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We are here for 10 years now with 
Cochrane mission 

Our mission: We are an independent, diverse, global organization that collaborates to 
produce trusted synthesized evidence, make it accessible to all, and advocate for its 
use. 
Our work is internationally recognized as the benchmark for high-quality information 
about the effectiveness of health care.

Kazan Imperial University 
(1804) ӛ 

Kazan State University ӛ 

Kazan Federal University 

Cochrane Russia 
established in 2015

ϣунхжмт ϫуццлєӛҏҎ ржч  |  10 years of Cochrane Russia
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Who we are
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Russian medical academy for continuous professional 
education(RMANPO), Institute for professional development

Centre for Knowledge Translation Cochrane Russia:

- Order of the Rector of RMANPO: 19 JanuaryҐҎҐҏ Ҍҗ
- Application approved by Cochrane: 20 April 2021

- RMANPO-Cochrane Agreement signed: 14 September2021
  Cochrane Russia at RMANPO launch:3 December2021

National Subscription for the Cochrane Library:

1 August2022 ӛfor the first time in historyӛ2023, 2024, 2025!

Who we are
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30 years ofCochrane

Over130000 members and supporters of Cochrane work in more than 190 countries

Our Global Community

QiQUM 2005 ӛ QiQUM 2010 ӛ QiQUM 2015 ĄĄĄ QiQUM 2025  
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Our collaboration
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Big Thank you to our guests! 

ϣунхжмт ϫуццлєӛҏҎ ржч  |  10 years of Cochrane Russia

Big Thank you to RUDN University
named after Patrice Lumumba! 



Big Thank you to our guests! 

QiQUM 2005 ӛ QiQUM 2010 ӛ QiQUM 2015 ĄĄĄ QiQUM 2025  



QiQUM 2005 ӛ QiQUM 2010 ӛ QiQUM 2015 ĄĄĄ QiQUM 2025
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2026 Issue 2 Sage Journals 

19 accepted contributions! 

Big Thank you to all contributors! 
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!
Big Thank 

you to 
Kazan 
State 

Medical 
University

! QiQUM 2005 ӛ QiQUM 2010 ӛ QiQUM 2015 ĄĄĄ QiQUM 2025  
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Yangqin X., Estill J., Khabsa J., Florez I.D., Guyatt G., Norris S., 

Myeong S., Akihiko O., Qaseem A., Schünemann H., Ruitai S., 

Yaolong C., Akl E. ʇʨʝʜʩʪʘʚʣʝʥʠʝ ʠʥʬʦʨʤʘʮʠʠ ʦ ʢʦʥʬʣʠʢʪʘʭ 

ʠʥʪʝʨʝʩʦʚ ʠ ʬʠʥʘʥʩʠʨʦʚʘʥʠʠ ʚ ʢʣʠʥʠʯʝʩʢʠʭ ʨʝʢʦʤʝʥʜʘʮʠʷʭ: 

ʢʦʥʪʨʦʣʴʥʳʡ ʩʧʠʩʦʢ RIGHT-COI&F // ʂʘʟʘʥʩʢʠʡ ʤʝʜʠʮʠʥʩʢʠʡ 

ʞʫʨʥʘʣ. - 2025. -ʊ. 106. -ˉ5. - C. 852-862. 
doi: 10.17816/KMJ691279

https://doi.org/10.17816/KMJ691279


Position
The best available evidence are to be 
contextualised at a national level to inform 
decision-making

Å In health policy and practice, 
Å In medical research and education, 

Å In public education.

1993 ӛ2023 30 years of Cochrane Collaboration
2015 ӛ2025 10 years of Cochrane Russia

QiQUM 2005 ӛ QiQUM 2010 ӛ QiQUM 2015 ĄĄĄ QiQUM 2025  
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Archie Cochrane s challenge

Photograph: Cardiff University Library, Cochrane Archive, University Hospital Llandough

¬It is surely a great 
criticism of our profession that we 
have not organised a critical 
summary, by specialty or 
subspecialty, adapted periodically, 
of all relevant randomised 
controlled trials.Ӓ

A. Cochrane 1979



Why systematic reviews?

Åefficient way to access the body of research
Åsaves time required for searching

Åcritical appraisal

Åinterpretation of results

Åexplore differences between studies

Åreliable basis for decision making
Åunbiased selection of relevant information

Åuseful for health care, policy, future research



What is Evidence-Based-Medicine?



