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Abstract:More than 35 years ago, Meltzoff and Moore (1977) published their famous article, “Imitation of facial and manual gestures by
human neonates.” Their central conclusion, that neonates can imitate, was and continues to be controversial. Here, we focus on an often-
neglected aspect of this debate, namely, neonatal spontaneous behaviors themselves. We present a case study of a paradigmatic orofacial
“gesture,” namely tongue protrusion and retraction (TP/R). Against the background of new research on mammalian aerodigestive
development, we ask: How does the human aerodigestive system develop, and what role does TP/R play in the neonate’s emerging
system of aerodigestion? We show that mammalian aerodigestion develops in two phases: (1) from the onset of isolated orofacial
movements in utero to the postnatal mastery of suckling at 4 months after birth; and (2) thereafter, from preparation to the mastery
of mastication and deglutition of solid foods. Like other orofacial stereotypies, TP/R emerges in the first phase and vanishes prior to
the second. Based upon recent advances in activity-driven early neural development, we suggest a sequence of three developmental
events in which TP/R might participate: the acquisition of tongue control, the integration of the central pattern generator (CPG) for
TP/R with other aerodigestive CPGs, and the formation of connections within the cortical maps of S1 and M1. If correct, orofacial
stereotypies are crucial to the maturation of aerodigestion in the neonatal period but also unlikely to co-occur with imitative behavior.
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1. Introduction

A growing body of contemporary research in child develop-
ment is motivated by the insight that we must pay attention
to the concrete motor mechanisms of the developing infant
or risk incorrect interpretation of infant behaviour. Esther
Thelen’s work on newborn stepping is perhaps the best-
known example. Thelen and her colleagues examined a
host of component systems that appeared relevant to
infant stepping. This led to the striking discovery that the
disappearance of stepping movements in the second or
third month is not a result of the cortical inhibition of a
“stepping mechanism” but to the disproportionate growth
of leg muscles and fat tissue. When infants’ legs are sub-
merged in water to alleviate the effects of gravity, non-step-
ping infants resumed stepping behaviour (Thelen et al.
1984). Infants also showed alternating stepping patterns
on a treadmill long before they began walking indepen-
dently (Thelen & Ulrich 1991). Similar in-depth treatments
of specific action systems such as looking, crawling, reach-
ing, object manipulation, postural adjustment, and locomo-
tion reveal the crucial role of the motor systems in the
development of perception and cognition (e.g., Adolph

1997; Bushnell & Boudreau 1993; Campos et al. 2000;
Freedland & Bertenthal 1994; Gibson & Schumuckler
1989; Thelen et al. 2001; von Hofsten 1989).
Here we contribute to this general line of research by

looking at neonatal imitation through the lens of perinatal
sensorimotor development. Despite nearly four decades
of research on neonatal imitation and the incredible contro-
versy it has generated, psychologists (as opposed to pediat-
ric neurologists) have spent very little time investigating
neonatal rhythmic motor behaviour, that is, the very “ges-
tures” tested for imitation in neonate imitation experi-
ments. To remedy this void, we present a theory of
aerodigestive development and argue that the standard
orofacial “gestures” used in imitation experiments are in
fact aerodigestive stereotypies, a set of rhythmic motor
sequences that emerge as the first structured behaviours
in human/mammalian gestation. We explain the crucial
role that stereotypies play in the perinatal aerodigestive
development and why the positive results of neonatal imi-
tation experiments should be re-examined in light of
these developmental processes.
Note that this article is not intended as a review, meta-

analysis, or formal critique of the experimental methods
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used in neonatal imitation research. Nor do we attempt to
resolve the many tangled issues that have arisen over 40
years of debate. (There are a number of articles of this
kind, e.g., Anisfeld 1991; 1996; 2005; Oostenbroek et al.
2013; Ray & Heyes 2011). Instead, we present a case
study of a paradigmatic “gesture,” tongue protrusion and
retraction (hereafter TP/R), and argue that our results are
generalizable and applicable, mutatis mutandis, to other
tested gestures. There are several reasons for our choice.
First, insofar as there is any agreement between the skep-
tics and proponents, everyone agrees that TP/R has gar-
nered the most robust data: If neonates imitate any
gesture, then TP/R is that gesture. Second, in the past
decade there has been a surge of interest in neurophysio-
logical studies of perinatal aerodigestive behaviours in
mammals (e.g., in rats and pigs). Imaging studies on
human infants have served to bridge the gap between
these mammalian experiments and the human case. It is
therefore possible to tell a developmental story – albeit
sometimes a sketchy story – about the role of TP/R in
motor development. Third, as we will argue, TP/R is
merely one of many infant stereotypies present at birth.
In our view, therefore, the story of TP/R development is
representative of the other rhythmic movements commonly
tested in neonatal imitation experiments, orofacial or other-
wise. In some deep sense, then, this article is not about TP/R
per se. It’s about the role of rhythmic behaviours in neural
development, about why we need to look “under the
hood” in addition to doing careful behavioural work.

2. The neonatal imitation controversy

Over a century ago, Edward Thorndike (1898) pointed out
that imitation, which he famously defined as “learning to do
an act from seeing it done,” is not a psychologically trivial
feat. To imitate another person’s behaviour, you must visu-
ally parse the actions to be imitated, translate them (as
parsed) into the first-person point of view, and possess
the motor expertise to realize those goals. Opaque imita-
tion –when the imitator cannot observe and compare his
or her own movements to the target – is especially challeng-

ing. It is notoriously difficult to gain a fine-grained, real-
time understanding of one’s own bodily movements with
proprioception as the only source of feedback. This is
why dance studios have mirrors and swim coaches use
aquatic cameras. It was thus believed that infants could
not imitate opaque gestures until the age of 8–12
months. Of course, infants could engage in contagious
crying or the mimicry of emotional expressions prior to
the age of 8–12 months, but considerable prior multimodal
experience is required for opaque imitation (Piaget 1962).
Meltzoff and Moore’s (1977) paper thus reported a

remarkable finding: Neonates can copy the orofacial gestures
of tongue protrusion, mouth opening, and lip pursing – three
types of opaque imitation – as well as match sequential finger
movements. When infants were shown these gestures, they
responded in kind, producing the modeled gesture more
often than an unrelated one. For example, an infant who
viewed a demonstration of tongue protrusion responded
more frequently with tongue protrusion than with mouth
opening. The authors argued that these results could not
be explained in terms of reflexes, releasing mechanisms, or
simple resonance mechanisms. Instead, given the number
of gestures imitated (i.e., that passed this operational defini-
tion of imitation) plus the variation in the execution of each
imitated gesture, Meltzoff and Moore argued that infants
must have a common supramodal system of action represen-
tation, one that converts the neonate’s visual representations
of observed action into proprioceptive space, thence from
proprioceptive space into motor commands. This hypothesis
became known as the theory of active intermodal matching
(AIM) that Meltzoff and Moore (1983; 1985; 1989; 1992;
1994) then refined with further experiments. According to
the robust theory, neonatal imitation was (a) generative (dis-
playing both variety and novelty); (b) self-correcting (aiming
at an accurate performance); (c) specific to occurrent move-
ment such as the duration of the gesture (not simply the acti-
vated “organ”); and (d) temporally flexible (executed by
memory after a delay and in the absence of any stimulus).
The current definition of imitation in experimental psy-

chology no longer confines imitation to actions that we
see. A comic can mimic a politician’s speech in both voice
and gesture; adults can learn American Sign Language
with only haptic guidance. Nor do most psychologists
believe that imitation must involve conscious intent or
the perception of the target behaviour as an intentional
action by the actor. A young child imitates his father
when he unconsciously mirrors his gait; a toddler parrots
her mother’s telephone manner without knowing what
her mother said (Brass & Heyes 2005; Hata et al. 2009).
Thus, the modern definition of imitation highlights what
cognitive neuroscientists have called “the correspondence
problem” – the problem of determining, on the basis of
observation, what sequence of motor commands will repro-
duce the observed behaviours. This broadening of the def-
inition makes the existence of neonatal imitation more
plausible: Neonates need not know that they are imitating,
nor understand what they imitate, nor intend to imitate the
actions of others.
Despite this revision, neonatal imitation remains contro-

versial. (For an unbiased recent review of the debate, see
Oostenbroek et al. 2013). Detractors have questioned –
and continue to question – the reproducibility of the early
results and the standard experimental methodology inclu-
sive of data collection and analysis (Abravanel & Sigafoos
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1984; Anisfeld 1991; 1996; 2005; Anisfeld et al. 2001). They
point to the short timeline of neonatal imitation and the
odd phenomenon of imitation “drop out.” At birth,
human neonates produce multiple orofacial gestures both
spontaneously and when adults model those behaviours.
By 6 weeks after birth, however, these behaviours have
markedly diminished; by 3 months they are almost entirely
absent (Abravanel & Sigafoos 1984; Fontaine 1984;
Heimann et al. 1989; Jacobson 1979; Kugiumutzakis
1999). These facts are mirrored in the nonhuman primate
world. Chimpanzees no longer imitate 8 weeks postpartum
(Myowa-Yamakoshi et al. 2004), and macaques appear to
imitate human facial expressions on only one day, post-
partum Day 3 (Ferrari et al. 2006b). Whatever role (if
any) these short-lived orofacial gestures play, they are
unlikely to be the developmental precursors of later imita-
tion skills in infants. Detractors also point to a recent meta-
analysis of the neonate imitation research papers (Ray &
Heyes 2011) that claims that only one type of gesture,
TP, has garnered more positive than negative results
overall. Of course, detractors must provide an alternative
explanation of such results that resist “explaining away.”
To date, these alternative explanations fall into roughly
two classes (with apologies to outliers): What we see is
explained by neonatal reflexes triggered by releasing mech-
anisms (Jacobson 1979) and/or by systemic factors in neo-
natal development, such as arousal (Anisfeld 1991; 1996;
2005; Jones 1996; 2006a; 2006b).

On the other side of the debate, proponents of neonatal
imitation are satisfied that Meltzoff and Moore’s original
results have been largely replicated (Heimann et al.
1989; Kugiumutzakis 1999; Legerstee 1991; Vinter
1986) and even extended to some new gestures (e.g.,
hand opening and closing [Vinter 1986]; blinking [Kugiu-
mutzakis 1999]; lateral head motion [Meltzoff & Moore
1989]; and emotional expressions [Field 1982; 1983]).
Like AIM detractors, proponents must explain the exper-
imental results: why and how neonates imitate adults (in
the ways they do) at such an early stage of development/
experience. Here, social explanations are common. Propo-
nents argue that neonatal imitation is an evolved mecha-
nism that promotes maternal/caregiver attachment to
the newborn, a trait essential to infant survival given the
physiological immaturity of our species at birth. This is
why proponents view neonatal imitation (NI) experiments
on nonhuman primates as corroboration for the theory: If
NI promotes infant survival we should see the same
behaviours in other nonhuman primates with similar
social structure, state of maturation at birth, and commu-
nicative gestures. Proponents must also address the phe-
nomenon of imitation drop out – that is, deny its
existence or explain its purpose/origins. Here, most propo-
nents follow Meltzoff and Moore’s (1992) explanation:
Drop-out is a sign of the infant’s changing social and cog-
nitive inclinations. By three months of age the infant has
moved on to other forms of social interaction such as
gaze-sharing and vocalization and, thus, no longer finds
the imitation of basic facial gestures socially useful. In
other words, drop-out results from a change in perfor-
mance not competence, as the later emergence of sophis-
ticated imitation makes clear. Finally, proponents have
been buoyed by a competing meta-analysis of the data,
Simpson et al.’s (2014a), which showed that 85% of all
tests for neonatal imitation have yielded positive results

if one includes both human and “primate-other” data
and excludes infants older than 28 days of age and exper-
iments with small sample sizes.
Despite the continuing controversy,Meltzoff andMoore’s

early papers are among themost widely disseminated results
in 20th century psychology. Researchers in psychology, phi-
losophy, linguistics, neurophysiology, and comparative ethol-
ogy have integrated Meltzoff andMoore’s findings into their
theories, often as a theoretical cornerstone. Such theories
span a wide range of subjects from the mental capacities of
Old and NewWorld primates to the individual development
of empathy, language, the sense of self, and our theory of
mind (Bard 2007; Bermudez 2000; Champoux et al. 2009;
Gallagher 2005; Gallagher & Meltzoff 1996; Gallese 2005;
Go et al. 2008; Goldman 2006; Gopnik et al. 1999; Gopnik
& Wellman 1992; Kuhl 2000; Metzinger 2004; Myowa
1996; Myowa-Yamakoshi et al. 2004; Preston & de Waal
2002; Trevarthen & Aitken 2001).
More recently, neonatal imitation has garnered renewed

interest in the wake of the discovery of mirror neurons in
the premotor cortex of macaques (Rizzolatti et al. 1996).
These theories suggest that mirror neurons are the building
blocks of a host of core human traits including language
(D’Ausilio et al. 2009), empathy (Gallese 2003; Leslie et al.
2004), theory of mind (Meltzoff & Decety 2003), and imita-
tion (Iacoboni 2009a). Interestingly, the neonatal imitation
experiments provide the only evidence that mirror neurons
are present at birth, and thus are part of an innate system
of action perception (Gallese 2003; Iacoboni et al. 1999,
2005; Lepage & Théoret 2007; Meltzoff & Decety 2003;
Nagy & Molnar 2004). The assumption that neonatal imita-
tion exists is well entrenched in contemporary cognitive
science despite a lack of resolution to the controversy.
In what follows, we offer an explanation of neonatal imi-

tation in terms of the development of mammalian/human
aerodigestion. Section 3 presents an overview of human
aerodigestive function and the problems inherent in a
dual system for respiration and suckling/swallowing, facts
necessary to understand why mammalian aerodigestion
develops as it does. In section 4, we arrive at aerodigestive
development itself. Here we focus on the role of TP/R in
both prenatal and postnatal development. Although aerodi-
gestion is the first complex sensorimotor system to develop,
only a rudimentary system exists at birth. With access to air
and the onset of suckling, the infant’s system gains expertise
through practice. During this learning period, a series of
failsafe mechanisms protect the novice system from acci-
dent. In these first postnatal months, however, the
anatomy of the system gradually transforms from a
system well suited to suckling and respiration to one that
can masticate, manipulate, and swallow solid food while
continuing to breathe. We argue that if one lines up the
milestones of perinatal aerodigestion presented in section
3 with the appearance and extinction of TP/R, TP/R
shows lock-step timing with this first phase of development.
This is unlikely to be a coincidence. In section 5 we then
argue that TP/R is an aerodigestive stereotypy, one of
many such behaviours present in the perinatal infant.
Section 6 begins with an introduction to some recent
work on rhythmic behaviours and neural development.
Using this background, we present a series of neurodeve-
lopmental events to which TP/R is likely to contribute.
Listed in developmental order, those are (1) the acquisition
of tongue control; (2) the integration of the central pattern

Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017) 3
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


generator (CPG) for TP/R with other aerodigestive CPGs;
and (3) the formation of connections within the cortical
maps of S1 and M1. Finally, in section 7, we return to
Meltzoff and Moore’s original experiments. We show
why, on the balance of evidence, that the positive experi-
mental results for any of the stereotypies tested in
human and nonhuman primates – indeed for any
mammal – are unlikely to be best explained by imitation.
We conclude with brief remarks about how a more integra-
tive and interdisciplinary perspective could benefit devel-
opmental psychology.

