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Proponents of radical embodiment advocate an ambitious program for the study of cognitive 
phenomena. This energetic and self-celebratory radical agenda is accompanied by bold claims 
regarding the nature of mind, cognition, meaning, mental process, and the like which outsiders often 
find bewildering and hard to come to terms with. One domain of inquiry in which such 
characteristics are displayed pertains to the analysis of experience and to the hard problem of 
consciousness. Readers of the relevant literature are confronted with the allegations that qualia do 
not exist; that phenomenal experience is constituted by action-guidance; that the hard problem is 
insolvable; that there is no problem to be solved; and that the platform of radical embodiment 
succeeds in avoiding this "no problem to be solved" problem. Moreover, adding to the confusion is 
the fact that in reading specific treatises on the subject, one often encounters what, to all intents and 
purposes, appear to be different lines of argumentation pursued simultaneously. It is a philosophical 
cauldron in which Dennettian eliminativism rubs shoulders with type-B materialism, Gibsonian 
realism, Deweyian pragmatism, and Jamesian neutral monism; in which metaphysics, 
phenomenology, and scientific methodology crisscross each other; and in which one is often left 
wondering what, exactly, is the position being held and whether it all has to be so very complicated.  
    In this intended talk I purport to examine the radical embodiment approach to phenomenal 
consciousness as it unfolds in three different major lines of pursuance: In the work of Varela and his 
collaborators (e.g., Varela 1996, Thompson 2004); In the work of Hutto and his collaborators (e.g., 
Hutto and Myin 2013, Kirchhoff and Hutto 2016); and in the writings of Chemero and Silberstein 
(e.g., Chemero 2009, Silberstein and Chemero 2015). Varela's position suffers from ambiguity as to 
whether or not it constitutes a metaphysical stance at all. If it isn't, it can hardly be seen as 
addressing the hard problem. If it is, perhaps its most plausible interpretation is as a variant of 
idealism, but unfortunately we are given precious little clue as to what kind of idealism it might 
possibly be. Hutto and his collaborators pursue an identity theory solution which, they believe, 
obviates the hard problem. I argue that, contrary to presumption, recourse to identity does not 
forestall the problem and offers no viable way out of the tangle. Moreover, for all I can see, the 
precise metaphysical commitments of their variant of the identity theory remain shrouded in 
mystery, making it difficult to assess precisely what it is which they stand for. Silberstein and 
Chemero advocate neutral monism. As is often the case with "neutral" monism, careful attention 
reveals that their proposal is not in the least neutral — a fact which seriously undermines their claim 
to possess a decisive advantage over a panoply of possible rival positions. It also undermines their 
crucial commitment to the view that mere activity, or process, could generate experience against a 
background lacking in experience altogether.        
 


