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article.
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work

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 4
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4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3
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5. The body of the paper is clear and does not contain 4
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6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 4
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7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4
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3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 4
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Yes, the title is clear but could incorporate one more line to reflect the principal conclusion, e.g:
“Learning cities and continuous education: Glasgow and Shanghai cited as examples. What impact on
society as a whole?”

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 3
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“assess” as tools. In some ways the paper could be said to represent a literature review plus personal
commentary.
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3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article.
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methodology description.
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7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 3
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