labour: a
randomized study. British Journal of Obstetrics and
Gynaecology 1994;101:663-8.

Renou P, Chang A, Anderson |, Wood C. Controlled
trial of fetal intensive care. American Journal of
Obstetrics and Gynecology 1976;126(4):470-6.
Wood C, Renou P, Oats J, Farrell E, Beischer N,
Anderson |. A controlled trial of fetal heart rate
monitoring in a low-risk obstetric population.
American Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology
1981;141(5):527-34.

M. Madaan, S.S. Trivedi.Intrapartum electronic fetal
monitoring vs. intermittent auscultauon in
postcesarean pregnancies Int tional Journal of.
Gynecology and Obstetrics . ,94: 12 @uun DB eoearas




Reference

Larson EB, van Belle G, Shy KK, Luthy DA,et al .Fetal
monitoring and predictions by clinicians: observations during a
randomized clinical trial in very low birth weight infants.
Obstetrics & Gynecology 1989;74(4):584-89.

Luthy DA, Shy KK, van Belle G, Larson EB, et al.A randomized
trial of electronic fetal monitoring inpreterm labor. Obstetrics &
Gynecology 1987;69(5):687-95.

Shy KK, Luthy DA, Bennett FC, et al.Effects of electronic fetal
heart rate monitoring, as compared with periodic auscultation,
on the neurologic development of premature infants. New
England Journal of Medicine 1990;322(9):588-93.

Kelso IM, Parsons RJ, Lawrence GF, Arora SS, Edmonds
DK,Cooke ID. An assessment of continuous fetal heart rate
monitoring in labor: a randomized trial. American Journal of
Obstetrics and Gynecology 1978;131(5):526-32.

I 4
’ LHRR BN B R 8
WIS DLLEOE OF MATA(

Thank You

7
’ CHR SR RLR S

W A




