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Questions 
Rating Result 
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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating)  With so much talk in the paper about “the location 
problem,” a possible alternative title might be “Materialism and the Locus of the Subject of 
Experience.” 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 3 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
Needs thorough restructuring. It is not appearing as an abstract.  
Could add more on the purpose of the paper and its thesis and approach.  The present abstract 
mentions a “no-self” view, but I don’t see much on that in the paper. 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 
article.  3 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
The paper does need proof reading.  Typos appear on 8 of 10 pages. 



 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
Proper research gap should be identified 
Could say some more about how to resolve the empirical questions noted and also about why 
thought experiments are needed. 

5. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the 
content. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating)  Is it better to say “we take no stand” or to say “we 
take an agnostic stand”? 
 

6. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4 

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating) 
Just wondering whether it would be a good idea to add some more recent references. 
 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 

Accepted, no revision needed  

Accepted, minor revisions needed X 

Return for major revision and resubmission  

Reject  
 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 
Accept with minor revisions.  This sophisticated, analytic paper does a fine job pointing out 

various problems with a number of views about the locus of the subject of experience within 
materialism.  I do, however, have some questions.   

The last paragraph says “We do not take a stand on the problem here.”  Would it be better to 
say that “After taking a materialist point of view and reviewing the many difficulties with its various 
competing views about the locus of the subject of experience, we are left with an agnostic stand on this 
question”? 

Also, what exactly is “the location problem?”  Which is it?  Where is the locus of the subject of 
experience, or how can a mental state be physically locatable?  If the latter, it may be worth 
considering Shaffer’s argument (p. 47 Philosophy of Mind) that such talk doesn’t make sense.  
Carruthers (p. 147 Introducing Persons) also discusses a problem of spatial position.  Both of them 
take it as a problem for materialism.   

Would it be worth saying more in your paper about why the “location problem” is important?  
If it is hard for materialists to make clear the locus of the subject of experience, why isn’t this a 
weakness for their position? 

One last question – could an immaterial soul be having the experiences inside Smart’s brain in 
vitro? 
 


