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Robinson’s paper is one of his later publications regarding Epiphenomenalism, and I have chosen to focus on it for that reason.  He states in the introduction: “The improvement I want to make on this previous work involves no retraction.  It is an addition that explains why what I have previously said may seem inadequate, even though it is, I hold, strictly correct” (p.85).  I take this paper to therefore be a better developed piece of work, and a more complete account of his views on Epiphenomenalism.  It serves to strengthen his previous efforts in showing how and why arguments against Epiphenomenalism, can and should be defeated, yet the presentation of his argument seems rather confused and seems to give opponents of Epiphenomenalism an easy route to the destruction of the theory.  He calls on his previous ‘inadequate’ works, and he offers a new objection to the challenges that they face.  He also specifically deals with the self-stultification argument which, loosely stated, claims that if Epiphenomenalism were true it could never be known to us, due to the conditions by which Epiphenomenalism operates: “…it would imply that those who mean to be epistemically responsible…cannot affirm Epiphenomenalism” (p.88).  Here I will provide an overview of his paper, with an emphasis on my support for the self-stultification objection, as well as outlining my own issues with the theory.

I shall begin by stating the Epiphenomenal argument as written by Robinson:
“(E1) All our behaviour is caused by muscle contractions, which are caused by motor-neuron activations.  Activations in motor neurons are caused by their pre-synaptic neurons, which are caused by activations in their pre-synaptic neurons, and so on.  The series of causes stretches back to sense-organs and multiple recurrent neural processes.
(E2) The qualities that occur in qualitative events are distinct from the qualities that are exemplified in neural events.
	(E3) Our behaviour is not overdetermined.


So,
(E4) The qualities that occur in qualitative events make no causal contribution to our behaviour.” (pp.85-86)

Qualitative events are the platform by which we can experience qualia (the plural of quale), and such experiences involve things such as pain, hunger, sounds, and smells.  These are the things that would typically be referred to as the Secondary Qualities of the physical world by philosophers such as Descartes and Locke.  It is through conscious experience that these qualia come to have any value or place in our ontologies, and generally contain information which is recognised by at least one of our senses to form a part of our experience of the world.  The epiphenomenalist claims that these experiences have no effect on the physical world and are a mere by-product of an otherwise causally connected external physical world.  I disagree with Robinson as he discusses the second premise of the argument for Epiphenomenalism (E2).  He gives support for the idea that qualitative events should be divorced from neural events and calls for “the burden of proof [to be] upon those who would deny it” (p.86).  I suggest that without the necessary proof there seems to be no reason to make this claim (E2), other than to create a valid argument.  They needn’t be identical with one another to support a Dualist argument, but neither should they be categorically distinct from each other.   This is too great an assumption to follow, yet Robinson only discusses it rather briefly.  This alone, in my opinion, would be sufficient ground on which we could dismantle the epiphenomenalist’s argument.