3. Human aerodigestive function

3.1. Aerodigestion: A dual system

As the name suggests, the mammalian aero-digestive tract
serves two central functions: respiration and digestion. In
all mammals except adult chimpanzees and humans (Nish-
imura et al. 2008), the basic structure consists of two tubes
that cross, forming an X. At this juncture the four-way
intersection is open to both systems. In chimpanzees and
humans, however, postnatal growth adds a short connect-
ing tube, the laryngopharynx, between the upper and
lower branches of both systems, shared by both respiratory
and digestive systems (Lieberman et al. 2001; Nishimura
2003; Nishimura et al. 2003).
The primary problem of the dual system is ensuring that

the right stuff ends up in the right place – air in the lungs
and fluids/saliva/masticated food in the stomach. Ideally,
air is inhaled up through the nostrils, into the nasal cavities,
and then passes back down into the pharynx, through the
lens-shaped opening of the larynx (the glottis), into the
trachea and down into the lungs (Fig. 1). In digestion,
liquids or solid food should be drawn into the mouth/oral
cavity by the lips, pushed into the oropharynx by the
tongue, travel down the laryngopharynx by peristalsis,
then into the esophagus, and finally into the stomach
(Dodds 1989; Palmer et al. 1992; Thexton 1992; Thexton
& Crompton 1998). As with any dual system, this shared
real estate (the laryngopharynx) necessitates a protocol
for usage – “when is it yours and when is it mine”? In aero-
digestion, two additional complications arise. First, neither
the digestive nor the respiratory tract is a physiologically
dedicated pathway for the intake of nutrition and air
respectively: Adults can inhale through the mouth, and
the digestive tract also serves to drain the nasal cavities.
Second, both aerodigestive paths must be capable of two-
way flow. In respiration, we breathe in and out. In diges-
tion, the stomach is filled by ingestion and on occasion,
emptied by emesis.
This “open” arrangement of the dual system combined

with the passage of fluids and gases through both tracts
creates ample opportunity for mishap. Saliva and fluid
from the nasal cavities amount to more than two liters of
fluid per day. If misdirected into the lungs, this is enough
liquid to cause suffocation within 24 hours. So “non-nutri-
tive swallowing” is one of the pharynx’s most vital functions.
Aspiration of fluids is also a serious problem. Here, the
shared laryngopharynx carries the risk of aspiration pneu-
monia during feeding (Kohda et al. 1994). This risk is so
serious that it appears to have acted as a strong constraint
on the evolution of the aerodigestive system: Clearing the
pharynx of fluids or food takes precedence over all

competing functions, including respiration (Broussard &
Altschuler 2000). Exhalation and emesis have their own
risks, however. Exhalation during swallow can cause fluid
to be forced into the sinuses and out the nasal cavities (as
anyone who starts to laugh while drinking knows too well).
For neonates, who have a prodigious capacity for emesis,
repeated “mistakes” of this kind can lead to infection of
the sinuses and the inner ear, via the Eustachian tubes.
The general solution to these problems is a set of func-

tionally interconnected “valves”1 that open and close the
passages of ingress and egress. Two sphincters control
ingress to and egress from the lower aerodigestive
system: The entire larynx – epiglottis, aryepiglottic folds,
ventricular folds, and vocal folds – protect the airway; the
upper esophageal sphincter allows food and liquid into
the esophagus. Yet another valve, the lower esophageal
sphincter, controls flow into and out of the stomach itself.
At the top of the aerodigestive system, the nasal cavities
are sealed by the soft palate that moves backwards to
contact the pharyngeal wall. In adults, the lips and posterior
tongue also do double duty as aerodigestive “valves”: Lips
prevent liquids from escaping from the mouth, and at the
back of the oral cavity, the posterior tongue blocks entry
into the oropharynx (Fig. 1). At the same time, the anterior
tongue prevents the accidental re-entrance of the bolus
into the mouth. In between these points of closure, sets
of muscles control the movement of solids, fluids, and
gases either via peristaltic motion (a wave-like motion of
serial muscle groups) or by the differences in air pressure.
In sum, the tongue plays a pivotal role in human aerodi-

gestion. In the adult, it serves to shift food about for masti-
cation, and to form and hold a liquid or solid bolus within
the mouth until swallowing. During swallowing, it blocks
re-entry to the mouth and acts as an airlock to the nasal cav-
ities, preventing the exhalation of liquids into those cavities.
Even in the infant, tongue behaviour must be coordinated
with respiration, jaw movement, epiglottal closure, and the
peristaltic movements of pharynx – all sensorimotor events
of great complexity.

3.2. The goal: Aerodigestion at birth

At birth, aerodigestive control is the human infant’s most
complex sensorimotor capacity. Even the “simple” or pha-
ryngeal swallow requires the co-ordination of 26 pairs of
muscles, inputs from five cranial nerve systems, as well as
the control of chest wall movements during respiration by
the cervical and thoracic spinal cord segments (Bosma

Figure 1. A detailed anatomy of the aerodigestive system.
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1986, 1992; Delaney & Arvedson 2008; Donner et al.
1985). Complex sensory feedback adjusts the swallow
according to the size of the bolus, its homogeneity, viscos-
ity, texture, moisture content, and taste (Barlow 2009).2 By
adulthood, control of the simple swallow will expand to
involve 15–20 cortical areas, as well as the cerebellum – a
rather astonishing fact given that simple swallow is an invol-
untary act (Hamdy et al. 1996; 1999; Mistry & Hamdy
2008; Mistry et al. 2006).

When we think of human development, we tend to
regard birth as its single most important milestone. Yet as
Prechtl (1974) had emphasized, the very fact that birth is
abrupt ensures that birth – a momentous event for all con-
cerned – cannot be, primarily, a developmental milestone
for the infant.3 Instead, birth is the human infant’s least for-
giving hard deadline. The price of failure is suffocation,
starvation, and/or infection through aspiration. A recent
study on breastfeeding in Ghana illustrates this point
(Edmond et al. 2006). Under “natural” conditions (i.e.,
without modern medical intervention) healthy, full-term
newborns who fail to breastfeed within 24 hours after
birth were 2.5 times more likely to die as infants. The
study estimated that 16% of infant deaths could be pre-
vented if newborns suckled within the first day; fully 22%
more newborns would survive if feeding began within the
first hour after birth. Given the costs, aerodigestion must
be “good to go” well in advance of the blessed event.

The mechanics of suckling turn out to be surprisingly
complex. At a first guess, new parents might expect suckling
to be like drinking through a straw: Suck inwards and the
milk will soon follow. However, neonates do not inhale
through their mouths. They are nose-breathers unless
under duress. Instead, infants extract milk by a combina-
tion of positive mechanical pressure and negative air pres-
sure, both caused by tongue and jaw movements (Bosma
et al. 1990; Crompton & Owerkowicz 2004; Thexton
et al. 2007). Suckling begins with the “acquisition” phase:
The infant’s tongue protrudes and curls under the breast,
then retracts to pull the breast into the mouth. At the
same time, the infant’s lips close tightly over the aureole,
forming a seal; the sides of the tongue curve up and
around the breast while pressing the breast and nipple
tightly against the palate. The infant is now ready to
express the milk. Once more, the tongue is the central
player. Imagine attaching a wet suction cup to the
bottom of a glass shelf. As the cup is flattened, it adheres
to the shelf and forms a tight seal. To break that seal, a
sharp tug is required. In suckling, the tongue acts like a
travelling suction cup. As the infant’s jaw opens, the
tongue’s seal to the breast is broken. This unleashes a peri-
staltic wave that travels down the length of the tongue,
expressing the milk by positive mechanical pressure. The
milk then flows into a “bowl,” created by a concave area
at the back of the tongue. When enough milk has accumu-
lated, this pooling initiates a simple or pharyngeal swallow.

In sum, suckling – a capacity of critical importance to
infant survival – is a highly complex motor sequence in
which the tongue plays the starring role. Suckling requires
fine-grained motor control of the tongue (e.g., for changes
in the shape and rigidity of the tongue), precise sequencing
(e.g., for peristaltic motion of the tongue), and coordination
of a diverse group of muscles (e.g., of the lips, tongue, and
jaw). Importantly, suckling is a sensorimotor task, not a
motor task alone. No infant comes into the world “wired

for” a breast of a certain shape, size, and rigidity; a specific
brand of baby bottle; or milk of a certain viscosity and rate
of flow. As we will see, virtually all of the task parameters
are variables in suckling, the values of which change in
real time as the infant suckles (German et al. 2004). This
makes suckling the first and arguably most complex task
controlled by a sensorimotor system in the human body.
In the next section, we outline a theory of human aero-

digestive development. At present, we know more about
the aerodigestive development of human infants than of
any other species. Much of this research comes from
medical research on premature infants, mostly through
video, imaging, or post-mortem studies. But for obvious
reasons, invasive physiological experiments are not per-
formed on human newborns. Therefore, inevitably our
theory relies on mammalian research more generally,
from which we can extrapolate to the human case based
upon shared mammalian traits such as tongue musculature,
sub-cortical/cortical motor control, and basic sequence/rate
of neurodevelopmental events.

4. The behavioural development of aerodigestion

4.1. Pre-natal aerodigestive development

The physiological complexity of suckling and swallowing –
and the necessity of its tight coupling with respiration –
explains why aerodigestive development begins well
before birth.
Movement in the human fetus begins at about 7 weeks of

gestation with strange lateral side bends of the head or the
rump that occur at 1-second intervals (Lüchinger et al.
2008). These are notable in that they are the only fetal
movements that are truly “stereotyped”: Repetitions of
side bends do not vary in frequency, force, timing, or
exact patterning. Between 7 and 8.5 weeks, the arms and
legs start to make small, slow, single-direction movements
that last a few seconds. A period of transition begins at 9
weeks: “General movements” or full-body movements
involving the head, neck, trunk, and limbs appear. Gradu-
ally, over the next 4 weeks, general movements replace
the more primitive side bends. By the 32nd week of gesta-
tion, the human fetus’s postnatal motor repertoire is com-
plete (Kurjak et al. 2004; Miller 2003; Yigiter & Kavak
2006). In the last 8 weeks of pregnancy, the fetus increases
dramatically in size and weight yet the frequency of all
movement decreases markedly.
Ultrasound observation of the human fetus suggests that

the first feeding behaviour – a rudimentary swallow –
begins at approximately 9–10 weeks gestational age (GA)
(de Vries et al. 1982; Miller 2003). This is the same week
in which the human fetus starts to make isolated arm and
leg movements and to hiccup. This first swallow usually
occurs prior to basic head movement (turning side-to-
side, anteflexion, and retroflexion), breathing movements
of the chest, and hand-to-face movements, all of which
emerge one week later. Suckling begins gradually as a set
of rudimentary behaviors, the “proto-components” of the
mature suckling sequence. The first tongue movement, at
15 weeks GA, is a forward, rigid thrust of the tongue to
edge of the lips – “tongue thrust” – that corresponds to
the movement that presses the breast against the hard
palate. The second tongue movement to emerge is
“cupping,” the formation of the tongue into a bowl-like
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shape, similar to the movement which catches and collects
the bolus before swallow. Tongue cupping becomes a con-
sistent motion at about 28 weeks GA. Finally, anterior-pos-
terior motion – tongue protrusion and retraction of the kind
tested by Meltzoff and Moore – is seen at 18 weeks GA.
This back-and-forth movement, out of and back into the
mouth, is a precursor to the one that draws the breast
into the mouth. In utero, it can be elicited by orofacial
contact, by the fetus’s thumb in the mouth, her cheek

brushing against the umbilical cord, and so on (Miller
2003). Like cupping, TP/R is well defined by 28 weeks
GA and occurs in combination with tongue-cupping and
tongue-thrust (Fig. 2). Importantly, the same range of oro-
facial behaviors observed by ultrasound at 32 weeks of ges-
tation will be present after birth. Indeed, within the first 15
minutes after birth, 95 % of all full-term newborns make
spontaneous TPs, almost all of which occur within the
first 3 minutes (Hentschel et al. 2007). An early study by

Figure 2. (a) Orofacial gestures of the experimenter and the neonate (Meltzoff & Moore 1977). (b) Four orofacial gestures of a fetus at
approximately 28 weeks gestational age. (Top left) grimacing; (top right) finger sucking; (bottom left) tongue protrusion to the side;
(bottom right) tongue thrust. (Kurjak et al. 2004).
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Heimann et al. (1989) recorded the baseline rates of TP at
days 2 or 3 after birth, at age 3 weeks, and finally at age 3
months. At 2–3 days after birth, 59 TPs were produced
(32 weak, 27 unequivocal). At age 3 weeks, this figure
dropped to 18 “medium-to-strong” TPs and by age 3
months, only 4 spontaneous TP’s were produced, a signifi-
cant drop in incidence. These results were corroborated by
Piek and Carman (1994). Small, large, straightforward TP/
R motions along the median and lateral TP/Rs are all seen
in utero and immediately after birth.

Gradually, the repetitive, simple behaviors of early gesta-
tion are integrated into smooth motor sequences. At 15
weeks GA, amniotic fluid is drawn into the mouth by inha-
lation-like movements of the chest. Sometimes the lips of
the human fetus close after the bolus enters, sometimes
not. At this stage of development, the bolus is drawn into
the oral cavity without prior TP/R; occasionally tongue
“fluttering” occurs prior to inhalation. By 28 weeks GA,
however, once the individual components of suckling are
refined, the bolus is drawn into the mouth by TP/R and
then is held by the cupped and elevated rear portion of
the tongue. Often the soft palate makes contact with the
back of the tongue, securing the bolus in the mouth
before the simple swallow. At this point, fetal swallowing
differs from the adult version. In the human fetus, the
bolus is propelled down the pharynx by a single large
muscle contraction as opposed to the smooth peristaltic
(wave-like) motion in the adult. Moreover, the opening at
the fetal nasopharynx is left open during the swallow and
the amniotic fluid flows freely into the nasal cavities. Simi-
larly, the glottal folds that protect the lungs from aspiration
in the adult are often open during swallow at 28 weeks GA.
In other words, the adult mechanisms that guard the nasal
cavities and the lungs do not function in the human fetus.
Finally, during the fetal swallow, the epiglottis protrudes
into the pharyngeal tube but it does not stand upright or
make contact with the soft palate, as it will in the
neonate. Swallowing in the fetus differs substantially from
that of the adult, as well as from neonatal swallowing.

In short, the development of aerodigestion occurs
through constant prenatal “practice.” The lips and jaws
open and close as do the aerodigestive valves; the tongue
protrudes and retracts; the chest expands and contracts,
and the moving waves of contraction that define peristalsis
flow down the length of tongue, the pharynx, and the
esophagus. Through rhythmic repetition, the proto-compo-
nents of aerodigestive behaviours emerge and transform
into primitive motor sequences that then evolve into
smooth, tightly coupled motor runs. In other words, rhyth-
mic behaviour seems to be an essential part of aerodigestive
development for both the acquisition of repetitive move-
ments and their coordination by sensorimotor controllers.
Tongue protrusion and retraction is just one element of
this gestational process.

4.2. Postnatal development

At birth, the respiratory and digestive systems are unevenly
matched in maturity. Respiration is immediately robust and
reliable (Greer et al. 2006) whereas digestion can mature
only given the complex stimuli of actual breastfeeding –
the warmth, viscosity, and taste of milk, the smell,
texture, variable shape, and “solidity” of the breast, and
so on. At birth, the human infant has a simple suck-

swallow pattern: one swallow follows one suck. Over the
first month, the infant learns to contain and corral milk
within the mouth, to produce greater pressure with the
tongue, and to increase the rate of peristaltic tongue
motion. By the end of the first month, the suckling
sequence is now organized into runs of several sucks fol-
lowed by one swallow. Suckling efficiency measured by
the volume of milk per suck and per swallow almost
doubles. By 6 months, mature suckling is characterized
by faster and more rhythmic suckling, longer suckling
bursts, larger volumes per suck, and greater integration
and stability in the suck-swallow rhythms (Gewolb & Vice
2006; Mizuno & Ueda 2001; Qureshi et al. 2002).
This maturation of the suckling requires the parallel evo-

lution of a system that switches control between respiration
and digestion (Amaizu et al. 2008; Qureshi et al. 2002). In
adults, approximately 75–95% of swallows begin during the
expiratory phase of respiration, a pattern that gives the
adult some measure of safety. If the glottis or the nasal pas-
sages are left open during the swallow, there is still enough
air in the lungs to expel the fluid with a short, sharp exha-
lation (not unlike how a whale clears its blowhole on surfac-
ing). For the neonate who swallows up to 60 times per
minute during suckling and yet who still lacks the precise
motor skills of the adult, this adult pattern is too risky. At
48 hours after birth, when only colostrum is excreted, the
adult pattern is dominant. But by the end of the first
week, newborns shift towards swallowing after inhalation
but before exhalation begins (Kelly et al. 2007). This is
safer because the lungs are fully inflated just before the
swallow. By 6 months of age, this pattern remains predom-
inant. It continues until after the infant’s first birthday –
that is, through the risky period during which infants
learn to ingest solid foods (Gewolb & Vice 2006; Lau
et al. 2003; Mizuno & Ueda 2001).

