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Abstract




This article presented a new and simple numerical index to help peer reviewers of scientific articles in assessment of the updated references and knowledge used in a given article. The Charkawi Update Index CUI index proposed in this article is based on giving a score out of ten that indicate the number of recent publications in the last 5 or 10 years. The CUI-index aims to maintain high levels of quality, improve processing and provide reliability. It also, aims to decrease the amount of subjectivity in the judgment process of peer reviewing. This Index (CUI) could be applied to any article, review papers, case reports, books and even research projects. The CUI-index provided a simple, yet indicative and accurate way in assessment of how original and timely the article being reviewed. It also, helps in detection of any irrelevant and weak evidences in the discussion section of the reviewed articles. 









Introduction

Designing the future system, by which we evaluate papers and decide which ones deserve broad attention and deep reading, is a great challenge of our time. The reviewer' job as a journal advisor is to make sure that the best possible research appears in print. The purpose of peer review is to ensure



a.	High standard, checking that no mistakes in procedure or logic have been made;



b.	That the results presented support the conclusion drawn;



c.	That no mistakes in citations to previous work have been made;



d.	That all human and animal protocols conducted follow proper review and approval by appropriate Institutional Review Committees; and, very importantly,



e.	That the work is original and relevant [1].



History



Since the first prototype professional peer-review process was started in the ninth century in the Ethics of the Physician written by Ishaq bin Ali al-Rahwi (854-931). His work indicates that a visiting physician must make duplicate notes of a patient's condition on every visit. When the patient healed or had died, the notes of the physician were examined by a local medical council of other physicians, who would decide whether the treatment had met the required standards of medical service [2]. Peer review is the evaluation of work by one or more people of similar proficiency to the producers of the work (peers). It constitutes a form of selforganization by qualified members of a profession within the relevant field. Peer review methods are employed to maintain high levels of quality, improve processing, and provide reliability. In academia peer review is often used to rule out an academic paper’s appropriateness for publication.


Problem



As peer reviews process has many merits, it has also, some limitations. Yoshitaka Fujii currently holds the record for the most fraudulent articles of the scientific community. The Japanese anesthesiologist, who faked 172 papers, was dismissed by the University of Toho for lacking proper ethical approval for clinical studies in several of his papers. It later emerged that there was no evidence Fujii had collected any of the data published in his later retracted articles. Like many cases of fraud, this scenario raises questions about how misconduct went undetected for so long. In a world of peer review and hard data, how can fraudulent cases of such epic proportion be possible? And potential fraud is not the only concern; peer review is supposedly a central pillar of modern science, but a growing number of scientists are speaking out about what they regard to be unacceptable flaws in the system [2,3]. One of the major problems that confront the process of reviewing articles is to keep it as quality-control system for published articles and concurrent to be far apart from being a subjective process of evaluation that have bias and errors [4].



Unless universal standards are formulated, manuscript reviews remain subjective, imperfect and inconsistent at best. The time has come to reconsider the parameters of this system. This article aims to set a standard criterion in evaluation of Review of literature updates that help reviewers in the assessment of the reviewed articles by a numerical scoring system that indicates the overall originality and latest in cutting edge research of the paper submitted. The date of the reference is very important. Some topics, such as those in the health-related sciences, require contemporary information. Other subjects, such as Geology, value older material as well as current. However, Knowing the time n frame of the topic and examine the timeliness of the article is totally subjective and rating such; up-to-date, out-of-date, or timeless cannot help the reviewer to achieve a proper evaluation.



Charkawi Updates Index CUI



This Index will target peer review of research manuscripts submitted to scientific journals, but many of the elements of peer review can be applied to other areas, such as grants and books. The review section should include up to date references and be based on as wide and thorough a search of sources as possible. This simple score depend on counting the references included in the published article within the last five years from the publication acceptance date. Not only have that but included also, the evaluation of updated references in the discussion section and it shows to the reviewers how much the authors validated their results according to the most updated knowledge in the field examined.


