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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	There is a growing recognition in the contemporary art world that the traditional art historical apparatus has not sufficiently acknowledged the contributions of non-Western art and artists to the development of world art. Against this backdrop, this text serves as an invaluable addition to the expanding body of critical scholarship interrogating the contributions of such marginalized or underrepresented voices in contemporary global art. It demonstrates the scientific utility of an interdisciplinary approach as a critical methodological framework by adopting multiple theoretical lenses to analyze the works of three contemporary Chinese artists. In exploring these works, the author demonstrates how these artists leverage their personal visual idioms to construct dense, universal narratives that address a wide range of issues including ecology, feminism, aesthetics, visual hegemony, power dynamics, and political identity. It portrays contemporary Chinese artists not merely as local or peripheral players, but as emergent and powerful actors on the global art scene whose original and critical voices are actively helping to (re)define the trajectory of contemporary world art.  Arguing persuasively, the author shows that through their works, these artists have challenged traditional visual hierarchies, established new aesthetic paradigms, and reshaped prevailing concepts and perceptions in contemporary global art. In conclusion, the text thus serves as a valuable framework and stimulus for examining the contributions of other non-Western art traditions to contemporary global art.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the book is appropriate. It succinctly reflects the core argument  of  the text which emphasizes the centrality of  a plurality of conceptual and perceptual perspectives as a necessary framework for a holistic understanding of the works under review . It clearly sets the tone for the reader to prepare to rigorously engage with multiple and sometimes contradictory discourses across all its six essays    
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	The abstracts of the essays are well structured, demonstrating theoretical depth, conceptual richness and a firm grasp of multidisciplinary frameworks.  They spell out the statement of the problem, the aim and interpretative steps of the essays. However, like the body of the text, they are loaded with technical jargon which sometimes obscures the clarity of the analytical method employed.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	As works of art criticism, these essays primarily reflect the subjective opinions of the author. Yet their critical insights are far from casual observations. They rest on careful, rigorous analysis of high intellectual depth. The author interrogates the subjects and presents the narratives through multiple interdisciplinary frameworks. They are argued with analytical precision and persuasive force. The richness of this method gives the essays their conceptual depth and scientific weight.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references in the various essays are sufficient and satisfactory based on the subject matter.  However, the author shows a worrisome inconsistency in the use of reference styles through the text. For example, the reference lists of the first four essays are formatted according to the APA (American Psychological Association) style while the last two essays follow the Chicago Manual style

	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
Language-wise, the text is heavy on technical jargon. It leans too heavily on the special vocabulary of art criticism. This kind of linguistic sophistication is sometimes unavoidable because of the level of conceptual complexity the author is struggling to analyze and communicate. Thus, some of the words or phrases employed in the discourse like “non-anthropocentric funeral” (p.22), "dialetheist aesthetics" (p.33) and “topological multiplicities of coexistence” (p.63) to mention but a few do not fit into simple lexical categories. They are technical constructs designed to encapsulate deep art concepts. However, they sometimes obfuscate rather than illuminate the discourse and inadvertently alienate some section of the readership — especially those who are not experts in art history or art criticism.  Thus the general language of the text foregrounds a common and persistent problem of much contemporary art historical /critical discourse – the struggle to balance analytical depth with a clarity of expression. 





	

	Optional/General comments

	
The text employs several theoretical perspectives to analyze a situation where three contemporary artists from China  use their works to not only question but also subvert the existing concepts and modes of perception regarding art. Its interdisciplinary nature– carefully woven into the analysis– constitutes one of its main strengths and makes the arguments engaging, original, persuasive, and intellectually robust. However, the six essays draw heavily on the specialized vocabulary of art criticism which, at times, obscures the central arguments rather than clarifying them. The density of the language could be alienating, hence making the discussion somewhat semantically closed and seeming to speak to itself, thus being mainly accessible to a limited circle of art specialists. Consequently, the text runs the risk of keeping its distinctive insights and critical viewpoints from being received by a wider audience. Therefore, I would suggest that the author could wisely reduce the amount of technical jargon to improve clarity and accessibility without losing the analytical depth or theoretical sophistication of the work.



	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No
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