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Ethics in Progress appears in open-access modus (https://pressto.amu.edu.pl/index.php/eip/about). It publishes papers concerned with contemporary ethics – theoretical and applied/practical – and closely related issues. Conducting research on and promoting moral competence (judgment and decision making) is also one of the journal's permanent topics. 

Submitted manuscripts should present original research, in particular on topical or new issues, have relevant objectives or hypotheses, use valid methods, contain analysis, discussion, up-to-date references, and be accompanied by sound abstracts, catchy titles and keywords (closely related to the main body of the text) – these elements will make it more likely for a submission to be selected at the end of the double-blind peer reviewing process. These are also the core criteria that a Reviewer should use to assess a manuscript.    

We practice a double-blind peer review procedure. 
A Peer Reviewer reviews the contents in terms of academic research standards: purposefulness, research excellence, and research integrity. 
        
Research reported in manuscripts should, therefore, be reported in a logical and coherent but non-technical way. A submission should be clearly structured. Its methodological section should include a research statement (and an ethical statement, if applicable). The data and results should be documented (data files and figures may be separately presented to a Peer Reviewer, on their explicit request). 
Submissions must be appropriately referenced (APA system). 
Submitted articles undergo double-blind reviewing process. Authors are provided with support for preparing their articles by the Guidelines. 
Ethics in Progress defines its peer review and publication standards in accordance with the the policies of COPE. This applies to copyright, intellectual property, and research integrity standards.   
Please note: Ethics in Progress follows best practices for peer reviewing process. Avoiding biased judgments and personal comments, and signaling the conflict of interest belong to them. 
All submissions are checked full for plariarism. 


A Peer Reviewers Consent: 


Reviewer’s Name: 
Affiliation: 
Contact Information/e-mail: 

I agree to provide a double-blind peer review of this submission / I reject: 
Signature:   
Date: 


The submitted manuscript should be assessed in accordance with the following criteria and through answering questions as instructed below:


	Title of article: 

	
…..
…..


Type: 
Research article 
Review article 
Book review 




Dear Reviewer, please give your overall assessment below and add any confidential comments: 
 

Accept without revisions: 


Accept with minor revisions:		    	 
(please specify revisions below)			    
                                                                          
Accept with major revisions (please specify them below): 
2nd peer review would then be recommended; 
2nd peer review not necessary (please select and stress)


Not suitable for EIP (you may suggest another journal):  

Reject / I recommend to reject this submission: 

……………………
The Reviewer’s reasons to justify their decision (please note that Rejection needs an exhaustive but respectful justification): 

……...
………
………



 


Would you re-review this submission (if major revisions were recommended)?

YES       NO 

· Please take notice, that the Authors are eligible to submit their arguments/justification if they prefer not to follow all the critical remarks of the Reviewer
Relevance to the “Ethics in Progress” or to a special EIP issue:  

· high priority

· medium priority 
 
· low priority  
 
· not relevant    

Does the manuscript offer original, relevant or new information (or method, or content analysis) (please comment/highlight briefly if included): 


YES:                      

NO: 
  
 
	Copyright, licensed materials (e.g., licensed tables or graphs), intellectual property: NO objections
	If any, please remark:  

	...
	…




Scientific qualities: purposefulness, methods, results, argument, analysis/statistical analysis, discussion, references – what is the submitted manuscripts’s real strength? (check-listed)
…………..
…………..
………….



Weak sides – requiring improvement: 
…………
………… 
…………


Sections that could be removed or shortened (proponowane skróty):

…..

….. (leave blank if N/A)


Title, abstract, keywords: is the abstract sound and comprehensive? Well structured? (the first two lines must be ‘catchy’). The abstract must present the main research topic, the controversy or hypothesis discussed, and must mention the authors’ most important research contribution reported in the manuscript. Length: ca. 100 words, with no references. 

………..
……….

References: 
Does the submittes article contain up-to-date references? 

……….
………


Advice for Author(s) concerning the abstract (can also be provided by Editors, with guidelines)
……….
………..
 
Are the keywords well selected? YES    NO       

 ……….




Is an ethical statement provided? 

YES       NO 


It an ethical statement necessary, in your opinion? 

YES      NO 


Request for a related data file? 

YES     NO 





 
Linguistic quality and style of presentation:  
 
Excellent/good:   YES    NO

Recommended for improvement by a proofreader: YES      NO
 



Please provide a Word file (or please anonymize your personal data if PDF file provided) 