If the total count of the references published in the last five years was



a.	100% this equal to score 10/10



b.	75% this equal to score 9/10


c.	50% this equal to score 8/10



d.	25% this equal to score 7/10



e.	15% this equal to score 6/10



f.	10% this equal to score 5/10



g.	5% this equal to score 4/10



h.	Less than 5% this equal to score 2/10



A slight modification could be made especially in review papers that are considered millstones and bench mark in literature review and as it should cover the history and origin of the tested idea. This is achieved by counting references that were published in the last 10 years back from appearance of the article:



a.	100% this equal to score 9/10



b.	75% this equal to score 8/10



c.	50% this equal to score 7/10


d.	25%	this equal to score 6/10



e.	15%	this equal to score 5/10



f.	10%	this equal to score 4/10



g.	5%	this equal to score 3/10



h.	Less than 5% this equal to score 1/10




This numerical system was based on that usually any article could have only few updated references and almost never happened that an article was 100% updated. An article could be rated updated if it is more than 50% and moderately updated if it is more than 25% and poorly updated if less than 15%. This Index (CUI) could be applied to review papers, case reports and even research projects. The Impact Factor (IF) which is a measure reflecting the average number of citations to recent articles published in the journal. However, all journals have a profusion of citations, and even the best have some deceitful papers and some miserably defective ones. So, it is ludicrous to judge an individual paper solely on the IF of the journal in which it is published [5]. The Eigenfactor (EF), on the other hand scores are measures of a journal's importance and overall value provided by all of the articles published in a given journal in a year. It is apparent that no single guide sufficiently quantifies the creativeness of an article [5]. Both IF and EF can be used in combination with CUI-index to evaluate the work of individual This article in the discussion section and to detect any weak logic or irrelevant evidence.



Benefits



There is a strong consensus that the peer review process should include written reviews and numerical ratings. These classic fundamentals of peer review continue to be useful. The CUI index has many advantages. It gives the reviewers a numerical tool that helps them in assessment of the originality of the paper submitted, review coverage to all aspects of the subject and meanwhile to evaluate objectively the validity of the research to the current knowledge in the field. However, it helps reviewers to avoid largely speculative criticisms not supported by specific data or literature; or lack of evidence that the criticisms are actually relevant to the specific data in the paper [6-8]. It also, reflects high ethical standards for both the reviewer and the author/s. This index helps the reviewer to detect fraud as well as any weak and unsupported logic especially in the discussion section. A true example of weak evidences just occurred. I was reviewing an article that is supposed to appear in January 2014 about hollow implants. The author used- as an evidence to support his logic for using the hollow implant- an article that was published in 1988. The author did not recognize that during this last 26 years, the hollow implant is no longer in use, and showed many problems such as bone saucerization, implant mobility or continuous pain in the implant area. Histology in many cases indicated a progressive bone resorption that extended down to the hollow basket area of the implant [9].



This implant does not even manufactured anymore! Because I have applied the CUI-index in this particular case, I was able to identify why the logic that the author depending on is completely irrelevant, unjustified and unacceptable. In the last eight articles that I have reviewed, it was found that CUI index was as follow (Table 1). In the other hand, CUI-index encourages authors to review the recent research papers in their domain and incorporated them in their articles. It provides a strong incentive for authors to heed the advice and to improve the paper [8]. As a reviewer to many scientific journals, I have implemented this index for many years during the process of reviewing articles and generated this numerical score that helped the overall evaluation process. I have found that this index is beneficial and decrease the amount of subjectivity in the judgment process. Kriegeskorte et al. [8] emphasized that the most important traits for a reviewer to have are courtesy, fairness, and punctuality [8]. However, this index arguably may also, provide a definitive signal of a paper's de-facto importance.



Table 1: CUI index.

[image: ]





Limitations



The proposed index although indicative; it is still cover only single facet of the peer review process. However, further attempts in transferring the peer review process to an objective quality- control method should be given ways to appear.



Conclusion



The CUI- index proposed in this article that depends on counting the references cited in a certain article in the last five year before publication provided a simple, yet efficient and accurate way in assessment of how original and timely the article being reviewed.
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