4.3. Defining the first period of aerodigestion: Safeguards
during learning

In the months after birth, then, the sensorimotor control of
aerodigestion matures by repetition. Of course, improve-
ment by practice presupposes error, and, during this first
year, there are a number of protective mechanisms in
place (Reix et al. 2007; Thach 2001; 2007). One safeguard
mentioned above is the neonatal pattern of respiration.
Predominantly nose-breathing also markedly reduces the
risk of fluid aspiration. However, between 6 and 12
weeks after birth nose-breathing ends, just around the
time when the mother’s immune system no longer protects
the infant from colds, and so forth. (Note to new parents:
Even a neonate can “override” nose-breathing during
nasal congestion [Rodenstein et al. 1985] through crying.)
The laryngeal chemical reflex (LCR), a set of chemore-

flexes, is another safety mechanism. In utero, the glottal
folds open to regulate lung pressure by releasing acidic
lung fluid into the larynx (a necessary part of developing
lung capacity). In response, the chemoreceptors inhibit
breathing and stimulate the swallowing of amniotic fluid
to reduce acidity in the larynx. After birth, the LRC func-
tions as a protective mechanism against acid reflux. And
later in life, the LCR will transform again, now into a pro-
tective mechanism that stimulates cough. (Unfortunately,
the same protective mechanisms that work so well in the
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full-term neonate works against the pre-term infant. Reflux
can trigger life-threatening periods of apnea and bradycar-
dia in these infants [Miller 2002; Praud & Reix 2005; St-
Hilaire et al. 2007; Thach 2010; 2007].)
A final protective mechanism, the position and function

of the neonate epiglottis, is relevant to our thesis. Infant
aerodigestive anatomy and physiology differs from that of
adults. In the adult, the upper and lower respiratory
tracts are displaced, connected by a short length of
pharynx. During the adult nutritive swallow, when the
bolus nears the opening to the larynx, the epiglottis – the
flap-like structure attached just above the glottis – folds
down over this opening.4 Solid food or liquid passes over
the tip of the flattened epiglottis on the way to the esoph-
agus. For many years it was assumed that the epiglottis
seals the glottis, thereby protecting the adult from fluid/
solid aspiration. (Indeed, almost any text on aerodigestive
physiology will contain this “fact.”) However, the epiglottis
does not form a watertight seal over the glottis (Bosma et al.
1990), and so cannot prevent liquid from entering
the lungs. The key to epiglottal function lies with the
neonate. During the mammalian neonatal period, the
openings to the upper and lower respiratory tracts sit
directly across from each other. (Recall that the epiglottis
is a purely mammalian organ.) In this configuration, the
epiglottis sits high in the nasopharynx under the nasal cav-
ities. During swallow, the epiglottis stands upright with its
tip touching the uvula. Milk flows down the pharynx,
around the base of the upright epiglottis, in two deep rivu-
lets on either side of the open glottis (Pracy 1983). The
upright epiglottis thus maintains a patent airway between
upper and lower respiratory tract such that, in principle,
the neonate could both suckle and swallow at the same
time. However, in practice the epiglottis acts only as a safe-
guard. German et al. (2009) have shown that, in the
newborn pig, the vocal folds close during nutritive
swallow; they close the airway. Thus, as the neonate
learns to integrate the copious new sensory cues of suckling
after birth, the upright epiglottis serves as a safeguard
against mistakes. This finding meshes nicely with Miller’s

(2003) observation that, even at 28 weeks GA, the naso-
pharynx remains open during swallow, but the glottal
folds occasionally open and close.
Note that all of the aforementioned protective mecha-

nisms bracket a period of aerodigestive learning that coin-
cides with the period of TP/R “imitation” (Fig. 3). Nose
breathing ends between 6 and 12 weeks after birth, just
after the phase during which respiration and suckling are
coordinated. The combined reflexes of the LCR start in
utero to wash away acidic lung fluid during breath
holding (closure of the glottis). They continue through
the second month of postnatal life as a means to clear the
esophagus of reflux and prevent reflux aspiration.
Between 2 and 4 months, when the infant becomes suscep-
tible to respiratory viruses, the LCR produces cough to
clear the respiratory tract. In other words, the LCR
matures in lockstep with changes in the aerodigestive
system, first by producing apnea and swallowing in the peri-
natal stage, and then by initiating cough prior to the onset
of respiratory infections and ingestion of solid food. Lastly,
the epiglottis maintains a patent airway until respiration
and suckling are fully coordinated – that is, just before
“training” for mastication begins.

4.4. Switching to solids: Why tongue protrusion ends

The preparation for the mastication and ingestion of solid
food (and the production of speech sounds) begins to
occur around 3–4 months of age. This transformation,
from suckling “machine” to self-feeding infant, requires
both anatomical and physiological changes (Fig. 4).
The most critical anatomical event, the descent of the

neonatal hyoid bone and larynx, consists of two compo-
nents, a horizontal component that lowers the hyoid rela-
tive to the palate and a vertical shift that lowers the
larynx relative to the hyoid (Lieberman 1968, 1975, 1987;
Lieberman et al. 2001; Nishimura 2003; Nishimura et al.
2006; Sasaki et al. 1977). Descended larynges are now doc-
umented in several mammals, including deer, gazelles,

Figure 3. This developmental timeline shows the onset and time period of a number of aerodigestive events in human development.
Note the coincident timelines of the imitation of tongue protrusion with the end of the first phase of human aerodigestive development:
the mastery of suckling, swallowing, and respiration.
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lions, jaguars, tigers, cheetahs, and domestic cats (Fitch &
Reby 2001; Frey & Riede 2003; Weissengruber et al.
2002), but in primates, the developmental pattern is only
documented in chimpanzees so far (Nishimura 2003; Nish-
imura et al. 2006). In human infants, this descent begins
slowly after birth; by 4 months, the infant pharynx contains
the short connecting portion between the upper and lower
aerodigestive tracts. As a consequence, the glottis is re-
positioned well below the openings to the nasal cavities.
The epiglottis no longer makes contact with the hard
palate during swallow, nor does it stand upright to maintain
a patent airway. The resting position of the tongue is also
shifted, from just behind the gums towards the back of
the oral cavity. This new posterior position of the tongue
makes it possible for infants to adopt the adult swallow.
To swallow solid food, the tongue pushes the bolus into
the pharynx and blocks the entrance to the oral cavity
with its posterior end (in order to prevent the return of
the bolus). When a liquid bolus is swallowed, the tongue
participates in blocking the nasal cavities (to prevent aspira-
tion). This shift in tongue position is accompanied by a
newly rounded hard palate and the dissolution of the neo-
natal cheek fat pads. Together, they create room for new
kinds of tongue movement – side to side, up and down,
and back and forth – all within the oral cavity. With these
changes, the tongue is ready to collect, masticate, and
maneuver food, as well as practice speech sounds.

Unfortunately, this freedom of movement carries a cost.
For one, the epiglottis, now positioned further down the
pharynx, can no longer act as a safeguard against an ill-
timed glottal closure. Consequently, the coordination of
glottal closure with swallow must be mature by this stage.
Second, the new posterior position of the tongue makes
it possible for the tongue to inadvertently stop respiration
during sleep. This problem is solved by a new form of
tongue control, a brainstem mechanism in the hypoglossal
nucleus (HGN) that coordinates inhalation with rhythmic
TP/R. With each exhalation, the HGN is disinhibited, an
event which causes both a slight TP/R and an increase in
the rigidity of the pharynx, both of which create a patent
airway (Bailey et al. 2006; Fregosi 2008; Fuller et al.
1999; John et al. 2005; Richardson & Bailey 2010).5

The second change in tongue control is more obvious.
The infant must acquire the ability to manoeuver food
during mastication and prior to swallowing. Infants begin
mouthing behaviour (touching an object to the lips or
putting it into the mouth so that it touches the tongue
and gums) at about 2–3 months of age. Mouthing increases
over the next few months and peaks at around 6–9 months
(Rochat 1989). This time period coincides with a critical
period for learning to manipulate food of diverse textures;
it also coincides with the most dangerous period of food-
related asphyxiation in infants. Foods that break into hard
pieces produce the most trouble: Nuts, carrots, apples,
and candy are the main causes of asphyxiation (Altmann
& Ozanne-Smith 1997). Mouthing wanes by 9 to 15
months once infants are well versed in eating solid foods
(Fagan & Iverson 2007). These data suggest that infants
do not “explore the world by mouth” so much as explore
their mouths with the world. The infant develops a sensor-
imotor oral topography by using whatever objects are close
to hand and hands are, literally, always within reach. Large
objects that vary in shape, size, texture, taste, thermal con-
ductivity, and rigidity make ideal sensory substitutes for the
variety of foods that will soon be chewed and ingested – or
at least for any neurologically sound infant with healthy gag
and cough reflexes.
The development of mastication begins around 4 months

of age, when the infant can sit upright for several moments
without assistance. In the coming weeks, self-sitting will be
the cornerstone for a variety of goal-directed behaviors –
target-directed head and eye movements (Goodkin 1980)
and reaching-to-grasp (without being pulled over by the
weight of the extended arm). Self-sitting also indicates suf-
ficient cortical control to sustain the grasping, mastication,
and deglutition of solid food, the result of the myelination
of the corticobulbar and corticospinal tracts. This correla-
tion is not a coincidence. The safest position for the inges-
tion of solid foods is upright, not supine (Sears et al. 1990).
A bolus of solid food requires greater mechanical and air
pressure for smooth movement along the aerodigestive
tract. As a result, the effects of gravity are integrated,
through learning, into adult deglutition as a part of
normal function: Remove the effects of gravity, and

Figure 4. Anatomical differences between the adult and neonate aerodigestive systems. In the adult, note the position of the epiglottis,
which sits well below the soft palate. In the infant, the soft palate and epiglottis touch. Note also the differences in the tongue shape and
positions: The neonate has an elongated tongue with a flat surface; it sits forward, with the tip of the tongue just over the gums. In the
adult, there is empty space within the oral cavity to allow tongue movement. Tongue movement in the neonate is more restricted (Matsuo
& Palmer 2008).
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swallowing becomes disorganized and unreliable even
when the “solid” food is only a masticated marshmallow.
The advent of cortical control also explains another sign
of readiness to feed: the extinction or inhibition of the
primitive reflexes. An infant who reacts with tongue
thrust to every foreign/novel substance is not ready to
taste and swallow new foods. Infants can transition safely
to solid food, then, only when the cortical control of the
sub-cortical pattern generators of respiration, suckling,
and swallowing is in place.
To summarize, the first phase of human aerodigestion

stretches from the 9th or 10th weeks of gestation to approx-
imately 3 and 4 months after birth – from the onset of the
first isolated aerodigestive movements to the mastery of
suckling and the flawless coordination of swallowing with
respiration. Throughout this learning period, numerous
safeguards forestall potentially fatal accidents. Once
mastery is reached, the second phase of aerodigestion
begins, again prior to the onset of the new aerodigestive
function: here, the ability to eat solid foods. During this
period of transition, the tongue is repositioned to the
back of the oral cavity, the palate gradually assumes a bell
shape, and the fat pads disappear. All of these events
allow the tongue to move freely within the oral cavity, to
manipulate, masticate, and form a solid bolus. Importantly,
these new aerodigestive tasks require flexible and novel
tongue movements, including the ability to find, flip, and
re-position solid foods onto the molars and point-to-point
ballistic movements that require topographic information
(i.e., from point A to point B). Cortical control is a neces-
sary part of learning how to eat and, later, how to speak.
And because of this, aerodigestive midbrain mechanisms,
including TP/R, must be suppressed. Thus, TP/R ends
when cortical control begins.

5. Spontaneous tongue protrusion as rhythmic
stereotypy

In 1979, Thelen published a landmark, longitudinal study
of the “rhythmic stereotypies” (or general movements) of
infants. Twenty infants were filmed every 2 weeks, from
4 weeks after birth to age 52 weeks. Over one year, she
recorded more than 16,000 instances of repetitive stereo-
typical body movements classified into 47 different kinds,
among them hitting, kicking, banging, thumping, and flap-
ping. She found, first, that the peak, postnatal frequency of
each stereotypy was determined by anatomy – for example,
all stereotypies involving the leg such as kicking with alter-
nate legs, or synchronous heel-thumping peak at 20 weeks
postpartum. Second, 84% of the stereotypies recorded
(~16,000 events) had identifiable releasers such as the
appearance of the caregiver, presentation of a toy, or an
interruption to feeding. Yet these stimuli were remarkably
nonspecific and unrelated to the rhythmic behaviors elic-
ited. “It is as if the eliciting context demands of the
infant, ‘Do something!’ –Greet the caregiver, express
delight in the mobile, manipulate the toy – but the imma-
ture central nervous system (CNS) responds in a manner
that is not goal directed” (Thelen 1981b, p. 240).
Thelen did not record the facial expressions of the

infants studied (for methodological reasons) nor did she
have access to high-resolution 4-D ultrasound images of
pre-natal behaviours (including images of internal rhythmic

motor events). Had she, it would have been evident that
although all infant stereotypies develop prior to birth,
after birth they divide into two rough groups based on
the timing of peak frequency. Aerodigestive stereotypies
peak in frequency at birth whereas general stereotypies
of the head, trunk, and limbs (that Thelen herself
studied) peak months later. (The single exceptions to this
division are finger movements, present at a low frequency
from birth onwards.) One physiological explanation for
this difference is simply that, in mammals, the myogenesis
and synaptogenesis of the tongue and pharynx occurs much
earlier than the development of the limbs and trunk, and
even the jaw (Widmer et al. 2007; Yamane 2005).
Another such explanation is that the corticobulbar tract,
which mediates the cortical control of the trigeminal,
facial, and hypoglossal cranial nerves, develops both
earlier and faster than the corticospinal tract that controls
limb movement (Martin 2005; Sarnat 2003). But as to
why this should be, our answer at the outset seems the
most plausible: Aerodigestive sensorimotor development
takes precedence over the acquisition of “non-essential”
general motor tasks at least until the second stage of aero-
digestive development when trunk control is acquired and
solid feeding can begin.
The experimental results of Thelen (1979) combined

with the early ultrasound studies of neonatal neurologists
(de Vries et al. 1982; Prechtl 1985) show that infant stereo-
typies form a class on the basis of seven factors as follows.
Stereotypies (1) are simple, rhythmic movements; (2) begin
and end within a set window during the first year of the
infant’s life; (3) are invoked or undergo a change in rate
as a result of nonspecific stimuli often related to arousal;
and (4) re-emerge in later life as a result of cortical injury
or generalized cortical degeneration. When an infant fails
to exhibit a stereotypy or the stereotypy shows a markedly
abnormal pattern, it is often the case that (5) there is a cor-
tical abnormality or injury in the infant; and (6) this abnor-
mality will lead to a cascade of further developmental
problems. Finally, (7) stereotypies are easily distinguished
from primitive reflexes that occur as a result of specific
stimuli and promote infant survival.
TP/R, as our model gesture, clearly meets these criteria.