He continues by outlining the self-stultification objection, and he dedicates more time to this than other aspects of the argument.  He does so in light of the fact that Epiphenomenalism holds that neural events (or brain activities) cause qualitative events, which are then something of a by-product of the physical processes that occur during neural activity.  There are also “further effects of the causes of qualitative events that can serve as inputs to many brain systems, including our language systems, and issue in useful behaviours, including reports of our qualitative events” (p.88).  This is important – for the epiphenomenalist, it is not the qualia or qualitative events themselves that cause us to be able to report on them, rather it is the causes of the qualitative events that serve as inputs for our other brain systems that then allow us to report them.
The first premise of the self-stultification objection states that “a report that I have a qualitative event can express knowledge only if the occurrence it reports causally contributes to the making of the report” (p.88).  Additionally, according to the Epiphenomenalist “qualitative events…do not causally contribute to reports that one has them” (p.88).  This is the pivotal aspect of the argument, and highlights what many consider to be the fundamental flaw in the theory.  This premise indicates that if Epiphenomenalism is true, our qualitative events or states can never effect change in the physical world; there is no way that a particular state of phenomenal experience can bring about any change in the material world.  We may assert that we wouldn’t wish to be able to demolish a house or move a boulder with our minds, thus eliminating the problem that seems to arise here.  However, it is with the most basic of interactions that Dualists are here concerned – the interaction between our mind and its most immediately available aspect of the physical world; this is the interaction between qualitative events and bodily behaviour.  Epiphenomenalists deny that this interaction (from qualitative states to physical change) is even plausible, let alone possible.  Qualitative events (or qualia themselves) are then rendered somewhat obsolete and certainly begin to seem like a redundant feature of our conscious experience.  That is of course, unless one can follow the Epiphenomenalist’s argument and agree that qualitative events merely serve to make us aware of our physical surroundings (including the physical body that seems to necessitate our phenomenal experience) without being able to influence it, or to causally affect it whatsoever.
Robinson begins his attack on the self-stultifying argument by citing a qualitative experience of pain – something which all Epiphenomenalists should agree to have experienced on various occasions.  If they wish to claim that their qualitative experiences of pain represent a truth about the physical world (and according to Robinson, they should), they would have to claim that they have acquired knowledge according to a report of a qualitative event.  This directly contradicts the Epiphenomenalist view that a “qualitative event cannot express knowledge” (p.88).  This creates a logical contradiction for the Epiphenomenalist’s argument, as they “ought to agree that they know what, according to their view, they cannot know (namely that various statements of the form ‘I am having an F qualitative event’ are true)” (p.89).
He continues by stating that a report of a qualitative event - only being able to express knowledge if it causally contributes to the making of the report - “seems plausible because it captures a key feature of perceptual knowledge” (p.89).  Here he gives credence to our senses and what they can tell us about the world based on the information that they process.  Quite generally speaking, “there is no reason why my opinion about who has come to a party should be knowledge unless I can perceive those who are present…that is, unless those people have causally contributed to my opinion about them” (p.89).  He then goes on to dismiss the idea that we cannot expect our qualitative states to teach us anything about our qualitative states.  He seems to share my fundamental objection to the Hard Problem of Consciousness, and how it may be asking something of us which will forever be beyond our means.  The problem being that we cannot account for the interaction between an immaterial mind (or qualitative states) and the physical world, and that we would need to have qualitative events and mental states that exist in a tiered model of experience.  That is to say that we would require a higher order (or tier) of qualitative states to properly dismantle and understand our initial first-tier qualitative states or events, but this already hints at a regressive argument:

“To [expect the perceptual model to apply to our knowledge of our own mental states in general] would require that our mental states cause other mental states that are analogues of perceptual representations of perceived objects.  But how am I to know about these further mental states?  Do I have to have yet another representation of them in order to know they occur?  That suggestion plainly begins a regress that cannot be stopped.” (p.89)