Evidence-based medicine (EBM) is the 
practice of medicine in which a doctor
(1) finds, evaluates and applies 

diagnostic and treatment methods 
based on the best available current 
scientific facts (evidence),

(2) personal clinical experience,
(3) and the needs and preferences of 

each individual patient.

BMJ v.312, 1996 DavidL. Sackettet al (editorial): «Evidencebasedmedicineisthe conscientious, explicit, andjudicioususeof currentbestevidencein makingdecisionsabout the careof individualpatients. Without currentbestevidence, practicerisksbecomingrapidlyout of date, to the detrimentof patients.»

Evidence-based medicine

Welcome!
https://www.cochrane.org/

QiQUM 2005 ӛ QiQUM 2010 ӛ QiQUM 2015 ĄĄĄ QiQUM 2025  
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A systematic review following 
Cochrane methods

Unique methodology, which enables production of 
reliable and trustworthy evidence ӛ new knowledge 





The Mass Production of 
Redundant, Misleading, 
and Conflicted 
Systematic Reviews and 
MetaȤanalyses

IOANNIDIS, J.P.A. (2016), The Mass 
Production of Redundant, Misleading, 
and Conflicted Systematic Reviews 
and Meta-analyses. The Milbank 
Quarterly, 94: 485-
514.https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-
0009.12210

https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12210
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12210
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12210


The Mass Production of 
Redundant, Misleading, 
and Conflicted 
Systematic Reviews and 
MetaȤanalyses

IOANNIDIS, J.P.A. (2016), 
The Mass Production of 
Redundant, Misleading, 
and Conflicted Systematic 
Reviews and Meta-
analyses. The Milbank 
Quarterly, 94: 485-
514.https://doi.org/10.111
1/1468-0009.12210

https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12210
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12210
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12210
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-0009.12210


32. Jadad AR, Cook DJ, Jones 
A, et al. Methodology and 
reports of systematic reviews 
and meta-analyses: a 
comparison of Cochrane 
reviews with articles 
published in paper-based 
journals. JAMA. 
1998;280(3):278-280. 

33. Shea B, Moher D, Graham 
I, Pham B, Tugwell P. A 
comparison of the quality of 
Cochrane reviews and 
systematic reviews published 
in paper-based journals. Eval 
Health Prof. 2002;25(1):116- 
129. 

34. Fleming PS, Seehra J, 
Polychronopoulou A, 
Fedorowicz Z, Pandis N. 
Cochrane and non-Cochrane 
systematic reviews in leading 
orthodontic journals: a 
quality paradigm? Eur J 
Orthod. 2013;35(2):244-248.



˴͊͟ ͤ͊ͣ ͔͍ͨͦͫͨ͊ͭΈ ͙͙͒ͭ ͍ ͎ͤͦͯ ͫͦ 
͍͔͔͔ͪͣͤͣΚ1

o 2010:͍ ͔͒ͤΈ ͙͍ͨͯ͋ͦ͊ͦͫ͟͡͡Έ ͦͦͦ͟͡ мм ͙͔͙ͫͫͭͣ͊ͭ;͔͙ͫ͟ͻ ͍ͦ͋ͦͪͦ͘2;

o 2019:͎ͦ͒ͯ Ήͭ͊ ͼ͙ͺͪ͊ ͔͍ͨͪ·͙ͫ͊͡ срΤ 

o ˿͔͎ͦ͒ͤΎ ό2021ύΥ ͦ͒ͤ͊ ͋͊͊͘ ͒͊ͤͤ·ͻ ͔͙ͫͦ͒ͪ͗ͭ ͦͦͦ͟͡ фллл 
ͦ͋ͦ͋΅͔͙͚ͤ ͔͒ͦ͊͊ͭ͘͟͡Έ͍ͫͭΣ ͦͭͤͦͫΎ΅͙ͻͫΎ ͭͦ͡Έͦ͟ ͟ COVID-19(!!! ), 
͙͔ͨͪͣͪͤͦ нм ͦ͋ͦͪ͘ ͤ͊ ͊͗͒͟·͚ ͔͒ͤΈ ͫ ͔ͭͻ ͨͦͪΣ ͊͟͟ ˤ˻˭ 
ͦͻ͔͙͍͊ͪ͊ͭͪͦ͊͊͘͟͡ ͍ͫͨ·΄ͯ͟ ͊͟͟ ͔͙ͨ͊ͤ͒ͣΌΦ 