First, TP/R is a rhythmic behaviour, one rarely seen in full-
term infants after the fourth month of life. Abnormal or
continued TP/R beyond the neonatal period is often the
result of developmental abnormalities. For example, chil-
dren and adults with Down syndrome continue to exhibit
spontaneous TP/R, often into adulthood. The problem
here is hypotonicity, a lack of muscle tone in the tongue,
lips, and jaw (Limbrock et al. 1991). Without proper inter-
nal control, the tongue flattens, assuming a broad, flaccid
shape, and as a result, the tongue does not exert normal
pressure on the hard palette during suckling. Without suck-
ling pressure, the high arched shape of hard palate fails to
change into the broad, rounded shape conducive to solid
feeding (Mizuno & Ueda 2001). In turn, the jaw (masseter)
muscles develop abnormally, and the misalignment of the
jaw results in a cross- or overbite (Faulks et al. 2008;
Shapiro et al. 1967; Thompson 1976). Eventually this hypo-
tonicity will affect speech and even the child’s ability to
make emotional facial expressions (Limbrock et al. 1991).
TP/R often reappears later in life as a result of degener-

ative cortical disease or cortical trauma. Dystonic TP/R
occurs with advanced cortical degeneration, as a result of
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Alzheimer’s disease, pantothenate kinase-associated neuro-
degeneration (PKAN), and a variety of other genetic
degenerative cortical diseases (Schneider et al. 2006).
Involuntary TP/R, in the form of tongue thrust, in these
cases may be life threatening: that is, severe enough to
impair swallowing and breathing. And people who have suf-
fered severe neural trauma, even those who have an
absence of all cortical activity as measured by electroen-
cephalogram (EEG), may also show spontaneous TP/R
(Go et al. 2008).

TP/R is affected by arousal. In Jones (2006a; 2006b),
infants who listened to the overture to The Barber of
Seville, music chosen for its abrupt changes of pace and
volume, showed a consistent increase in TP/R. Similarly,
Jones (1996) found that infants responded with TP/R to
flashing colored lights and dangling toys. Both stimuli
were as effective at increasing the rate of (full) TP/Rs as
the demonstration of TP/R. In response to this evidence,
Nagy et al. (2013) have argued that increases in TP/Rs do
not correlate with the standard measures of general
arousal. But as Jones (2009) pointed out, at least within a
certain range of arbitrary stimuli, infants respond with spe-
cific reactions, an increase in orofacial stereotypies overall
but an increase in tongue protrusion in particular. More-
over, if heart rate is monitored, imitation of TP is preceded
by significant heart rate acceleration, an independent and
objective confirmation of at least one arousal response
(Nagy & Molnar 2004). In short, the infant reacts with
tongue protrusion to any interesting or arousing stimulus.
(In sect. 7, we will return to this issue.)

Importantly, TP/R differs from what have been called
the “primitive reflexes” of the neonate, with which it has
often been confused. The primitive reflexes such as the
rooting, suckling, and the Babinski and Moro reflexes are
complex, automatic behaviors evoked by specific triggering
stimuli (e.g., stroking the cheek, drawing a pencil along the
sole of the foot, briefly – and safely – dropping the infant).
Although some primitive reflexes are rhythmic (stepping
and sucking), others involve a single motor sequence
(e.g., the Moro reflex). They develop around week 25 of
gestation, and although they generally disappear within
the first year of life, it is not uncommon to see certain prim-
itive reflexes in healthy, young adults (Brown et al. 1998).
In contrast, TP/R develops earlier in gestation, does not
have a single trigger, and is fully absent in healthy adults.
However, both TP/R and the primitive reflexes can reap-
pear after neural loss in cortex, as the result of normal
aging or with degenerative neural disease (Bakchine et al.
1989; Burns et al. 1991; Damasceno et al. 2005; van
Boxtel et al. 2006; Vreeling et al. 1995). Therefore, both
neonatal stereotypies and primitive reflexes appear to be
sub-cortical motor functions but of two distinct kinds.

In sum, TP/R fits the profile of rhythmic neurodevelop-
mental behaviour. It emerges as a result of subcortical
function in utero, is inhibited and/or integrated with the
advent of cortical control, is sensitive to nonspecific exter-
nal stimuli, and often reappears in cases of cortical
trauma or degenerative disease. Abnormal neonatal
tongue protrusion can also lead to a cascade of develop-
mental disorders. Of course, if TP/R is just one of many
rhythmic stereotypies, this would explain why stimuli
such as the overture to The Barber of Seville produce an
increase in neonatal TP/R. It would also explain the phe-
nomenon of TP/R decline: We no longer see TP/R

“imitation” after 3 months because rhythmic movements,
as a developmental phase, come to an end as a whole.

6. Tongue protrusion and activity-dependent
development

6.1. The general phenomenon: Activity-dependent
development

In the previous section, we argued that TP/R is a stereo-
typy, one of the many rhythmic movements that appear
before and after birth, which are neither goal-oriented
nor triggered by specific stimuli. Yet despite their apparent
“aimlessness,” the ubiquity of stereotypies in mammalian
development suggests that they constitute a functional
stage in sensorimotor development (Thelen 1979; 1981b).
Thelen hypothesized that rhythmic stereotypies “bridge
the gap” between disorganized and goal-directed behav-
iours, that they form a “substrate” for the directed behav-
iours to follow. Recent work on activity-dependent
development suggests an answer that aligns with Thelen’s
view: Rhythmic movements, such as TP/R, drive a series
of activity-dependent neurodevelopmental events.
Pioneered by the classic work of Hubel and Wiesel

(Hubel & Wiesel 1970; Hubel et al. 1977; Wiesel &
Hubel 1963; 1965) on mammalian visual cortex develop-
ment, abundant evidence now strongly suggests that
neural activity modulates the development of the central
nervous system (see Ben-Ari 2001; Blankenship & Feller
2009; O’Donovan 1999 for reviews). Once neurons are
born, spontaneous, isolated activity begins in individual
cells, which is characterized by a slow depolarization
crested by a burst of activity. Soon this random activity coa-
lesces into the synchronous activation of neighboring cells,
with waves of activation flowing outwards from the locus.
Notably, spontaneous activation is not confined to one
area of the developing brain, say to motor or sensory
areas alone. It has been recorded in the spine (Borodinsky
et al. 2004; Hanson & Landmesser 2003; 2004;
Whelan et al. 2000), as well as in the cerebellum, retina
(Meister et al. 1991; Sretavan & Shatz 1986; Sretavan
et al. 1988; Torborg & Feller 2005; Wong et al. 1993),
cochlea (Tritsch et al. 2007), hippocampus (Garaschuk
et al. 1998), and visual cortex (Siegel et al. 2012). Immature
neurons throughout the brain – even neural progenitor
cells yet to migrate to their permanent locations – are
capable of spontaneous activation and signal propagation.
Spontaneous activity of the kind just described drives

early developmental processes both directly and through
epigenetic mechanisms. In Ca2+ spontaneous activation,
for example, a Ca2+ transient leads to an influx of Ca2+
ions, an event that initiates further production of Ca2+
and amplifies calcium concentration within the cell (Gu
et al. 1994; Rosenberg & Spitzer 2011; Spitzer et al.
1994). This sudden depolarization can initiate changes in
the cytoskeleton, such as the growth of dendritic trees
(Konur & Ghosh 2005) or the emergence of synapses.
Additionally, this intracellular Ca2+ can lead to the expres-
sion of genes for cell development. For example, calcium
transients can inhibit or excite DNA synthesis and thus,
control the rate of cell birth or neurogenesis (cf. Fiszman
et al. 1999; LoTurco et al. 1995); they can determine
whether largely inhibitory or excitatory transmitters are
produced (Borodinsky et al. 2004; Spitzer & Borodinsky
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2008; Spitzer et al. 2004), and; they contribute to pathfind-
ing during cell migration (Hanson et al. 2008; Kita et al.
2015) often in conjunction with chemical cues (Imai &
Sakano 2011).
Importantly, what happens downstream, the effects of

activity on cell maturation, depends upon a number of
factors. One factor is the distance over which activation
spreads, that is, only within the neuron, to near neighbors
only, or to distal projections. A second factor is the activa-
tion “signature,” the unique variation on the burst-silence
pattern produced (Kirkby et al. 2013; Spitzer et al. 2004).
Shorten the inter-burst interval or alter the burst pattern
and normal development will not occur. Finally, the
causal effects of spontaneous activation are state depen-
dent – that is, dependent upon previous activity and its
effects on gene expression.
The upshot of this body of research is that activity depen-

dence is a general developmental phenomenon. On one
end of the continuum, sensory experience acts through
the standard mechanisms of sensory transduction and
transmission, and properties of stimuli affect neural organi-
zation. At the other end, neural organization arises out of
variations in the standard pattern of long silences punctu-
ated by short bursts of activity. But there are also a
number of “in between” variations. Spontaneous activation
can spread to mature neurons, thus propagating the signal
to distal locations. Indeed, Khazipov et al. (2004) reported
that visual signals, produced through photoreceptor trans-
duction and transmission via retinal ganglion cells can
lead to waves of spontaneous activity at the axon terminus,
in the lateral geniculate nucleus (LGN), prior to matura-
tion. Finally, activity-dependent development can be
driven by self-induced sensory feedback. Spontaneous
activity in motoneurons, within the spine, midbrain, or cor-
tical motor areas produces muscle twitches. In turn, muscle
twitches activate stretch and load receptors in the muscles,
sensory feedback that initiates activity-dependent changes
in sensory areas (Colonnese & Khazipov 2010; Khazipov
et al. 2004). So, the self-production of sensory signals,
caused by motor events with the classic burst-silence
pattern, is yet another variant of activity-dependent
development.
On the picture of development now emerging, neural

development uses a rich form of neural scaffolding. Spon-
taneous activity can create temporary pathways between
two regions and then eliminate or alter them once the scaf-
folding is no longer needed – for example, once a direct link
between the two termini has formed (Khalilov et al. 2015;
Luhmann et al. 2014; Shatz et al. 1988). Epigenetic pro-
cesses can lead to neurotransmitter specification and then
their re-specification at a later time (Spitzer 2012; Spitzer
& Borodinsky 2008; Spitzer et al. 2004). Similarly, an exis-
tent excitatory neurotransmitter may become inhibitory (or
vice versa) as a result of the activity-dependent expression
of different membrane channel receptors (Blankenship &
Feller 2009; Ford & Feller 2012; Wolfram & Baines
2013). Thus, the “storyline” of neural development looks
much less like a pure cascade of events, each stage building
on the last, and more like an economical solution to the
Tower of Hanoi puzzle, a back and forth of developmental
events that eventually results in the standard organizational
patterns of the normal adult brain (Shatz 2012).
Against this general framework, the suggestion that

rhythmic stereotypies participate in activity-dependent

processes is more plausible. First, if motor events can
bring about neural development through self-induced,
rhythmic activation, then TP/R, along with other rhythmic
stereotypies, is a potential cause of activity-dependent
development. For another, it is less mysterious why there
is a mismatch between the time periods of human gesta-
tional events typically measured in days or weeks (or occa-
sionally months) and the lengthy lifespan of rhythmic
stereotypies (~9 months). If mammalian neural develop-
ment adheres to a “use, dispose, and replace” principle,
and/or to the dictum of “write rough and refine later,”
then TP/R might well drive a sequence of distinct develop-
mental events: for example, pathfinding from B to A, fol-
lowed by pathfinding from B to C.
In what follows, we begin with a short section on the

physiology of the tongue, a prerequisite to understanding
the development of its control, and then outline three activ-
ity-dependent developmental events to which TP/R as a
rhythmic neurodevelopmental behaviour plausibly
contributes.

6.2. The neurophysiology of tongue control

The mammalian tongue has a remarkable structure: It is a
tethered limb without an internal skeleton (Takemoto
2001). Without the constraints on motion imposed by a
rigid skeleton and joints, tentacle-like limbs have an enor-
mous range of deformation and (non-translational)
motion, a bit like fiber optics compared to a flashlight. Ten-
tacle-like limbs are also alarmingly strong (think of ele-
phants and logs) yet capable of fast and accurate
movement and deformation (Kier 2012). For example,
during rapid speech, an adult speaker produces ~1,400
phonemes a minute, an extraordinary sensorimotor feat
(Hiiemae & Palmer 2003).
The current, predominant theory of tongue physiology

treats the human tongue as a solid muscular hydrostat, as
a solid cylinder of muscle that maintains a constant
volume under pressure, throughout deformation (Smith
& Kier 1985; 1989; Takemoto 2001). Decrease its height,
and the cylinder must widen; decrease the girth, and the
cylinder must lengthen. This inverse relation is the
central principle behind the human tongue’s physiology
according to the hydrostatic theory. Because muscles con-
tract on activation but are lengthened passively, all muscu-
loskeletal systems involve muscle antagonists: When one
contracts, the other lengthens and vice versa. Within a
solid muscular hydrostatic, muscle antagonists are formed
by their relative orientation. Muscles that run parallel to
the tongue’s long axis shorten the tongue via contraction.
Muscles perpendicular to the long axis – the vertical and
horizontal transverse layers – narrow the tongue and thus,
lengthen it.
In the human tongue, these principles are implemented

by complex physiology: Eight pairs of muscles form con-
centric layers around the cylinder’s axis; each layer itself
consists of finely interdigitated layers of muscle fiber (Take-
moto 2001). The tongue’s core, for example, consists of
three muscle groups each of which runs perpendicular to
the axis, the transverse muscle interdigitated with the gen-
ioglossus and verticalis muscles. Thus, when the core con-
tracts, the tongue narrows and protrudes. Importantly,
deformation of the tongue always occurs under active resis-
tance, by isotonic contraction (Pittman & Bailey 2009).

Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

12 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


When the core muscles contract, the surrounding layer of
parallel fibers provides active resistance to lengthening.
Together, isotonic contraction plus muscle interdigitation
add strength and rigidity to the tongue’s structure and
make complex deformation possible.

Not surprisingly (to motor physiologists at least), human
tongue control is organized in the same way as limb control.
At the level of the midbrain, tongue control is organized by
activity, by the common repetitive behaviours in which the
tongue plays a major role. At least five aerodigestive activ-
ities (respiration, suckling, swallowing, mastication, and
licking) are controlled by central pattern generators
(CPGs) located in the medulla and pons (Barlow & Estep
2006; Barlow et al. 2010; Dutschmann & Dick 2012;
Smith et al. 2009). A CPG is any set of neurons that pro-
duces a pattern of activation and maintains a rhythm. So,
by definition, even a pacemaker neuron, a solitary neuron
that fires spontaneously at regular intervals, is a CPG.
But in practice most CPGs are complex circuits of inter-
neurons that produce rhythmic movement through recip-
rocal inhibitory and excitatory connections, some of
which are regulated by pacemaker neurons and some not
(Marder & Taylor 2011). On some definitions, CPGs are
said to be circuits that can produce “fictive behavior,”
that is, can produce motor patterns without feedback or
afferent signals. This is true: CPGs are capable of self-sus-
tained behaviour. But again, in situ, the genius of a CPG is
its ability to modulate rhythmic motor behaviour on the fly
in response to signals from the senses, cortex, and from
other CPGs (Harris-Warrick 2011; Marder 2012; Marder
& Bucher 2001).

Aerodigestive CPGs are large-scale circuits organized in
rough hierarchies, what one might think of as “CPGs within
CPGs.” CPGs for the simplest repetitive behaviours are
recruited into larger networks that synchronize their activa-
tion into coherent motor runs. In turn, these circuits may
themselves be recruited as the components of even larger
CPGs. Aerodigestive CPGs are particularly complex given
the functional overlap between aerodigestive behaviours,
for example, suckling, respiration, emesis, and licking all
involve TP/R. Barring the re-duplication of all low-level
CPGs, there must be some means by which CPGs can be
shared. In principle, there are a variety of forms that
sharing could take, probably all of which are found in aero-
digestive motor control. In the simplest case, large-scale
CPGs with common components are loosely connected
into a single network and “sharing” neural resources
amounts simply to ceding control on the basis of competi-
tion or protocol (Gutierrez et al. 2013). A slightly more
complex scenario involves a network of low-level compo-
nents that can be activated in different orders, sometime
using all of the components, sometimes not. In the most
complex case, large-scale CPGs are genuinely multifunc-
tional: A single pool of neurons collectively instantiates
more than one CPG (Ramirez & Pearson 1988). Because
neurons can express multiple types of synapses defined
by the neurotransmitters they release (Briggman &
Kristan 2008; Harris-Warrick & Marder 1991; Kvarta
et al. 2012; Marder et al. 2014; Ramirez & Pearson
1988), functionally distinct neural circuits can exist within
a single pool of interneurons. For example, the pre-Böt-
zinger complex within the respiratory network can
produce normal inspiration, gasping, or sighing (Doi &

Ramirez 2008; Lieske et al. 2000; Ruangkittisakul et al.
2008; Tryba et al. 2008).
At present, very little is known about the sensorimotor

representation of the tongue in cortex (but see Laine
et al. 2012; Sakamoto et al. 2010). What we do know is
that there are topographic maps of the tongue and other
oropharyngeal structures in S1 and M1 (Cerkevich et al.
2013; 2014) and that the large areas of the homunculi
devoted to the tongue and other oropharyngeal structures,
is explained by their fine-grained motor control and multi-
ple sensory systems. As we will see, TP/R is likely to play a
role in the functional development of S1 and M1, but it
ends too soon to participate in the “wiring” of the many cor-
tical areas involved in even the “simple” act of adult
swallowing.