This would bring us no further on than when we try to explain to the Epiphenomenalist that qualitative events do in fact play a causal role in affecting physical change.  We remain unable to properly explain the point of interaction between mind and body and rely on a regressive argument as seen in (E1) regarding the activation of pre-synaptic neurons.  It is fair to assume that both the Epiphenomenalist and the Dualist would be in agreement over this sound scientific explanation but differ on their accounts of the importance of qualitative events.  Robinson avoids the regress outlined above by suggesting that our knowledge of mental states relies on something that does not fit with the perceptual model of knowledge.  That is to say that we know about our mental (or qualitative) states “because of some reason other than that a perceptual model applies to our knowledge of them” (p.90).  Despite the fact that, compatible with the Epiphenomenalist’s account, “we would not normally report that we had an F qualitative event unless the brain events that cause an F qualitative event were occurring” (p.90), and the Epiphenomenalist would conclude that it is neural activity that is responsible for our qualitative events and our knowledge of them, Robinson highlights the plausible Dualist account yet again.  Using examples of rendered qualitative states that do not correlate with sensory experiences and inputs, he writes: “we encounter perceptual illusions and learn to be cautious.  For example, we are inclined to think that a fabric is of a certain colour, but, knowing that the lighting is bad, we reserve judgement.  Reflection on several such cases…leads by familiar reasoning…to explicit recognition of the fact that we can have a qualitative event to which ‘F’ is appropriate when there is no present physical thing to which ‘F’ could be correctly applied” (p.91).  For me, this simply suggests an underlying view in opposition to Epiphenomenalism – that qualitative events do in fact have a causal effect on the physical world, or at least on our knowledge of the physical world.  It may not, by the same token, be imperceptive to suggest that qualitative events have a causal effect on other qualitative events, without relying on the neural activity behind said events as their causes.  While the causal relationship may need to be underpinned by neural activity, there may be a far more direct connection between distinct qualitative events than the Epiphenomenalist would care to entertain.  They needn’t work on distinct tiers or levels of mental states, but rather work in series relying on the physical neural process to facilitate the connections.  If two cars collide with one another with both of their engines running, we wouldn’t claim that the fact that their engines were running was the cause of the collision.
Robinson offers an assessment of the causation of the reports of our qualitative events “by starting with a report and working backwards” (p.91).  This is very much a follow-on from the (E1) premise discussed earlier, and he suggests that once the line of causation has been traced back through the activity of pre-synaptic neurons to the sensory inputs that determine qualitative states, that “at the end of the series we will come to one of two things, (a) qualitative events or (b) neural causes of qualitative events” (p.91).  He stresses again that “it is [not] plausible that there could be any introspective route to telling the difference between (a) and (b)” (p.91) and believes it is the work of the opponent of Epiphenomenalism to show how it is more self-stultifying a theory than Cartesian Dualism, or any view that holds that neural events are identical with qualitative events.  He again stresses the unique identity that is held by phenomenal experiences, and how they are fundamental to our understanding of the world.  His objection is “that if qualitative events and their properties do not causally contribute to our reports, the predicates in those reports cannot refer to qualitative events or their properties” (p.92).  He rightly states that the words we use to describe phenomena such as sounds, colours, and tastes, do not themselves contain the causes of those corresponding phenomena: “…the relation to wavelengths or molecules is not part of our ordinary concept of red” (p.92).  Despite the fact that ‘mastery’ of these terms does not give us any information regarding optics or chemistry, nor does it give us any information regarding the causes of our experiences, the meaning of such a term “does essentially involve phenomenal qualities” (p.92).  This blatantly expresses how qualitative events and knowledge of qualia do have a causal effect on the world, even by metaphysically ascribing meaning to it.
Unfortunately, while the reader is forced to consider whether the Epiphenomenalist or the Dualist holds the key to unlocking the secrets of our phenomenology, it seems like there is far less evidence against dualism, despite the fact that dualists may not be able to explain to the Epiphenomenalist exactly how the immaterial mind interacts with the physical world.  The dualist would have to subject our phenomenal experiences to a form of scepticism that, despite an approach of methodical doubt, would offer no ubiquity for Epiphenomenalism if we are to value our qualitative experiences in any regard.  It is then rather difficult for the Epiphenomenalist to state what value or purpose our qualitative events might have.
	Robinson presents something of a confused paper in support of the Epiphenomenal argument, which to the reader can seem like more of an argument against the theory, rather than one in support of it.  I do not feel that any of his lines of argument properly close down the objections that he states and fails rather miserably on this occasion to discuss some of the more pressing challenges that Epiphenomenalism faces.  He firstly fails to address (E3) which states that our behaviour is not overdetermined.  I would put it to Robinson that the burden of proof in this matter lies with the defendant of Epiphenomenalism.  There is a great deal of support for the idea that our behaviour is in fact overdetermined by philosophers such as Mills (1996) and relies on counterfactual conditions to be satisfied in order to maintain this line of argument.  If we consider that behavioural effects B, a mental cause M, and a physical cause P satisfy the following conditions: (D1) If M had occurred in the absence of P, B would still have occurred, and (D2) If P had occurred in the absence of M, B would still have occurred, the burden of proof for the denial of these would certainly be on the Epiphenomenalist (Robb & Heil 2013).  As it stands, the Dualist could certainly claim they have a strong case for overdetermination.
	Moreover, while Robinson does seem to indicate an acknowledgement for the importance of phenomenal qualities, he does so in support of Epiphenomenalism which by the very nature of the position seems counter-intuitive.  Megill (2013) makes an argument against Epiphenomenalism with an emphasis on the ‘causal efficacy of qualia’ and how qualia are certainly not epiphenomena.  Mental states do affect bodily states – a denial of what the Epiphenomenalist claims.  As an example, the qualitative state of experiencing pain, as Megill states, certainly does cause avoidance behaviour.  This is something that is exercised and learned at the very beginning of our human developmental stages, and continues to serve us throughout our lives (with the exception of an anaesthetised subject).
[bookmark: _GoBack]	My final remark to highlight the contradictory nature of the Epiphenomenalist’s argument is that concerning a degree of Free Will in regard to human behaviour.  If, as the Epiphenomenalist claims, mental states have no causal effect on our physical bodies, there is simply no way that an Epiphenomenalist (who according to the self-stultification argument cannot know Epiphenomenalism in the first place) could freely arrive at such a claim by means of their own will.  This should mean that if Epiphenomenalism is true, that we should all necessarily be sympathetic to the position due to the deterministic laws that should govern the Epiphenomenalist’s world.

	Having considered Robinson’s strikingly weak argument and its oppositions, I feel I must disagree with his view and conclude that Epiphenomenalism is false.  The self-stultification argument is apparently valid and has force, as do the objections regarding the obvious efficacy of mental states in affecting the physical world, and the idea that most people generally care about having a Free Will.  Without such a will, we would never need to force ourselves out of bed in the mornings in the face of a bad night’s sleep, as the universe would simply take care of that on our behalf.  Robinson has here failed to convince me to follow his argument, and I would urge his other readers to consider similar objections to his position.
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