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Meeting room TBA 

9:00-9:45am Michael De Vivo (Philosophy, Florida State University), “Is knowledge-how a 
neurocognitive natural kind?” 

9:50-10:35am Gregory Johnson (Philosophy, Mississippi State University), “In defense of the 
bottom-up method” 

10:40-11:25am Marshall Abrams (Philosophy, University of Alabama, Birmingham), “Visual 
search as random foraging—or vice versa” 

11:30am-12:15pm Michele Merritt (Philosophy, Arkansas State University), “Examining 
preverbal trauma: The need for social neuroscience” 

12:15-1:45pm LUNCH 

1:45-2:30pm David Barack (Philosophy, University of Pennsylvania), Rachel Denison 
(Psychological and Brain Sciences, Boston University) and Kendrick, Kay (Radiology, 
University of Minnesota), “Neural evidence for the impact of cognition on visual processing” 

2:35-3:20pm Alok Srivastava (Independent Researcher, San Francisco, CA), “De-centering and 
de-leveling organization-based explanations of autonomy and teleological phenomena in Biology 
and centering with contractual, relational and interactional explanations” 
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3:25-4:10pm Carl Gillett (Philosophy, Northern Illinois University), “The dynamic cycle of 
scientific creation: Tools first? Representations first? Or both?” 

4:15-5:00pm Laura Gradowski (Center for Philosophy of Science, University of Pittsburgh) 
and John Bickle (Philosophy, and Shackouls Honors College, Mississippi State University and 
Advanced Biomedical Education, University of Mississippi Medical Center), “Outsiders from 
other disciplines in 20th century scientific discovery: (From) neurobiology (to geology and 
experimental psychology)” 

ABSTRACTS 

Visual search as random foraging—or vice versa 
Marshall Abrams, Philosophy, University of Alabama at Birmingham Mabrams@uab.edu 

Research on visual search for a target in a scene and research on saccadic eye 
movements have sometimes made use of mathematical models of search 
patterns in random foraging by animals. I look at analogies and inter-
connections between these two areas of research, and argue that connections 
between them may be closer than had been thought. Among other things I'll 
suggest that one should view some patterns of movement in random foraging 
as contributing to perception in an extended sense, and that neural 

mechanisms proposed to explain random patterns in eye movement may also help to explain 
random foraging behavior, or vice versa. 

Neural evidence for the impact of cognition on visual processing 
David Barack, Philosophy, University of Pennsylvania 
Rachel Denison, Psychological and Brain Sciences, Boston University 
Kendrick Kay, Radiology, University of Minnesota 
dbarack@gmail.com 

The penetrability of perception is a long-standing debate in 
the philosophy of psychology and mind (Fodor 1983): is 
perception influenced by cognition, and if so, is it 
influenced in an interesting way? For example, can 
cognition change the way that perception works, or does it 
influence perception only by changing the input stimulus? 
Can cognition access information in perceptual processes, 
or must it wait for those processes to complete before 
accessing their contents? The impenetrability of perception has recently been 

defended (see, e.g., Firestone and Scholl 2016; Block 2022). Here, we bring to bear recent 
neuroscientific evidence on how neurocognitive processes affect perceptual processing in	 the 
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brain. Motivated by diverse observations of task-dependent activity in the visual system, we 
argue that the neuroscientific evidence supports the radical penetrability of perception by 
cognition. To make our view precise, we sketch a framework for thinking about tasks, their role 
in sensory processing, and how we might formally incorporate tasks into our models of vision. 
This analysis of tasks implies that the information processing operations central to cognition 
have access to perceptual information and can augment both the inputs and the ways those inputs 
are processed in perceptual systems. 
 

Is knowledge-how a neurocognitive natural kind? 
Michael De Vivo, Philosophy, Florida State University 
md22p@fsu.edu 

In this paper I argue for two claims: (1) Knowledge-how and cognate notions, 
such as procedural knowledge and skill, should not be regarded as 
neurocognitive natural kinds, and (2), despite (1), such notions advance our 
scientific understanding, i.e., they are (what I call) explanatory kinds. In 

defense of (1), I present empirical findings that challenge the standard dissociation between 
procedural and declarative neurocognition (e.g., Christensen, Sutton, & Bicknell, 2019). I use 
these findings to argue that there is no unified phenomenon picked out by ‘knowledge-how’. In 
defense of (2), I argue that knowledge-how plays an indispensable role in making sense of the 
particular phenomena that initially prompt our explanatory inquiries, even if the notion lacks a 
place in neurocognitive theorizing proper. I conclude that cognitive neuroscience paints an 
increasingly complex picture of functional integration that makes talk of knowledge-how as a 
unitary kind ever more fruitless in neurocognitive theorizing. Instead, we should see knowledge-
how as providing an essential conceptual bridge between genuinely scientific neurocognitive 
theorizing and our initial explanatory interests. 