6.3. The emergence and refinement of tongue protrusion

Despite its paradoxical sound, we suggest that TP/R begins
as an activity “for” tongue protrusion itself, that tongue pro-
trusion begets tongue protrusion of a “more better” kind.
By the time TP/R is clearly visible in the human fetus, at
14–16 weeks GA, the brain has undergone significant
development. The sensory and motor cranial nuclei, includ-
ing the hypoglossal nuclei, have been in place for more than
8 weeks (Müller & O’Rahilly 2011); all six layers of the
cortex are almost completely formed (Clancy et al. 2000).
Yet appearances aside, the visible structures/areas of the
brain are not yet functional because they lack both the
internal circuitry and distal connections to sensory
transducers required for mature function. Significant
development in the form of neural specification (and re-
specification) must occur before birth and will continue
thereafter.
Warp et al. (2012) presented the first fine-grained

description of how spontaneous activation leads to perma-
nent circuit formation in the swimming CPG in zebrafish.
The side-to-side swimming motion of the fish is the result
of a simple circuit. In each spinal segment, two pools of
motoneurons innervate muscle around the spine, one for
each side of the body. Within each pool the connections
are mutually excitatory; across the midline, between the
two pools, the connections are inhibitory. In swimming, a
wave of activity flows down the spine causing ipsilateral
contraction and contralateral suppression (inhibition of
contraction). The development of the swimming CPG
follows this same head-to-tail pattern. At the top of the
spine, release of a Ca2+ transient within one motor pool
of the first spinal segment causes sporadic random activity
that soon coalesces into synchronous activity; synchronous
activity soon spreads across the midline into the contralat-
eral motor pool where isolated, random activation begins.
Again, isolated activity coalesces and now spreads to the
next spinal segment. At the same time, neural coupling
matures: Activation by transient release leads to the forma-
tion of gap junctions, and activity across gap junctions
results in the expression of synapses. Without spontaneous
activity, or activity across gap junctions, further specifica-
tion does not occur. This is how the swimming CPG is
born of incremental, activity-dependent developmental
processes (Warp et al. 2012).
As we have seen, prenatal ultrasounds provide behavioral

evidence that aerodigestive brainstem CPGs also emerge in
an incremental fashion: Mouth opening/closing, tongue
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protrusion/retraction, and glottal opening/closing all begin
with minute, uncertain movements that slowly develop
into robust rhythmic motor sequences. We suggest that
the CPG for TP/R develops along the same line. Motoneu-
rons for tongue innervation that originate within the hypo-
glossus (cranial nerve XII) nucleus are grouped by muscle
innervation (e.g., the genioglossus muscle) as well as by
hydrostatic function. Two pools of motoneurons, in the
medial and lateral branches of the hypoglossal nucleus,
control tongue narrowing/elongation and tongue shorten-
ing/widening respectively (Guo et al. 1996; McClung &
Goldberg 2000; 2002; Smith et al. 2005). We also know
that in the early postnatal period (in rats), hypoglossal
neurons switch from spontaneous/gap junction transmis-
sion to synaptic signaling. Thus, local spontaneous activa-
tion within the medial branch of cranial nerve XII
explains the first weak protrusive movements of the
tongue (by activation of the medial motoneurons). A widen-
ing circle of synchronous interneuron activation, represent-
ing muscle recruitment, explains the increasing strength of
tongue protrusions. All else being equal, spontaneous activ-
ity in the lateral branches will cause tongue retraction. And
like the neural pools on the opposite sides of the spinal seg-
ments in the zebrafish, inhibitory interconnections between
the medial and lateral compartments ensures that, at the
outset, tongue retraction does not hinder tongue protrusion
and vice versa.

6.4. The interconnection and coordination of brainstem
CPGs

Once lower-level motor components begin to emerge, they
must be brought under the control of larger-scale aerodi-
gestive CPGs. As we have seen, there are many ways that
this can occur. Some neural circuits will be genuinely mul-
tifunctional: that is, capable of producing multiple distinct
patterns like the pre-Bötzinger nucleus in respiration.
Other CPGs might share a low-level circuit simply by
passing its control back and forth between them, according
to some engrained “rule” or on the basis of competition.
But whichever strategies are implemented, both inhibitory
and excitatory connections between the component CPGs
are necessary: Inhibition ensures that mutually exclusive
motor sequences are not activated by their shared compo-
nents; excitation coordinates activation, binding motor
components into synchronized sequences.
By the time TP/R is just discernible at 12 weeks post-

conception in the human fetus, the sensory and motor
nuclei of the cranial nerves have been in place for many
weeks (Clancy et al. 2001). By the end of the embryonic
period, at about 8 weeks post-conception (Müller & O’Ra-
hilly 2011), all of the cranial nerves and nuclei have formed
and occupy their permanent locations – even before the
motoneurons have innervated tongue muscles. (The excep-
tions are the facial cranial nerves (VII) and their nuclei that
form later in the early fetal period.) What remains is the
development of functional circuits.
Consider two aerodigestive CPGs that share control of

the tongue, the CPG that controls the oral stage of swallow-
ing and the CPG that controls suckling. The oral stage of
swallowing involves innervation of the mouth, face,
tongue, palate, and pharynx (cranial nerves V, VII, IX, X,
and XII). The larger CPG for suckling, which comprises
at least six separate areas of the brainstem, involves the

(paired) cranial nerves V, VII, and XII (Broussard & Altsch-
uler 2000). In feeding, suckling precedes swallowing – at
first, in a cycle of one suckle and one swallow, but quickly
progressing to one swallow after multiple suckles (sect.
4.2). Their coordination thus involves connections that sup-
press simultaneous activity yet allow each CPG to cede or
gain control serially and allow flexibility, given maturational
changes, of the suck-swallow rhythm. The control of TP/R
involves the coordinated activation within the hypoglossal
(XII), trigeminal (V), facial (VII), and glossopharyngeal
(IX) cranial nerve nuclei. But TP/R also produces a
cascade of sensory signals from the oral cavity, tongue,
jaw, lips, and face, which will arrive simultaneously at the
sensory portions of the trigeminal (V), facial (VII), and glos-
sopharyngeal (IX) cranial nerves. Two of these cranial
nuclei, V and VII, contain circuits common to both suckling
and swallowing. So sensory feedback from TP/R will
produce simultaneous activation in cranial sensory nuclei
V and VII. (Cranial nerve XII, the hypoglossal nerve, is
largely or entirely a motor nerve.) If neurons that fire
together, wire together, then TP/R will produce intercon-
nections between components of suckling and swallowing
not initially connected – that is, between all those that
involve the cranial motor nuclei V and VII. These are
exactly the kinds of inhibitory connections needed to
ensure flexibility in the suckling and swallowing sequence:
No matter how many sucks precede the swallow, sensory
feedback will inhibit the swallowing CPG.
In sum, robust TP/R can aid in the maturation of other

aerodigestive CPGs because TP/R produces a wide range
of – and widely ranging – sensory feedback to the cranial
nuclei, relative to other oropharyngeal repetitive behav-
iours such as tongue peristalsis and glottal opening and
closing. This goes some way to explaining why TP/R
might continue to occur as an isolated behaviour.

6.5. The development of topographic maps in
somatosensory cortex

In placental mammals, the formation of topographic maps
within cortex, such as the motor and sensory homunculi,
begins with the formation of a temporary developmental
structure, the cortical subplate. Spontaneous activation
within the subplate guides the axons of sensory neurons
from the thalamus below, and the axons of cortical motor
neurons above (Kanold & Luhmann 2010; Tolner et al.
2012). In mammalian development, the crucial anatomical
structures that connect brainstem nuclei with orofacial
somatosensory cortex – the cranial nuclei, the thalamus,
the cortical subplate, and all six layers of cortex – form
largely prior to the onset of TP/R (Clancy et al. 2001).
Yet although TP/R begins too late to be a major determi-
nant in the mechanisms of neurogenesis, migration, or
axon pathfinding to S1, the development of functional cir-
cuitry in S1 has yet to occur.
During this postnatal period of mammalian cortical

development, S1 has a single form of organized neural
activity, spindle bursts, that correlate with motor activity:
for example, muscle twitches in the hind limb of the rat
produce temporally correlated S1 signals, and extinction
of muscle twitches largely silences S1 (Khazipov et al.
2004). This suggests that spontaneous activity in M1 organ-
izes sensorimotor cortical connections through self-initi-
ated activity (muscle twitch). In much the same way that
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postnatal visual experience is required for normal forma-
tion of the ocular dominance and orientation columns of
mammalian V1 (for a review, see Cang & Feldheim
2013), sensory experience generated by self-motion organ-
izes cortical homunculi. Thus, TP/R coincides with a period
of dramatic cortical development driven by sensorimotor
signals of the very kind required.

At this point, there is no direct evidence for the involve-
ment of TP/R in these processes. This is not surprising: It is
only within the past couple years that basic anatomical
research on the cortical representation of orofacial
regions (Cerkevich et al. 2013; 2014) has been completed.
Still, TP/R and other orofacial behaviours continue into the
postnatal period, and there is no lack of developmental
events to which self-initiated signals might participate,
namely (1) the generation of somatotopic S1 maps of the
tongue, lips, jaw, and lower face; (2) the corticothalamic
connections between facial/tongue regions of S1 and the
ventral-posterior nucleus of thalamus (Deck et al. 2013);
and/or (3) the corticobulbar connections between M1 and
the hypoglossal, trigeminal, and facial nuclei (Sarnat
1989; 2003; 2015). These are all circuits/networks that we
know form in the neonatal infant, for which tongue protru-
sion would provide the requisite “end point” of neural
activity.

7. Rethinking neonatal imitation

Thus far we have walked through the events of the aerodi-
gestive development and the essential role that sensorimo-
tor control of the tongue plays within all aerodigestive
functions of the human neonate. We hope to have estab-
lished that TP/R (1) has the hallmark features of the rhyth-
mic stereotypies common in early infant development; (2)
emerges early in prenatal life and continues until suckling
and respiration are fully coordinated and developed; (3)
ends prior to the learning period, during which the infant
prepares for the ingestion of solid food; (4) is controlled
exclusively by brainstem mechanisms given the immaturity
of sensory and motor cortex; and (5) likely contributes to at
least three kinds of activity-dependent development during
the lengthy window of its existence. Viewed in this context,
the positive results of TP/R imitation are more likely to be
by-products of normal aerodigestive development, behav-
iours that increase in frequency when neonates interact
with adults or are presented with other interesting
stimuli, than they are to be the result of facial imitation.
The coincident window of appearance and disappearance
of TP/R “imitation” with the first phase of aerodigestive
development lends further support to the aerodigestive
origin of TP/R (Fig. 3).

Starting at 12 weeks, the human fetus develops a reper-
toire of rhythmic behaviors, including TP/R, mouth
opening and closing (MO/C), isolated eye opening (as
opposed to repetitive blinking), index finger protrusion,
mouthing (with hand in mouth), yawning, grimacing,
smiling, and swallowing. As we have seen in section 4.1,
all of these movements begin as small, isolated gestures
and increase in duration and frequency over the following
weeks. Eight weeks before birth the behavioral repertoire
of the neonate is in place ready for postnatal life and all
of the gestures tested in imitation experiments come
from this repertoire. The aerodigestive stereotypies (plus

finger movements) peak in frequency at birth. Of these
“early” stereotypies, TP/R and MO/C and index finger pro-
trusion are produced with the highest frequencies during
the first week after birth (Oostenbroek et al. 2016). It is
worrisome that all of the stereotypies that peak early in fre-
quency are also the gestures that are tested in neonatal imi-
tation experiments. Are these gestures imitated because
they are frequent gestures in neonatal life? Or do imitation
experiments yield positive results because these stereoty-
pies are more frequent?
The aerodigestive theory situates the gestures at issue

within a known class of fetal/infant behaviours – stereoty-
pies – but also within the known processes of early neural
development. These stereotypies form a developmental
stage in motor learning. This suggests a very different
explanation of why the gestures used in neonatal imitation
experiments peak at birth, taper off, and then disappear.
Proponents often suggest that the infant has lost interest
in old social interactions and has moved on to new, more
novel behaviours. Instead, all early rhythmic movements
end by this time. From the physiological point of view,
then, orofacial stereotypies make sense as members of a
well-defined category of fetal/neonatal behaviours. The
same conclusion applies to the other stereotypies that
appear to elicit imitation.
We realize most proponents of neonatal imitation will

not be satisfied with this argument, especially those who
do not support the strong representational claims of AIM.
And even readers who accept our account of aerodigestive
neurodevelopment may question the consequences of
these facts for neonatal imitation. To conclude, then, we
address three questions the proponent of neonatal imita-
tion might reasonably ask.

7.1. Could there be a subcortical locus of NI?

Suppose we agree that neonatal imitation is unlikely to be
controlled by cortical mechanisms and shift our focus to
subcortical ones. Here the mammalian superior colliculus
(SC) seems like the most plausible candidate. SC is a
laminar, midbrain structure that uses visual and multimodal
cells to perform sensorimotor transformations. Its struc-
tural and functional properties make it perfectly suited to
neonatal imitation (cf. May 2006). Briefly, the superior
three layers of SC (I-III) receive only visual input, from
the retinal ganglion cells, V1, and the frontal eye fields
(FEF). Superior SC conserves the topographic organiza-
tion of the retina and V1, and its neurons preserve the
properties of V1 cells (on-off center-surround organization,
sensitivity to orientation and wavelength, and binocularity)
(Tailby et al. 2012). The deep layers of SC receive input
from multiple senses – vision, audition, proprioception,
plus the somatosensory and vestibular systems – and they
converge upon single cells in all possible combination
(Sparks & Hartwich-Young 1989). These multimodal
neurons are also topographically organized, forming three
distinct maps, one each for visual, auditory, and somatosen-
sory inputs, which align in location within and between
layers (Meredith & Stein 1986b). The net result is a system-
atic multimodal mapping of neurons that “prefer” whatever
stimuli are coincident in space and time (Meredith & Stein
1986b). The sight of a dog and the sound of its bark – in
spatiotemporal synchrony – produce a maximal response
in deep SC neurons. Finally, SC deep layers drive motor
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behaviours: Efferent SC signals are sent to pre-motor and
motor nuclei of the brainstem and spine (Meredith &
Stein 1986a). All in all, the SC seems “purpose built” to
implement the hardware for neonatal imitation.

