I have included many comments throughout the paper, which pertain to specific arguments or concepts that are being introduced or discussed. 
Following are general comments concerning the paper, some of which also appear (in one form or other) alongside the text itself. 
General Comments:
1. The structure of the paper is good – the different sections are reasonably built to bring out the central points that the author aims to address. However, the paper needs a good amount of editing for language. In reading the paper, I made a few such suggestions in the clearest cases, but more such work needs to be done to bring the paper to a good enough shape to be considered for publication.
2. Most publications, including those the author expressed interest in, require an abstract of under 150 words. One should be provided. The abstract should succinctly express the main goals of the paper as well as make clear why they are of importance. 
3. In the Introduction (pages 1-3), I noted that it wasn’t completely clear what motivates the author to pursue the goals stated. What makes them significant and interesting? That is a question the must be answered. One kind of straightforward answer might be that these goals solve some conflict in an extant debate. However, it is not clear to me what that debate would be. Another kind of answer might just be for purely exegetical purposes – but the author should then explain in what ways the extant exegetical literature is lacking. I found the goals stated in the introduction to be rather clear, but the paper would benefit from being explicit about the significance of pursuing those goals. 
4. Relatedly, the author should attend to more recent work (post 2010) on the central concepts being discussed (e.g., du and shendu). I have noted a couple of such recent papers, but there are many others. The paper barely addresses other contemporary authors – it mentions them but does not discuss them. The paper is much more likely to receive a favorable reading if it engages with the contemporary literature. Without it, I fear most editors and reviewers will be dismissive as to its academic value. 
5. There are many quotations with translations throughout the paper. It should be clear whether these are the author’s translations. I found many of them to be rather opaque and grammatically problematic. If they are the author’s, I recommend they be reevaluated.
6. Many of the difficulties throughout the paper have as their source a lack of clarity at the very beginning of the paper, in the introduction and, to some extent also in the first section (The Meaning of Du in the Classical Texts and the Commentarial Tradition). The central problem is that (as the author notes) the concepts at the heart of this investigation – du and shendu – have a wide range of uses in the different texts in which they appear and each of these uses also has a range of possible interpretations. The author mentions these different interpretations but does not do articulate them in a clear and well-defined way, nor does the author attempt or manage to reconcile these interpretations clearly. Thus, du, for example, is sometimes an object/entity and sometimes and faculty, sometimes it is a state of mind and sometimes self-knowledge (of that state of mind?), at one time it ‘refers to emotions and feelings encountered when one is alone’ and at other times it is the state just prior to those emotions and feelings (‘before they are stirred’), and sometimes just refers to solitude (mental, or physical, or both?). All these are clearly different senses of du, but the author does not define and distinguish them clearly, nor does the author reconcile them (if they even can be reconciled). As these are the foundational concepts of the paper, the result is a lack of clarity throughout the paper. So, the most essential work that needs to be done here, in my opinion, is to rework those first couple of sections, which will help clarify the rest of the paper. 