 
The dynamic cycle of scientific creation: Tools first? Representation 
first? Or both? 
Carl Gillett, Philosophy, Northern Illinois University 
carl.gillett@gmail.com 

I offer an integrated picture of the creation, application and assessment of 
ontic explanations and concepts in what I term the “Dynamic Cycle”. Under 
this view, in one stage, in the context of understanding, scientists create new 
ontic concepts/explanations about nature. In the next stage, such ontic 
explanations are applied in the context of investigation to construct new 

experiments/techniques to gather empirical data. The subsequent stage, back in the context of 
understanding, involves researchers assessing their ontic explanations/concepts in light of this 
empirical data. The next stage involves researchers deciding to revise, supplement, or replace 
their present ontic explanations and concepts before starting the cycle again with the creation of 
new explanations and concepts. I note how one can start a cycle with new tools, hence initially 
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following a “Tools-First” approach; or with new explanations and concepts in a 
“Representations-First” strategy; before both lock into the usual Dynamic Cycle utilizes both 
tools and representations in an iterating, and often progressive, spiral. I also note how the shape 
of the resulting “metaphysics in science” contrasts in key ways with the dead-ending structure of 
analytic metaphysics. 

Outsiders from other disciplines in 20th-century scientific discovery: 
from neurobiology (to geology to experimental psychology) 
Laura Gradowski, Center for Philosophy of Science, University of 
Pittsburgh 
laura.gradowski@gmail.com 
John Bickle, Philosophy and Shackouls Honors College Faculty, 
Mississippi State University, and Department of Advanced Biomedical 
Education, University of Mississippi Medical Center, 
jbickle@philrel.msstate.edu 

Despite the common admonishment to scientists to “stay in your own lane” of 
expertise, the theoretical and experimental work of non-experts and outsiders 
with training and interests in other disciplines enabled numerous important 
discoveries of 20th century science. Examples we’ve investigated range from 
neurobiology to geology to experimental psychology. In this talk, we’ll focus 
on one of these: the nature and role of N-methyl-D-aspartate receptors 
(NMDARs) in neurobiology. The discovery of the structure and functional 
role of NMDARs spanned six decades, and involved research and ideas from 
outsiders working in organic chemistry, neuropharmacology, behavioral 
neuroscience, microbiology, molecular genetics, and biotechnology. The very 
idea that co-activated neurons might form cell assemblies in the way NMDARs permit was the 
speculation of a psychologist. This case reveals a central and as yet unrecognized role that 
outsiders play in what philosophers of science have come to call “exploratory experiments.” 

In defense of the bottom-up method 
Gregory Johnson, Philosophy, Mississippi State University 
gregory.johnson@msstate.edu 

According to the “multilevel neurocognitive mechanisms” account (e.g., 
Boone & Piccinini 2016), structural details are added to functional analyses to 
provide a seamless integration of psychology and neurobiology. I offer two 
reasons to resist this strong top-down program. First, with tools such as 
calcium imaging, which can detect the activity of individual neurons when 

animals perform a task, neurobiological components and their activities can be the starting point 
for explanations of cognitive abilities. Second, standard and well-understood non-
neurobiological cases illustrate that (a) successful biological explanations proceed by starting 
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with the physical entities that are believed to participate in a process and (b) even the most 
minimal commitments about the process are revised as the actual mechanism becomes clear. 

Examining Preverbal Trauma: The Need for Social Neuroscience  
Michele Merritt, Philosophy, Arkansas State University 
mmerritt@astate.edu 

I examine an often-overlooked source of trauma that occurs as a result of 
being relinquished at birth for adoption. While discourse surrounding 
adoption tends to be overwhelmingly positive, emerging scholarship on the 
developmental effects of it, along with studies of non-human animals and 
the role maternal separation plays in their neurobiological and social 
functioning suggest the need to reexamine the dominant view of adoption as 
always being in the best interest of the child. I argue that social neuroscience 
is a framework by which we can rethink the importance of the bio-social 

connections made in early infancy between a child and their gestational parent(s). 
 

De-centering and De-leveling Organization-based Explanations of 
Autonomy and Teleological Phenomena in Biology, and Centering with 
Contactual, Relational and Interactional Explanations. 
Alok Srivastava, Independent Researcher, San Francisco, California 
alok.srivastava@gmail.com 

John Bickle in his embedded work with neuroscientists has crystallized the 
breakdowns of levels-based explanations in biology. (See Bickle et all 2022) 

 In this paper I characterize this situation as a breakdown of ocular epistemological constructions 
and the conceptualizing of biological objects with their spatial extension and occupation of 
delimited Cartesian spaces. The paper explores non-ocularize epistemologies and reworks the 
epistemological tradition of affordances in order to de-center from levels-based and spatial 
organization based explanations of autonomy and teleological phenomena in biology. I build on 
the usefulness of affordance talk in the construction of epistemic objects with the nexus of 
relations of contacts and interactions in the object’s place and situation in Cartesian space. This 
turn to the contactual, and interactional features of objects is easy to relate to with our non-ocular 
bodily senses that work more like 'swimming with' versus 'looking at' situations. 
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