7.1.1. Answer. Certainly, prima facie, SC looks like an
excellent candidate. In fact, Pitti et al. (2013) have pro-
duced a model that shows how SC could transform visually
encoded facial gestures into imitative actions using the
receptive properties of SC neurons. This is not as surprising
as it might seem. SC visual neurons and V1 neurons have
very similar response properties with the possible exception
of S cone input (but see Hall & Colby 2014). If we, as
adults, recognize facial expressions/body gestures by
means of V1 input, it would be very odd if one could not
construct such a model from SC neural responses.
Rather, the more significant question concerns the plausi-
bility of the suggestion: Is SC likely to underwrite neonatal
imitation?
Traditionally, we have understood the primary function

of mammalian SC as one of orientation: In primates, the
SC coordinates eye and head movements during saccades
to maintain focus on visual targets (Marino et al. 2015;
Schiller et al. 1987). It also controls smooth-pursuit eye
movements when targets move slowly (Krauzlis et al.
2000), provides updates on current location (Dash et al.
2015), and activates express saccades. This orientation
function is well preserved across mammalian species. It
controls whole-body orientation away from threat in rats
(Redgrave et al. 1996a; 1996b) and reaching behavior
(towards a target) in cats (Courjon et al. 2004; Iwamoto
& Sasaki 1990; Werner et al. 1997b), monkeys (Philipp &
Hoffmann 2014; Stuphorn et al. 2000; Werner et al.
1997a; 1997b), and humans (Himmelbach et al. 2013; Lin-
zenbold & Himmelbach 2012). More recent research sug-
gests that SC also participates in target selection – in
picking out an item of interest – whether or not orienting
behaviour follows (Müller et al. 2005).
It is this feature of SC that is most relevant here. Insofar

as infants orient towards adult faces in the first moments
after birth, the SC is the most likely candidate for this ori-
enting mechanism. For example, Johnson et al. (1991;
2015) champion a two-process theory of facial processing
in which an innate sub-cortical system, called CONSPEC,
biases orientation towards faces. This bias ensures salient
input for the “training up” of cortical areas in facial recog-
nition. Still, few researchers have held that the superior
layers of SC themselves process for orofacial features
and/or expressions. Rather, the question at issue is
whether the SC visual layers are biased towards some
feature that all and only faces have, or whether SC
orients towards faces much of the time given general
biases of SC I–III visual neurons at birth. Either way,
SC is understood as a mechanism for selection and orien-
tation, not for facial/gesture recognition. And recognition
of different facial/bodily gestures is necessary for
imitation.
Further, there is a more conclusive reason why SC

could not be the basis of neonate imitation. Mammalian
research suggests that the topographic maps of SC deep
layers are formed and aligned by multi-stage developmen-
tal processes (see Cang & Feldheim [2013] for a review).
In utero, chemical cues provide guidance for the axons
of retinal cells into SC that preserve the topographic

maps of the retina and V1 (Triplett 2014; Triplett et al.
2012). Next, endogenous wave-like activity from the
retina establishes connections that preserve topographic
relations both within and between these layers (Furman
et al. 2013). In the last stage, SC multimodal neurons
undergo a critical period of plasticity, a learning period
during which potentially multimodal cells adjust their
response to reflect those modalities that prove most valu-
able (Balmer & Pallas 2015; Xu et al. 2014a; 2014b; 2015).
Importantly, this critical period of postnatal plasticity
cannot occur without input from association cortex
(Jiang et al. 2001). So SC maturation requires (a) a func-
tional association cortex, (b) functional connections
between association cortex and SC, and (c) significant
postnatal experience. In cats, this occurs 4 months after
birth (Wallace & Stein 1997). Neil et al. (2006) estimated
that human infants are 8 to 10 months old before this par-
ticular kind of multimodal integration is in place. SC is
thus highly unlikely to instantiate neonate imitation
because the crucial step of multimodal mapping does
not occur in newborns.

7.2. Can there be imitation without representation?

Let’s agree for the sake of argument that neonates do not
solve the correspondence problem through multi- or
supramodal representations – or indeed through any rep-
resentational system at all. Robust neonatal imitation
could still occur. As the authors agree, infant stereotypies
are produced through the coordinated activation of sub-
cortical CPGs. Thus, the correspondence problem is
more likely “solved” through resonance and entrainment.
Think here of the aerodigestive system in the engineering
terms of control systems. In a closed-loop system, sensory
feedback produced during the last cycle of behaviour is
used to approximate a set point of the system – that is, a
value for one of the process variables – in the next oscilla-
tion. So in suckling, when the compression stroke of the
jaw meets with resistance, the power stroke is adjusted
to exert more force. Or in swallowing, feedback from the
leading edge of esophageal peristalsis adjusts the speed/
force of subsequent contractions. Yet because the “goal”
of aerodigestive development is merely the smooth pro-
duction of behavioural sequences often repeated thou-
sands of times in an infant’s day, this network is unlikely
to represent its process variables. Resonance and entrain-
ment produce faster, more reliable results than could any
feed-forward model of the process state. Of course, by
adulthood even the sight of food on a plate will reset the
parameters of swallow in anticipation (Leopold &
Daniels 2009), presumably by means of the 15–20 cortical
sites involved in producing adult swallow (Ertekin 2011;
Ertekin & Aydogdu 2003; Sörös et al. 2008; 2009). But
for the neonate, a continuous closed-loop control is a supe-
rior system. Thus, as long as the relevant visual stimuli
release or entrain matching behaviour, the correspon-
dence problem will be solved without representational
matching.

7.2.1. Answer. Recent work on motor systems, including
work on the mirror system, suggests that central pattern
generators lie at the core of motor function in vertebrates
(Grillner 2006; Grillner et al. 2005a; 2005b; 2008; Kozlov
et al. 2009; Mahan & Georgopoulos 2013). Predictably,
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many questions remain about how resonance might work
for coupled oscillators in situ: How are sub-threshold acti-
vation patterns brought to threshold? What are the means
of coupling? How are the values of the process variables
modified? And how do cortical signals alter or entrain
CPG motor outputs? These are all open questions, and
we cannot insist that the resonance theorist answer
them on demand. On the other hand, the biggest
hurdle for anyone who champions a resonance theory of
“matching” is the explanation of how the neonatal visual
system encodes adult gestures that are registered/
encoded by networks of oscillators. It is not enough to
suggest here that seeing an instance of TP/R disinhibits
the TP/R network or that recognition of an open mouth
releases the CPG for MO/C. Mere association between
a sensory input and a motor output is not imitation.
Instead, there must be a systematic explanation of how
the neonatal brain recognizes specific gestures and
selects the relevant CPG by means of resonance. To
solve the correspondence problem – to imitate – the
infant must have a systematic means by which this arbi-
trary visual input is matched to that proprioceptive feed-
back, which is produced by that repetitive stereotypy,
using the concepts of oscillators and control systems.
This is a tall order.

We are not suggesting that the aerodigestive theory
offers a better explanation of neonatal imitation, of
course, because it is not a theory of imitation. But it
meshes nicely with other areas of research that can
explain what we observe in these experiments: that is,
why infants orient towards the face of the model, watch
intently as the model poses, and then produce general
movements in response to that neutral face. Perhaps the
infant orients towards the model’s face as a result of
motion, novelty, or as a result of the orientation biases of
visual cells in SC (Johnson et al. 1991; 2015). Although
the gesture is demonstrated, a rudimentary form of turn-
taking in the neonate suppresses general movements as a
class (Dominguez et al. 2016). And when the model
switches from TP/R to a neutral expression – or what
amounts to a still face for the infant – the inhibition of aero-
digestive CPGs ceases, and the most frequent stereotypies,
as a function of age, are released. This is the kind of
explanation that dovetails with models of early learning
for gaze-following, emotional expression, facial recognition
(of the mother’s face), and categorical perception (seeing
faces as a special kind of object).

7.3. How to explain the neonatal imitation experimental
data?

Let’s put aside questions of mechanism and talk about why
neonatal imitation is a good explanation of the experimental
results. Proponents of neonatal imitation have long argued
that it fosters parental attachment, which is of vital impor-
tance to infant survival. As we come to know more about
the social and cognitive development of infants, it seems
clear that social interaction between the infant and care-
giver is an essential factor in early motor, sensory, and cog-
nitive development (Althaus & Plunkett 2015; Arditi et al.
2006; Ham & Tronick 2006; Lavelli & Fogel 2002; Mes-
singer & Fogel 2007; Serrano et al. 1992). By itself, the
aerodigestive theory does not explain the neonatal imitation

experimental data. It explains only why neonates would
make aerodigestive behaviors.

7.3.1. Answer. Arousal theorists have often argued that the
appearance of neonatal imitation is a general artifact of
arousal (Anisfeld 1991; 1996; 2005; Jones 1996; 2006a;
2006b). Neonates orient towards salient visual properties
and, once oriented, are aroused by this stimulation; once
aroused, they increase the rate of some spontaneous move-
ments. Human faces at close range – be it a face with a pro-
truding tongue, or even a “still face” – are among these
salient properties. We believe the arousal theorist must
be right: We see increased orofacial stereotypies directly
after birth and in the presence of other arousing stimuli
such as human faces, music, moving inanimate objects,
and so on. What the arousal theory has lacked, however,
is an explanation of why neonatal arousal expresses itself
in just this way, at precisely this time in development.
Here we have the beginnings of an answer. At birth, the
neurochemistry of the event creates unprecedented levels
of arousal, which ensures a safe transition from an aquatic
existence to land-based respiration and suckling (recall
the survival value of suckling within the first hour after
birth). This explains why the rate of orofacial “gestures” is
greatest in the few moments after birth even without
human interaction. When newly born infants are shown
human faces, the visual biases inherent in (most likely)
the superior layers of SC produce greater levels of transient
arousal, which in turn causes ever more orofacial stereoty-
pies. This same pattern of arousal and of transient orofacial
gestures continues until the infant has mastered the
mechanics of suckling and respiration – and until these
rhythmic movements have produced the requisite
changes in S1 and M1 functionality. In the weeks and
months following birth, the infant broadens her typical
response to arousal (Prechtl 1993). Orofacial behaviours
fade as the other stereotypies (from among the 47
that Thelen observed) become dominant. Glee (or rage!)
can now be expressed by more frequent “variations of
kicking, rocking, waving, bouncing, scratching, banging,
rubbing, thrusting, swaying, and twisting” (Thelen 1981b,
p. 239). All of these stereotypies are likely to aid sensorimo-
tor development of the spine, brainstem, and cortex. But in
the grand scheme of human sensorimotor development, it
is subcortical aerodigestion first, all of the rest sometime
later.
We have not explained, so far, the differential responses

of neonates to specific gestures: For example, why do neo-
nates show more TP/R than MO/C after watching an adult
model TP/R? One thing we can say, here, is that we know
very little about arousal, and the development of arousal, in
the neonate. One naïve tendency – to which both authors
unwittingly succumbed – is to imagine that sleep/arousal
patterns in adults are a good model for the infant.
Because the fetus is clearly more active at certain times
than at others in utero, we imagine that the fetus is there-
fore either asleep or awake, no matter how early in gesta-
tion. But as with most other systems in the neonate, the
mechanisms underlying sleep/arousal are not yet mature
(Nijhuis et al. 1982). Nor is arousal controlled by a single
mechanism, an on-off toggle switch between sleep and
wakefulness. Arousal is effected differentially by both exog-
enous stimuli and endogenous mechanisms (Wass & Smith
2014) and by interaction with both circadian and ultradian

Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017) 17
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


cycles (Blum et al. 2014; Blumberg et al. 2014; Mohawk
et al. 2012). In other words, we may now know, in the
broadest strokes, why we should be dubious about the
results of neonatal imitation experiments. But without
understanding the mechanisms of infant arousal, how
they develop, or the developmental relationships between
attention, emotion, and arousal, we are definitely missing
the fine brushstrokes required. Without this knowledge,
it is impossible to control for confounding factors in
neonate imitation experiments. Neonatal apparent alert-
ness, fussiness, and crying – even vagal tone – are only
gross measures of arousal, a central factor in NI experi-
ments. So we know arousal is relevant to what we see in
these experiments, but we do not yet understand how
stimuli (such as TP/R, still face, the voice of the model,
or the absence of the mother) affects, or fails to affect,
more subtle measures of infant arousal. Is tongue protru-
sion more interesting than mouth opening? Is still face
more unnerving to the neonate than an open mouth? Or
is still face unnerving only when it follows a period of
normal interaction? Presumably animal models will help
us determine how social stimuli of particular kinds interact
with the internal states of neonates, both mammalian and
human.
We should also point out that despite the obvious plausi-

bility of social explanations of neonate imitation, the evi-
dence for the social hypothesis in this particular case is
quite weak. There are any number of other mechanisms
that promote human maternal/parental attachment that
are simple and effective: skin-to-skin contact (Bigelow &
Power 2012; Feldman & Eidelman 2003), breast-feeding
(Kim et al. 2011), increased oxytocin levels during preg-
nancy and after birth (Feldman et al. 2007; Levine et al.
2007), olfactory cues (Fleming et al. 1999; Marlier et al.
1998; Schaal 2009; Varendi & Porter 2001), maternal
voice (Ockleford et al. 1988), and the co-ordination of
maternal-infant heart rhythms (Feldman et al. 2011).
Most of these mechanisms are triggered in the course of
normal infant care and can be explained in terms of regula-
tory/physiological mechanisms present at birth. Given the
importance of attachment, it seems likely that further
mechanisms of attachment will be discovered. The more
known mechanisms of attachment we discover, however,
the weaker the evolutionary argument that imitation is
necessary for survival. In contrast, a competent neonatal
aerodigestive system requires specific kinds of neonatal aero-
digestive sequences, each comprising multiple stereotypies.
Assuming that aerodigestive development occurs via activ-
ity-dependent processes, then, stereotypies such as TP/R
and MO/C are a necessary part of human development.

8. Conclusion

In our view, a critical step in resolving questions about the
development of complex psychological processes will be to
examine them from different levels of explanation. The
combination of advances in motor development and
detailed neurophysiological studies of both humans and
nonhuman animals could provide developmental psychol-
ogy with a more biologically plausible view of infant
development.
Understanding developmental processes requires going

beyond the dichotomies of nature and nurture, innate

and acquired, and focusing instead on the broader biologi-
cal principles that govern and constrain development. For
example, developmental psychologists’ interest in inter-
modal perception has generated a number of findings
about the discrimination and cross-modal transfer abilities
of young infants (Bahrick 1987; 1992; Bushnell 1982;
Gibson & Spelke 1983; Gibson &Walker 1984; Lewkowicz
1986; 1992; Meltzoff & Borton 1979; Streri 1993; Streri &
Molina 1994; Streri & Pêcheux 1986). However, this inter-
est has not sparked any corresponding interest in either (a)
the various contributions of prior prenatal and postnatal
experience, (b) the various constraints arising from differ-
ent developmental trajectories of sensory and motor
systems, or (c) the specific processes and mechanisms
whereby intermodal functioning is achieved and modified
during early development (Bahrick & Lickliter 2000).
Using different levels of analyses to fill the gaps between
these kinds of developmental concerns could substan-
tially inform the complex relationship between genetic,
sensory, motor, and environmental influences on infant
development.
What we have tried to demonstrate, in the preceding

long story, is the interconnectedness of the mechanisms
of the developing system. Suckling, swallowing, or indeed
any behavior is not hardwired but rather is assembled in
real time within a particular context as the product of mul-
tiple developing elements. Many factors routinely shape
development, from the ordinary – such as the importance
of suckling for survival – to the extraordinary – such as the
size of the oral cavity and the forward position of the
tongue. Developmental psychologists thus should take a
broader perspective that acknowledges the complex and
contingent nature of development and that seeks to inte-
grate relevant data from developmental biology and neuro-
science into a more coherent and comprehensive account
of the ways infants develop. Such approaches have
become increasingly prevalent in the study of motor devel-
opment (Thelen et al. 2001; Thelen & Ulrich 1991), cogni-
tive development (Bjorklund 1995; Richardson 1998),
language development (Dent 1990; Zukow-Goldring
1997), personality and emotional development (Lerner
1988; Lewis & Granic 2002), and social development
(Cairns et al. 1990; Fogel 1993), to cite but a few examples.
This perspective has the potential to achieve a fuller and
more useful understanding of development and could
move developmental psychology away from extreme
forms of nativism and towards a more integrated account
of development.
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NOTES
1. Here, the term valve is used loosely. The set of mechanisms

that seal each cavity is highly heterogeneous and dynamic, with a
multitude of anatomical solutions to the problem of opening and
closing, narrowing, and widening the various passages at issue
(Fitch 2000; Hiiemae et al. 2002; 1995).

2. If you despise green beans, boiled cabbage, or overcooked
liver, you will not have trouble believing the above statement.

3. There are clear exceptions to this statement. For example, at
birth, the respiratory motoneurons in the brainstem are suddenly
disinhibited, allowing the infant to breathe. This would seem to be
a clear maturational event.

4. The two known exceptions to the folding of the epiglottis
during swallow are in the opossum and the toothed whale. The
adult opossum swallows liquid around the standing epiglottis; the
adult toothed whale can swallow meat without folding the epiglottis.