o ˤ ͍͙ͫͦͦͯͨͤͦͫͭ͟ Ήͭͦ ͦͤ͊͘;͔͊ͭΣ ;ͭͦ ͍ͪ͊;͙Σ ͙͙͙ͨͦͭ͟͡ ͙ ͎͙͔͒ͪͯ ͙͡ͼ͊Σ 
ͦͭ;͊Ύͤͤͦ ͤͯ͗͒͊Ό΅͙͔ͫΎ ͍ ͍͙͔͊ͭͦͪͭͭͤ·ͻ ͦ͋ͦͪ͊͘ͻ ͔͒ͦ͊͊ͭ͘͟͡Έ͍ͫͭΣ 
͎ͣͦͯͭ ͫ ͭͪͯ͒ͦͣ ͚͙ͤ͊ͭ ͭͦΣ ;ͭͦ ͙ͣ ͤͯ͗ͤͦΦϝ1

1. Nature 593, 168 (2021) doi: https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
2. Bastian, H., Glasziou, P. & Chalmers, I.PLoS Med.7, e1000326 (2010).

EDITORIAL12 MAY 2021

AltmanD.G. Thescandalof
poormedicalresearch. BMJ
1994; 308: 283, doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.3
08.6924.283

https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.308.6924.283
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.308.6924.283


How COVID broke the evidence pipeline
The pandemic stress-tested the way the world 
produces evidence τ and revealed all the flaws.
Helen Pearson
Nature NEWS FEATURE 12 May 2021

doi: https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01246-x

˴͊͟ COVID ͤ ͊ͪͯ΄͙͡ ͨͦͭͦ͟ 
͔͒ͦ͊͊ͭ͘͟͡Έ͍ͫͭ.
˽͔͙͊ͤ͒ͣΎ ͍͔͎ͨͦ͒ͪ͊͡ ͔ͫͭͪͫͫ-
͔͙͍͙ͭͫͭͪͦ͊ͤΌ ͭͦΣ ͊͟͟ ͙ͣͪ 
͙͔ͫͦ͋ͪ͊ͭ ͔͒ͦ͊͊ͭ͘͟͡Έ͍ͫͭ͊Σ ͙ 
͍·Ύ͍͙͊͡ ͍͔ͫ ͔͙ͤ͒ͦͫͭ͊ͭ͟



Ϫуржктѐ рлърухуълтлрл длехунцлърухуълт г ржьжтлл рѓежм цCOVID-
19, лрл г фхущлрбнчлнж лтщжнылл ш рѓежмӅ нучухѐж фуегжхдрлцё
гукежмцчглѓ глхшцбӋ ϫϜϠϹϧϜ Ϩϗ ϪϫϩϬϭϩϧ ϺϠ϶ϣϜ

ϣрѓьжгбє лтщухсбылєӆ

ÅϚлехунцлърухуълттж цтлзбжч цсжхчтуцчёучCOVID-19 лӅ
гжхуєчтуӅтж шсжтёэбжч ьлцру рѓежмӅ нучухѐс тжувъуелсб
сжъбтльжцнбє гжтчлрєылє Ӧлцншццчгжттбє гжтчлрєылє ржднлъӧӄ

ÅϚлехунцлърухуълт гѐкѐгбрвурёэж тжзжрбчжрётѐъ ђщщжнчуг, 
ьжс фрбыжву-чжхбфлєӅ ъучєӅ фуъузжӅ ьчу ут тж шгжрльлгбр
ьлцру цжхёжктѐъ тжзжрбчжрётѐъ ђщщжнчугӄ

Åϧѐтж ешсбжсӅ ьчу цржешжч тбьлтбчё тугѐж лццржеугбтлєфу
лкшьжтлѓдлехунцлърухуълтберє ржьжтлєCOVID-19.



