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Reviewer’s Report Form

Dear reviewer,

Thank you for agreeing to review a research paper for the ISVS e-journal. Hence,
we would kindly ask you to complete the form below. Once completed, please send your
comments back to the editor of the ISVS e-journal. We also request you to kindly
complete your report within 10 days after you received the paper. If there are any
problems with the document, i.e. missing tables, or incomplete texts efc., please
contact the editor as soon as possible.

Title of paper: Mascarons in the Architecture of the Late Lviv Secession in 1908-1914 in
Ukraine

Reviewers Evaluation

Aspect 112 3 |4
1. The paper investigates a significant issue X
2. The paper discusses current knowledge adequately X
3. The paper has a clear analysis and argument X
4. The paper is scientifically sound X
5. The paper makes a significant contribution to knowledge X

1. Lowest 3. Neutral 5. Highest

Specific Observations

Introduction

1. Is the issue investigated clearly stated? clear

2. |s the background to this issue clearly explained? Reasonably clear

3. Are the aims and objectives of the research well stated? Not clearly stated

4. Other observations and comments: The introduction must be straightforward intruding the issue, its
background and the aims and objectives.

Research background

1. Does it have a good review of previous and relevant literature? Not well done.

2. Is the theoretical basis clear? Mascarons must be defined. Theory of expression discussed.
3. Other observations and comments: There is no proper theoretical basis.

Research Methodology

1. Has the research employed sound methods? Unclear

2. Are the details of the research techniques and tools clearly explained? No. many techniques of
analysis mentioned but not explained.
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3. Are the details sufficient (case study introductions etc)? Inadequate.
4. Other observations and comments: Too many techniques mentioned here. But research method is
unclear. Be precise.

Findings

1. Are the findings clearly presented? No

2. Have the sources of data acknowledged? Occasionally and inadequately

3. Are there data resulting from the method explained before?

4. Other observations and comments: Many methods mentioned do not have any findings. T
his is written like a history essay.

Analysis and Conclusion

1. Is there a sound analysis? Not clear

2. Has the analysis led to meaningful conclusions? Somewhat, But need to be organised

3. Do the analysis and the conclusions relate well to the research issues? unclear

4. Does it have recommendations to address to issue. No

5. Other observations and comments: This must be better presented with tables, classifications etc.

A. QUALITY ASSESSMENT

1. Follows appropriate ethical guidelines
yes[x ] no[]

comments:

2. Has redundant and / or unnecessary parts
yes[] no[x]
comments:

3. Has any lack of argumentation, i.e. some parts could be
strengthened such that the paper is anticipated better by the ISVS
audience
Yes[ x] nof]
comments: Text is difficult to understand. Write shorter and meaningful sentences

4. Has correct citations using the Harvard style
Yes[] no[x]
comments: Use Harvard style. No initials.

5. Spelling, grammar and the use of the language is satisfactory

Yes[] no[x]
comments: Pay attention to language. Use past participle or the present tense when
referring to history




ISVS e-journal

6. The list of references are well composed with correct details
Yes[x] no[ ]
comments: Incomplete. Needs attention.

Final Decision
1. Accepted [ ]

2. Accepted with minor revisions []

3. Accepted with major revisions [ X]

4. Rejected [ ]

Summary of the overall observations of the paper:
(Please write your general observations here)

Having familiarized myself with this study, | received tremendous satisfaction from the
obtained and substantiated results.

However, | recommend that the authors pay a little attention to grammar and poor language
quality, spelling, and/or punctuation errors (language, writing, and spelling issues). Please note
that according to the rules of the English language "the first World War" we write all words with a
capital letter because it is a proper name. In the abstract of the study, attention should be paid to
the finalization of relevance and the purpose of the study.

Some information in the Abstract is superfluous and it is better not to indicate it in this
section (Among the Lviv sculptors in 1908-1914, special attention was paid to Z. Kurchynskyi, who
has developed the author's manner of forming unique image-emotional mascarons; The publication
also raised the issue of the state of preservation of Lviv mascarons "rational" stage of Secession.) |
also,#] recommend replacing some keywords with others (personification of human emotions;
Secession).

Some sentences need to be rewritten (This underlies the relevance of work and makes it
necessary to carry out a comprehensive study of the Lviv secessionary mascarons in 1908-1914,
their figurative-plastic features and meaning.; The emergence of a new style — Secession —
contributed to the considerable acceleration of economic and cultural development of Lviv at the
change of XIX-XX centuries, increase of population, urban processes, emergence of new
technologies and reinforced concrete structures, revival of artistic life of Lviv as a political and
administrative center of province of Austro-Hungarian Empire; The basis of their artistic images
was formed in the far past. In the first years of the XX century. They were replenished with new
fantasy female faces, which are rooted in folklore and legends, and at the end of the first decade of
the XX century sculptors one more time transform the plastic of mascarons and make the transition
from the symbol to the allegory — an image of an abstract idea in the form of an artistic image.)
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In the Introduction, the author(s) briefly mention the methods used for this study. However,
the Research Methods section should be added to the article and describe in more detail how the
methods were applied to this study.

The conclusion corresponds to the set goal vaguely. Advise reducing it and to be more
specific. This section should be a summary of the conclusions derived from the analysis supported
by evidence and should not contain the author's opinion on the object of study. Proposals and/or
perspectives for future studies could be added.

After all, the article is extremely interesting and these comments to the author(s) are to help
them present the article to an international scientific audience in the best possible way.