5. Recently, Lavezzi et al. (2010) have tied anomalies of the
HGN to sudden infant death syndrome (SIDS) – death of an
otherwise healthy infant during sleep for no discernible reason.
The most frequent deficit of the HGN was hypoplasia (or the
lack of development): in particular, the absence of interneurons
responsible for the generation of inhibitory signals to the HGN
motoneurons. In other words, during REM sleep, an immature
HGN fails to properly innervate the tongue in coordination with
respiration, and this is turn causes the loss of a patent airway –
and for some reason, not yet known, a concomitant loss of
arousal. This theory makes sense of the single factor that high-
risk situations for SIDS (co-sleeping, prone position, fluffy blan-
kets, etc.) have in common: namely, they are sleeping conditions
that foster an increase in concentration of CO2. This would explain
why, just when the tongue assumes its adult posterior position and
HGN must co-ordinate its signals with the respiratory phase,
SIDS has its greatest incidence (Sasaki et al. 1977).
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Abstract: Tongue protrusion-retraction is critical to early nutrition but is
also a gustatory-olfactory aspect of early infant social behaviour that is, in
part, reliant on pre-natal exposure and learning. Most early development is
necessarily dyadic and intrinsically associated with other aspects of social
functioning.

It takes two to know one.
–Gregory Bateson, “Old Men Ought to be Explorers” (in
Nachmanovitch 1982)

To be, or not to be, Ay there’s the point.
–William Shake-speare, The Tragicall Historie of Hamlet,
Prince of Denmarke (1603)

More detailed investigation of many phenomena in human behav-
iour often reveal a variety of mechanisms to be involved. This
paper provides a helpful overview of the conflicting literature on

the neonatal imitation of tongue protrusion-retraction and a
scholarly summary of much of the related neuroscience. With
the focus primarily on oropharyngeal movements, I propose that
the ontogeny of orofacial central pattern generators for suckling
provides a sufficient explanation for this phenomenon. I take
the view that the ontogeny provides a unitary explanation
and support for the argument focussed on this small component
of the repertoire of behaviours observed in caregiver-infant
dyads.

Keven & Akins (K&A) state that “orofacial stereotypies are
crucial to the maturation of aerodigestion in the neonatal period
but also unlikely to co-occur with imitative behavior” (target
article abstract). I accept that these movements are central to
achieving the process of suckling and its nutritional end, but
would suggest that because this is necessary, it is not necessarily
a sufficient explanation. Their view reminded me of Polani and
MacKeith’s statement that “The newborn infant may be described
as a tonic animal with oropharyngeal automatisms and neurovege-
tative mechanisms” (Polani & MacKeith 1960).

The newborn infant is typically alert, interested, and socially
responsive in the early hours after birth. Physically neotenous,
and helpless without adult assistance to access nutrition,
warmth, and care, engaging a responsive adult caregiver is critical
to its survival. This physical helplessness is associated with a
lengthier period of postnatal brain growth than is seen in any
other primate (see Coqueugniot et al. 2004; de Graaf-Peters &
Hadders-Algra 2006), with rapid apoptosis and fine-tuning of
the systems required for survival based on experience.

K&A state, moreover, that “If NI [neonatal imitation] promotes
infant survival we should see the same behaviours in other nonhu-
man primates with similar social structure, state of maturation at
birth, and communicative gestures” (sect. 2, para. 5). I would
accept that such evidence is limited. This evidence is limited in
part, however, because of the unique extent of our postnatal
brain growth, and in part because of the limitations possible on
such extrapolations (Clancy et al. 2007).

Newborn infants have learnt to recognise their mothers
(Hepper 2015). They recognise her vocal characteristics
(timbre, prosody, pitch); the timing of her reactions to others;
her movement patterns, breathing, and heartbeat (see Ullal-
Gupta et al. 2013; Webb et al. 2015). Her amniotic fluid is recog-
nised by smell (Schaal et al. 1998) as is her dietary intake (Schaal
et al. 2000). Olfactory-gustatory processes are part of social
responsivity. Birth itself contributes to the development of suck-
ling (see Alberts & Ronca 2012). The infant’s behaviour and
responsivity takes place within the context of a rich multisensory
social environment and is effected by early experiences. I take
issue with the view that developmental psychology accounts of
imitation support an extreme form of nativism.

Rather than a crudely simplistic ethological model of specific
characteristics as fixed factors eliciting parental responses, suc-
cessful navigation of the process of early development requires
a finely attuned reciprocal process of interaction that we have
called intersubjectivity (see Feldman 2015; Trevarthen & Aitken
2001). Neonatal behaviour is not fixed but adjusts to elicit positive
responses from carers (see Adamson et al. 1977). These factors are
part of a complex pattern of interaction between infant and care-
givers that evolves and is fine tuned by both caregiver and infant,
enabling human survival.

A number of other behaviours seen in infancy have been sub-
jected to similar scrutiny. Neonatal smiling, for example, was
often discounted as “wind” and only interpreted as social by
many researchers after the demonstration by Harriet Oster
(1997) that social and nonsocial smiling could be clearly discrim-
inated with the facial action coding system showing that, as well
as getting wind, babies could really smile.

We are currently seeing the development of second-person
neuroscience and the technologies to enable dyadic neuroimaging
and explore the interactive basis to human communication (Gross-
man 2015; Schilbach 2015; Schilbach et al. 2013). This approach is
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being applied to other poorly understood social situations such as
autistic spectrum disorders (see Rolison et al. 2015).

The species homo sapiens is at the extreme on various evolu-
tionary continua. Our neonatal ability to elicit care is highly devel-
oped. It seems to be the altricial state of our nonverbal
communication that has enabled us to evolve so rapidly by ensur-
ing that human infants have the capacity to both survive and to
adapt to vastly different cultural and linguistic milieu.

Clearly, the phenomena which constitute neonatal imitation are
overdetermined, and the aspects focused on by K&A do occur at
an increased basal frequency in the early weeks as the infant devel-
ops the orofacial neuromuscular systems involved in feeding and
coordinating this development with pandiculation. This increased
early baseline prevalence is also true of the wider range of imitative
behaviours (such as finger movements and lip pursing) seen in
infancy and involved in many of the studies under discussion.

Confining the discussion to a frame of reference, in which an
explanation is sought for tongue protrusion-retraction alone, is
overly partisan and fails to embrace or account for the more
general aspects of early behavioural synonymy. Although it fits
within the authors’ explanation of the development of orobucco-
facial patterns involved in suckling, it fails to negate the parallel
functions in interaction and the evolutionary survival pressures
on development.

Changes to prevalence and capacity to perform different
actions through early life, described in much of the Piagetian lit-
erature on development (Heimann & Plooij 2003) have failed to
be appreciated in much of the literature on infant imitation
(see, for example, Oostenbroek et al. 2016), and rarely adjust
for background changes with age and development. I accept the
point that Esther Thelen’s meticulous work led to a revision in
our understanding of stepping; however, I would suggest this
has limited salience in discussing tongue protrusion.

Turning the tide: A plea for cognitively lean
interpretations of infant behaviour

doi:10.1017/S0140525X16001849, e383

Miriam Beisert,a Norbert Zmyj,b and Moritz M. Dauma

aPsychologisches Institut, Universität Zürich, 8050 Zürich, Switzerland;
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Soziologie, 44227 Dortmund, Germany.
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Abstract: Keven & Akins (K&A) revisit the controversial subject of
neonatal imitation through analysing the physiological foundations of
neonatal spontaneous behaviour. Consequently, they regard imitative
capacities in neonates as unlikely. We welcome this approach as an
overdue encouragement to refuse cognitively rich interpretations as far
as cognitively lean interpretations are conceivable, and apply this
rationale to other phenomena in early childhood development.

During the past decades, research in developmental psychology
came along with remarkable reports about the cognitive capabili-
ties of very young children. Numerous studies seem to reveal that
young infants master certain tasks targeting these capabilities at a
far earlier age than previously assumed. The results are readily
interpreted in the same way as with older children: that is, in
terms of early or even innate cognitive competence. We will
henceforth call them cognitively rich interpretations. In contrast,
cognitively lean interpretations of the same findings – that is,

interpretations in terms of basic psychological or even physiolog-
ical principles – attract much less attention, if uttered at all.
Newborns’ apparent imitation of others’ facial and manual ges-

tures (Meltzoff & Moore 1977) has been a prime example for this
trend. On the one hand, it has been interpreted as a process of
active matching between others’ and one’s own actions (Meltzoff
& Moore 1977), a primitive form of self-consciousness (Gallagher
2000), and even as the early basis of intersubjectivity, communica-
tion, and social cognition (Meltzoff & Moore 1999a). During the
past 20 years, these cognitively rich interpretations have attracted
much interest, despite a substantial number of failed attempts in
replicating the original effects (e.g., Anisfeld 1996; Koepke et al.
1983). On the other hand, cognitively lean re-interpretations of
neonatal imitation – for instance, assuming simple attentional pro-
cesses or experimental artifacts –were brought forward (e.g.,
Anisfeld 1991; Heyes & Watson 1981). They were, however, sur-
prisingly rare and are only slowly being perceived by a broader
audience (e.g., Oostenbroek et al. 2013). To our mind, the work
by K&A in analysing the physiological mechanisms of neonatal
behaviour encourages a general debate about cognitively rich
versus lean interpretations. It should be taken as a wake-up call
for a stronger consideration of the cognitive and neurophysiolog-
ical basics of infant behaviour, and it should foster re-interpreta-
tions of results for a wide variety of phenomena in early
childhood development.
In this commentary, we present three further examples from

the field of infants’ perception of, and learning from, others’
behaviour for which cognitively rich interpretations have been
proposed, but for which cognitively lean ones exist as well: rational
imitation, theory of mind, and natural pedagogy.
Gergely et al. (2002) reported selective imitation of new actions

in 14-month-olds. Infants were more likely to imitate if the model
performed the action deliberately than if the choice of the action
could be justified by external constraints in the model’s situation.
The authors concluded that 14-month-olds are capable to assess
the model’s situation and her actions under rational aspects.
This concept of “rational imitation” in infancy has henceforth
received much notice and has provoked many follow-up studies
which pick up the paradigm and the cognitively rich interpreta-
tion. Again, only few attempts have been made to find cognitively
lean interpretations for this phenomenon (e.g., Paulus et al. 2011).
Our own research showed that selective imitation might be simply
elicited by attentional processes (Beisert et al. 2012). Infants who
were habituated to the external constraints in the model’s situa-
tion imitated just as often as infants in the situation without con-
straints. We concluded that infants in the original study were
distracted by the unusual external constraints and simply did not
focus their attention on the relevant aspects of the model’s action.
Remarkable results about young infants’ perception of others’

actions have also been reported by Onishi and Baillargeon
(2005). For instance, 15-month-olds looked longer if an agent
searched for an object not at the place where she had actually
placed it before, but at a place where the object, invisibly for
the agent yet visibly for the infant, had just moved. According
to the authors, 15-month-olds already understand that people
may have false beliefs about reality and expect them to act accord-
ing to these. The conclusion that infants acquire a theory of mind
far earlier than previously assumed has attracted wide attention
and motivated further studies along this line with still younger
infants (e.g., Southgate & Vernetti 2014). On the contrary,
Heyes (2014) presented a cognitively lean account for the
results of this and similar experiments. She argued that the
sequence of events which the infants witness comes along with
changes of physical characteristics like colours, shapes, and move-
ments in the test stimuli. Infants’ perception might thus just be
modulated by the level of novelty in the test stimuli compared
to events encoded earlier in the sequence.
Finally, Csibra and Gergely (2009) proposed that infants are

innately biased for learning from benevolent social interaction
partners. According to Csibra and Gergely’s natural pedagogy
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theory, ostensive signals inform infants that they should be atten-
tive and prepared for subsequent learning. Ostensive signals are
social stimuli which directly address the infant. For instance, the
authors showed that 6-month-olds follow the gaze of an adult
only if it is preceded by ostensive signals like mutual eye contact
or infant-directed speech, but not if it is preceded by nonsocial
signals. Recent research, however, indicates that a more basal
attentional account is sufficient to substitute this cognitively rich
interpretation (Szufnarowska et al. 2014). Salient social stimuli –
which were not directed at the infants and, therefore, had no
ostensive character – enhanced gaze-following as well as ostensive
stimuli. It thus seems that social stimuli, irrespective of whether
they are directed at the infant or not, are per se attention-grabbing
and thus enhance the infants’ alertness in the observation of sub-
sequent actions.

A key principle in science is Ockham’s razor: in short, the selec-
tion of the simplest among multiple competing theories. As
depicted by K&A, cognitively lean interpretations are not neces-
sarily simpler than cognitively rich ones as regards the mecha-
nisms they describe. Still, they are simpler as regards the
background assumptions which are behind these mechanisms:
basal psychological or physiological principles instead of the pre-
requisite of early or even innate cognitive competence. Roughly
half a century after the cognitive revolution, we would like to
argue towards turning the tide in developmental psychology and
contemplating cognitively lean in place of cognitively rich inter-
pretations of infant behaviour.

Multisensory control of ingestive movements
and the myth of food addiction in obesity

doi:10.1017/S0140525X1600128X, e384

David A. Booth
School of Psychology, University of Sussex, Falmer, Brighton, BN1 9QH,
United Kingdom.
d.a.booth@sussex.ac.uk http://www.sussex.ac.uk/profiles/335100

Abstract: Some individuals have a neurogenetic vulnerability to
developing strong facilitation of ingestive movements by learned
configurations of biosocial stimuli. Condemning food as addictive is
mere polemic, ignoring the contextualised sensory control of the
mastication of each mouthful. To beat obesity, the least fattening of
widely recognised eating patterns needs to be measured and supported.

Keven & Akins (K&A) use recent evidence on the development of
respiratory and ingestive movements to criticise claims that
mimicry of tongue protrusion plays a role in attachment to
carers. This commentary applies their criticisms to the notion
that addiction to ingestion makes people unhealthily fat. Both
sets of ideas are symptomatic of a syndrome of “multisensory
neglect” in research. Ignorance of the configured biological and
societal stimuli to each mouthful of food or drink largely accounts
for the continued failure to reduce the contribution of excess
energy intake to obesity and the resulting disease, disability, and
distress.

Ingestion of mouthfuls is shaped and contextualised by diverse
interactions among the external and internal senses (Booth 1985;
Booth et al. 2011b). As K&A describe, using just the senses within
the mouth, movements of the tongue rapidly become efficient at
drawing the nipple along the upper lip to the hard palate. It should
be noted that a few sessions of suckling are sufficient to change the
full stretch of the tongue out of the mouth (K&A Fig. 2[a]) to a
slight protrusion between the lips and side-to-side movements
(Steiner et al. 2001). These sights of the tongue in the absence
of the nipple show vacuum ingestive activity, anticipatory to the
tactile context of the breast between the lips and the nipple pro-
truding into the mouth. Without independent evidence from

emotional behaviour and autonomic physiology, there is no
warrant for attributing sensual pleasure to the neonate from the
taste of sugar on the tongue (Booth et al. 2010; Booth 2016).

K&A could have written more about the changing multisen-
sory contexts of movement patterns as they mature. For
example, in their opening paragraph, they imply that stepping
disappears because of relative lack of leg muscle. The fuller
account is that learned integration of gravity into the control of
stepping central pattern generators (CPGs) can only begin
when the legs are strong enough. To walk or run, the stepping
CPGs have to be contextualised by learned coordination of pro-
prioception with balance, touch, and sight. K&A recognise a sup-
portive role for gravity in swallowing but could assert its necessity
for locomotion.

In another of K&A’s examples, the infant’s orientation to a face,
gaze is potently drawn and held by the iris, eyelashes, and eyebrow
of each eye (sometimes plus spectacles!) by centre-surround con-
nections in the retina and primary visual cortex (V1) on which all
visual recognition depends. Talk of attractiveness, reward value, or
pleasure in the eyes is otiose. We don’t accuse extreme extroverts
of addiction to socialising.