ϣбн тбс фуцфжгбчё лечл г тудш цу гхжсжтжсӋ1

o ӗӈнудеб хбкхбклчцє цржешѓюбє фбтежслєӅ л гцж вшешч
лцнбчё еунбкбчжрёцчгбӅ тжувъуелсу увжцфжьлчёӅ ьчувѐ
нбьжцчгжттѐж увкухѐ вѐрл ггжхъш хжкшрёчбчуг фулцнбӅ
уцчбгрєє кб цувум гуртш цустлчжрётѐъӄӘ

o «Ϩу фхлкѐг ϗхьл ϣунхжмтб ғҎ-ржчтжм ебгтуцчл у чусӅ ьчу
хжэжтлє еурзтѐ уцтугѐгбчёцє тб цчхудлъ
еунбкбчжрёцчгбъӅ гбзтжжӅ ьжс нудеб-рлвуӅ лӅ тжцсучхє тб
чуӅ ьчу гцж шцчбрлӅ сѐ еурзтѐ фхлцчшфлчё н хбвучж
цжмьбцӅ ьчувѐ г цржешѓюлм хбк сѐ судрл фхжеуцчбглчё
вуржж нбьжцчгжттѐж л вѐцчхѐж еунбкбчжрёцчгбӄӘ1

Nature 593, 168 (2021) doi: 
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w

EDITORIAL12 MAY 2021

o ϯштебсжтчбрётѐж фхлтылфѐ еунбкбчжрётум сжелылтѐ
тжкѐвржсѐӇ ђчу фхуыжццѐӅ нучухѐж тжувъуелсу
хбкглгбчёӄ

o ϣудеб вѐру цукебту ϣунхжмтугцнуж цучхшетльжцчгуӅ
жду уцтугбчжрл ктбрлӅ ьчу увкухѐ еурзтѐ хждшрєхту
увтугрєчёцє ц шьжчус фуцржетлъ лццржеугбтлм.

https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-021-01255-w


ÅOfficial partnership relations with 
the WHO
ÅWHO commissions Cochrane 

Reviews
ÅWHO follows Cochrane 

methodology in fulfilling its 
mandate 

WhySystematic Reviews?
To sum up research data to facilitate informed decision-making

Cochrane systematic reviewsӛ

the Gold standard, the 

benchmark of quality of 

evidence in health owing to 

independence and 

Cochrane CoI policies

Evidence synthesis: 
Meta-analysis =/= 
Systematic review! 
Critical appraisal and managing bias!



Cochrane Conflict of Interests Policies



QUOTE OF THE DAY

ӑ FME:=J G> K;@GD9JK MK= L@= H@J9K= ӏgarbage in, garbage outӐ O@=F
discussing meta-analyseKӈ :ML ALӐK 9;LM9DDQ OGJK= L@9F L@9Lӄ 'LӐK L9CAF?
?9J:9?= 9F< L@=F ;GFNAF;AF? =N=JQGF= AL @9K LMJF=< AFLG ?GD<ӄӒ

Stuart Buck, who leads the non-profit Good Science Project, argues that a meta-analysis mentioned by US health leader Robert F. Kennedy Jr. 
linking fluoride to lower IQs relies on low -quality studies, as evidenced by a recent re-analysis. (Good Science blog | 4 min read)

Reference:JAMA Pediatrics paper & OSF preprint (not peer reviewed)

ϱϡϭϗϭϗ ϛϨϺ
ӗϪхл увцшзежтллсжчб-бтбрлкугшьітѐж лцфурёкшѓч щхбкш«сшцух тб
гъуежӅ сшцух тб гѐъуеж» Ȼту тб цбсус ежрж утл Ӧсжчб-бтбрлкѐӧ ъшзжӅ
ьжс ђчуӄ
ϸчу нбн гкєчё сшцух л швжзебчё гцжъӅ ьчу ут Ӧсшцухӧ фхжгхбчлрцє г
куручу.»

Stuart Buck, who leads the non-profit Good Science Project, argues that a meta-analysis mentioned by US health leader Robert F. Kennedy Jr. 
linking fluoride to lower IQs relies on low -quality studies, as evidenced by a recent re-analysis. (Good Science blog | 4 min read)

Reference:JAMA Pediatrics paper & OSF preprint (not peer reviewed)

https://nature.us17.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2c6057c528fdc6f73fa196d9d&id=5b345961e2&e=5a229fbb13
https://nature.us17.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2c6057c528fdc6f73fa196d9d&id=d1616a7f97&e=5a229fbb13
https://nature.us17.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2c6057c528fdc6f73fa196d9d&id=5b68d00853&e=5a229fbb13
https://nature.us17.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2c6057c528fdc6f73fa196d9d&id=ae10e8581c&e=5a229fbb13
https://nature.us17.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2c6057c528fdc6f73fa196d9d&id=5b345961e2&e=5a229fbb13
https://nature.us17.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2c6057c528fdc6f73fa196d9d&id=d1616a7f97&e=5a229fbb13
https://nature.us17.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2c6057c528fdc6f73fa196d9d&id=5b68d00853&e=5a229fbb13
https://nature.us17.list-manage.com/track/click?u=2c6057c528fdc6f73fa196d9d&id=ae10e8581c&e=5a229fbb13


Managing bias
Cochrane reviews:
Unique methodology 
for Risk of Bias (RoB) 
assessment with 
continuous 
development and 
upgrading of RoB tools



ҏҕ лѓтє ҐҎҐғӛкбфшцн увтугріттудуӅ
увяжелтіттуду цбмчб ϣунхжмт



Key features of a systematic 
review

Åclearly stated objectives ӛ review / research question

Åpre-defined eligibility criteria

Åexplicit, reproducible methodology - PROTOCOL

Åsystematic search

Åassessment of validity of included studies

Åsystematic synthesis and presentation of findings



Steps of a Cochrane Review ӛ a lifetime commitment

1. define the research question

2. plan eligibility criteria

3. plan methods

4. search for studies

5. apply eligibility criteria

6. collect data

7. assess studies for risk of bias

8. analyse and present results

9. interpret results and draw conclusions

10. improve and update review

publish protocol

publish review

publish update

register title



Ϭчбчё бгчухус
ϣунхжмтугцнуду
увкухб



Why develop a Cochrane review? 
Motivation

Åresolve conflicting evidence

Åsupport practice
Åaddress uncertainty

Åexplore variations

Åconfirm current practice (or not)

Åidentify need for future research

Summarize evidence to help 
people make decisions



The review team

Åreview must be undertaken by more than one person

Åallows double-checking
Åeligibility of included studies

Ådata collection and entry

Årisk of bias assessment

Ådifferent areas of expertise
Åclinical (multidisciplinary)

Åsystematic review methods (including statistics)

Åuser perspective (patients, care-givers, public, professional, settings)

Åcomplete a review proposal form

Åconsider establishing an advisory group



Declaration of interest

Ånot permitted:
Åa review funded or conducted by commercial organisation 

with a vested interest in the findings
Åan author directly employed by a commercial organisation 

with an interest in the intervention
Åan author who holds a patent relating to the intervention

Ådeclare other potential conflicts
Åfinancial (all sources of funding & in-kind support)

Åpersonal / intellectual (e.g. authorship of a potentially 
included study, practice in a clinical area)

Ådecisions at the discretion of the Funding Arbiter
http:// community.cochrane.org/editorial-and-publishing-policy-resource/ethical-considerations/conflicts-
interest-and-cochrane-reviews



Resources for your review

Åtime
Åhow much time does each author have?
Åwhat tasks need to be done? by whom?
Åhow long will each task take?
Åup to 1-2 years in total

Åexpertise
Ålibrary (database access, interlibrary loans, advice)
Åstatistical

Åoffice supplies and technology
Å computers, internet access, phone calls/conferences, 

printing, photocopying



Review Manager (RevMan)

Åmandatory  software
Åaccess your review from the Archie database

Åtemplate for protocol or review structure

Åwrite the text of your review

Åstatistical analysis

Åeditorial and publication

Åneed a Cochrane Account
Åask your CRG

Åhttp://community.cochrane.org/tools/review-
production-tools/revman-5 

See User Guide and Tutorial on the RevMan Help menu

http://community.cochrane.org/tools/review-production-tools/revman-5
http://community.cochrane.org/tools/review-production-tools/revman-5
http://community.cochrane.org/tools/review-production-tools/revman-5
http://community.cochrane.org/tools/review-production-tools/revman-5
http://community.cochrane.org/tools/review-production-tools/revman-5
http://community.cochrane.org/tools/review-production-tools/revman-5
http://community.cochrane.org/tools/review-production-tools/revman-5
http://community.cochrane.org/tools/review-production-tools/revman-5


Lifetime commitment: our cerebrolysin review