Consumption of drinks and foods requires vastly more complex
sensory control of the movements holding in the hands, sipping,
biting, masticating, and swallowing. K&A cite re-setting of the
swallowing CPG by the sight of food (Leopold & Daniels 2009).
That word “food” hides the variety of shapes, sizes, and compress-
ibilities of the solid and semi-solid items that the eater ingested
previously, plus unique mixtures of soluble and volatile com-
pounds (flavours), different temperatures, and haptic microstruc-
tures: that is, oral textures – both tactile (Booth 2005) and auditory
(Mobini et al. 2011). When the infant begins to select mouthfuls,
the hands, vocal tract, and whole body become coordinated with
the jaw, lips, tongue, and pharynx following visual anticipation
of the item’s multisensory identity. The appearance of an item
of food is configured in memory with the levels of all its other dis-
tinguishing physical characteristics and cultural attributes (Booth
& Freeman 1993; Booth et al. 2011b).

Therefore, an ingestive mechanism can be identified only when
the social and physiological influences are specified. In research
on ingestive behaviour, however, mere licking of the lips,
curling of the tongue, amounts eaten, or ratings of eating are
given empirically empty labels such as regulation, motivation,
pleasure, hunger, and satiety, and are even assigned generic func-
tions like reward, working memory, attention, and expectation.
This systematic over-interpretation diverts thought and effort
from measuring the multitude of highly specific interactions
across and within sensory modalities that determine ingestion.

Investigators may implicate a sensory modality, and even a cat-
egory of transduction (such as yellow color or sweet taste), but that
is not enough, as K&A point out in conclusion. Action towards
each sort of food or drink (or any other object) requires each affer-
ent and efferent channel to be at a particular level of activity (e.g.,
Booth et al. 2011a). The information content which each channel
transmits is combined into a limited number of types of quantita-
tive comparison between present and past output-input relation-
ships (Booth 2013a). Notional cognitive-affective functions
dissolve into actual causal processes within the individual’s mind.

Until multisensory integration is specified, its neural basis must
remain obscure. The medial edge of the subthalamic striatum,
Nucleus accumbens, organises sequencing of ingestive movements
via inhibitory interneurons on CPG systems. In the part involved
in tongue protrusions, some cells are inhibited by tasting sucrose
and excited by taste of quinine (Roitman et al. 2005). However,
such isolated tastes, smells, and textures cannot elucidate the con-
textualised use of combinations of specific levels of gustatory,
olfactory, tactile, auditory, and proprioceptive stimuli, let alone
of equally crucial signals from the viscera and the visual field
(Booth 2013b; 2015).

Parents’ various ratings of their infants’ eating measure a single
trait of responsiveness to foods, which relates to at least one of the
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many genes associated with obesity (Wardle & Carnell 2009).
After the age of 30, dopaminergic hyperactivity is associated
with higher body mass index (Dang et al. 2016). Dopaminergic
synapses lower thresholds and raise gain in the striatum, increas-
ing the precision of processing of sensory characteristics (Warren
et al. 2016). That is, dopamine activity reflects responsiveness to
food stimuli, as part of arousal, not the reward of learning
(Benton & Young 2016; Kroemer & Small 2016).

To combat obesity, we need activities under multisensory
control to be described in eaters’ terms, not in terms only of nutri-
ents (Booth et al. 2004; Booth & Laguna-Camacho 2015). Evi-
dence on which sustained changes do most for keeping slim can
then be collected and disseminated (Booth & Booth 2011).

Spontaneous communication and infant
imitation

doi:10.1017/S0140525X16001850, e385

Ross Buck
Communication and Psychological Sciences, University of Connecticut,
Storrs, CT 06269.

ross.buck@uconn.edu http://comm.uconn.edu/people/faculty/buck/

Abstract: Infant behavior is viewed in a social-communicative context
centered on the phenomenon of spontaneous communication. Symbolic
communication is learned and culturally structured, intentional, consists
of symbols, and is propositional in content. In contrast, spontaneous
communication is innate in both its sending (display) and receiving
(preattunement) aspects, non-intentional, consists of signs, and is non-
propositional or emotional in content. It underlies infant imitation,
interactional synchrony, primary intersubjectivity, emotional empathy,
and mirror neurons; and it is associated with oxytocin.

Keven & Akins (K&A) argue that tongue protrusion and retraction
(TP/R) are “orofacial stereotypies crucial to the maturation of
aerodigestion in the neonatal period but also unlikely to co-
occur with imitative behavior” (target article abstract). Although
agreeing that their analysis of TP/R is valuable and helps to
explain the phenomenon of imitation “drop out,” I do not agree
with their conclusion that TP/R is unlikely to be an example of imi-
tative behavior. K&A view infant behavior at the level of the indi-
vidual. I present infant behavior in a broader, social and
communicative context centered on the phenomenon of sponta-
neous communication.

Spontaneous communication has been defined to explain the
expressive behavior of patients with left and right hemisphere
brain damage (LHD, RHD; Buck & Duffy 1980). Patients were
shown emotional images (e.g., of hospital personnel, landscapes,
unpleasant scenes, unusual scenes) while being videotaped, and
judges viewing them without audio guessed the category of
image viewed on each trial. LHD patients, who cannot speak,
showed strong expressive responses to the images: laughing and
gesturing to images of favorite nurses, and in one case beginning
to cry upon seeing an image of a starving child. RHD patients
were expressive verbally – one saying in effect, “That is Nurse
Jones, we love her, she is wonderful to us” – but in a monotone
with no facial expression. LHD patients showed the most accurate
nonverbal communication, in that judges could determine what
sort of image they were viewing as well as or better than non-
brain-damaged comparison patients. In contrast, RHD patients
were significantly poorer in nonverbal communication accuracy,
not different from Parkinson’s patients in whom a lack of facial
expression is a key symptom. The kinds of communication that
RHD and LHD patients were using were fundamentally differ-
ent: the communication of RHD patients is symbolic: learned
and culturally structured, intentional, consisting of symbols, and
propositional in content. In contrast, spontaneous communication

is innate in both its sending and receiving aspects, non-intentional,
consisting of signs, and non-propositional or emotional in content
(Buck 1984; 2014). A subsequent meta-analysis confirmed that
LHD produces deficits in “nonverbal symbolic communication” –
pantomime expression and recognition – as well as speech (Buck
& Van Lear 2002).
Spontaneous communication sheds light on a number of

controversies in the field, including but not restricted to infant
imitation. Evidence of interpersonal synchrony was demonstrated
in the 1970s (Condon 1982; Condon & Sander 1974). Trevarthen
et al. suggested that mutually contingent responsiveness between
mother and infant associated with such synchrony (e.g., mother
and infant responding “online” to the flow of the behavior of
the other) naturally affords primary intersubjectivity: infant and
mother each automatically attune to the subjective state displayed
by the other (Braten & Trevarthen 2007; Trevarthen 1979; Tre-
varthen & Aitken 2001). (Trevarthen is cited in the references
but not the main text of K&A.) Frans de Waal (2007) viewed
early spontaneous emotion communication systems to be the
basis for more advanced cognitive empathy. His model suggests
that advanced forms of empathy involving theory of mind and per-
spective-taking grow out of more elementary emotional empathy,
both evolutionarily and developmentally, analogous to the levels
of a Russian matryoshka doll. The ordinarily hidden inner pre-lin-
guistic core of this process involves innate motivational and emo-
tional potential to spontaneously communicate: to form strong
attachments, including capacities for imitation and mutual contin-
gent responsiveness (de Waal 2007). The development of cogni-
tive empathy is seen to depend upon, and involve elaborations
of, this hidden inner core of emotional empathy.
There is also evidence that mirror neurons afford the direct

detection/pickup of the emotions of others via their displays,
and many have suggested that mirror neurons are involved in
emotional empathy (e.g., de Waal 2007; Decety & Jackson
2004; Keysers 2011). Indeed, the notion of spontaneous commu-
nication requires that innate displays be responded to automati-
cally by co-evolved preattunements, and mirror neurons appear
to fulfill that requirement nicely. Although the notion of mirror
neurons in humans remains controversial (e.g., Heyes 2010;
Hickok 2009), there is direct evidence of mirror neurons in
human patients undergoing depth electrode study for epilepsy.
Mukamel et al. (2010) found neurons in humans that acted like
classic mirror neurons studied in animals, discharging during
both the observation and execution of one specific action but
not another. They also found “anti-mirror neurons” in the supple-
mental motor cortex that increased when a given action was per-
formed but decreased when the same action was observed.
Keysers et al. (2010) noted that anti-mirror neurons could disam-
biguate actions of self from the actions of others and selectively
block automatic motor imitation.
Ruth Feldman suggested that there are three prototypes of

attachment in human beings: parental, filial, and romantic love;
and that these share common brain mechanisms underpinned
by oxytocin (OT) in the promotion of trust, emotional empathy,
and interpersonal synchrony. Intranasal OT increases synchrony
between attached couples in double-blind studies. Interestingly,
when a father received OT and played with his infant, OT
increased in the infant (Feldman 2012). Although OT has been
considered a “cuddle hormone,” its effects are not always positive.
It may be better termed a (spontaneous) “communication
hormone,” as its effects appear to increase communication,
which in insecurely attached persons or vis-à-vis outgroup
members may be negative (e.g., Shamay-Tsoory et al. 2009).
Thus, neurochemical systems associated with OT may support
parental caring, play, friendship, and romantic love; and at the
same time they may foster xenophobia: the rejection and ostra-
cism of those not deemed to be within the group.
Spontaneous communication is pervasive, ubiquitous, and

omnipresent; and at the same time typically automatic, involun-
tary, and unconscious. It contributes to syncretic cognition: raw,
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holistic, direct, immediate, and self-evident knowledge-by-
acquaintance; whereas symbolic communication is associated
with sequential, linear, propositional, and rational analytic cogni-
tion (Tucker 1981). From this point of view, infant imitation may
be just another example of spontaneous communication. The
infant’s tendencies to exhibit TP/R, in addition to being involved
in the maturation of aerodigestion, simply affords a way to
display and communicate; and when TP/R ceases to occur, it out-
wardly appears to be “imitation drop out.”

When dyadic interaction is the context:
Mimicry behaviors on the origin of imitation

doi:10.1017/S0140525X16001862, e386
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Abstract: Keven & Akins (K&A) redefine some of the neonatal imitation
(NI) behaviors as developmental stereotypes. From a neuroconstructivist
framework, those early gestures are also far from being considered as
imitative behaviors. The cognitive substrate of imitation requires an
interactive context to develop. Prior to intentional imitation, the dyad
shows mimicry behaviors, which are automatic, but do not fade through
development.

Keven & Akins (K&A) re-analyze Meltzoff and Moore’s (1977)
results, re-interpreting the so-called NI of tongue protrusion
and retraction (TP/R) gestures by the infant from an exhaustive
description of motor control acquisition. They adopt a neurodeve-
lopmental perspective that shares some crucial arguments with
the neuroconstructivist model (Mareschal et al. 2007): develop-
mental explanation; neural development as activity and context-
dependent; multiplicity of contexts; chronotropy; lack of univocal
correspondence between behaviors and cognitive processes; and
interdependence among different levels (i.e., genetic, neural, cog-
nitive, behavioral, environmental) both in psychological develop-
ment and for the explanation of this development.

K&A’s work constitutes a bright and parsimonious redefinition
of TP/R gestures as developmental stereotypes (i.e., subcortically
controlled, arousal dependent, and faded once infants acquire
motor control), focusing their analysis on neural and behavioral
levels. We strongly support the contention that NI behaviors
neither fulfill the criteria for imitation nor that they are precursors
for genuine imitation. The purpose of this commentary will be
twofold: (a) to support this assumption from a cognitive level of
analysis; and (b) to add some evidences emphasizing the relevance
of dyadic interaction in the development of imitation.

Scientific evidence seems to show that the cognitive system of
the newborn would not be prepared yet to accomplish all of the
tasks involved in imitation. Their perceptive and attentional capac-
ities (Volpe 2008), and face processing and intersensory process-
ing abilities (Bahrick et al. 2004; Johnson et al. 2015;
Lewkowicz 2014; Morton & Johnson 1991), among others, are
too weak yet. In the following weeks, organism-environment
interactions will shape the development of social orienting, and
infants will soon be able to respond contingently to social
stimuli. There is just a “chronotropic coincidence” between the
progressive improvement in social orienting abilities and the
fading of NI. We share K&A’s disagreement with the social
hypothesis view on the explanation of this drop-out “from a
change in performance not competence, as the later emergence
of sophisticated imitation makes clear” (sect. 2, para. 5). NI and

early social orienting abilities do not correspond respectively to
a subcortical and cortical control of a unique behavior with the
same cognitive and social function, but they follow distinct devel-
opmental lines. Imitation would be found only in the developmen-
tal trajectory of social orientation.

The beginning of imitation behaviors has been established by
6–8 months (Oostenbroek et al. 2016). However, in our view,
there would be earlier specific types of behaviors, similar in
their appearance to NI, but again with a totally different function
and origin, that would be truly incipient forms of matching behav-
iors, and precursors of genuine intentional and intended (Carpen-
ter & Tomasello 2005) imitation. Those were called mimicry
behaviors, and have been scarcely considered in infants imitation
studies (Moody & McIntosh 2006). Mimicry behaviors emerge in
typical development when NI behaviors are disappearing, and
while the infant is acquiring cortical motor control but before
the development of cognitive functions involved in mature imita-
tion. They are still automatic, non-intentional, and non-goal
directed, but they imply the copy of a model and are triggered
by a specific stimulus, not by general arousal. Even when involun-
tary, mimicry behaviors do also form a substrate for the directed
behaviors to follow, and they have a clear social function (Carpen-
ter et al. 2013; Moody & McIntosh 2006).

A clear example of those mimicry behaviors is social smiling.
The social smile emerges around 8 weeks, coinciding with the
2-month shift: when infants show improved head control and
gaze direction, increased alertness and sustained attention, and
an increasing ability also to explore features of the face
(Wörmann et al. 2012).

Consequently, significant changes in dyadic interaction
between adult and infant arise during this second month
(Lavelli & Fogel 2005). Another set of evidence shows that,
when mother-infant dyads from two different contexts regarding
the frequency of face-to-face interactions are compared, no differ-
ences are found at 6 weeks. However, at 12 weeks, the frequency
of smiling behaviors is higher for the group of dyads in the more
interactive context (Wörmann et al. 2012).

Thus, social interaction is needed for mimicry behaviors to
develop, and they influence and are influenced by variables asso-
ciated with social contact. Mimicry has been called the “social
glue” (Lakin et al. 2003): It promotes affiliation, empathy, and
pro-social behaviors, both in adults (Chartrand & Lakin 2013;
Duffy & Chartrand 2015) and young children (Carpenter et al.
2013). In infant-adult dyads, from one side, mothers interpret
an infant’s imitation as an invitation to respond contingently
(Wörmann et al. 2012). From the other, infants whose mothers
show more imitative behaviors are more able to perceive contin-
gency in interactions (Legerstee & Varghese 2001; Soussignan
et al. 2006).

Interaction provides the dyad with opportunities of repetition
(Thelen 1981b), and this repetition (with certain characteristics,
not perfectly contingent …) will progressively enable a mutual
adjustment between infant and adult. From very early on, the
presence and frequency of imitative behaviors is an indicator of
positive interactions, regarding the sensitive responsiveness of
the mother, the attentiveness to caregiver shown by the infant,
and the degree of mutuality shared by the dyad (Wan et al.
2013).

Mimicry is a precursor of intentional imitation, but it does not
fade when the dyad develops those more sophisticated forms of
imitation. Some preliminary results from a longitudinal study we
are carrying out on the developmental trajectory of imitation in
infants show that mimicry behaviors increase in frequency from
9 to 15 months old. Mimicry behaviors would be acting as an
enhancer of social interaction through development.

Earlier behaviors such as reflex smile or TP/R gestures are
crucial in human development, and are part of an infant’s reper-
toire of motor behaviors that will be used to imitate. However,
our hypothesis, as is K&A’s, would be that its function is far
from sharing the developmental trajectory of imitation. Imitation
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behaviors will develop in an interactive context, and mimicry will
emerge in the beginning of that developmental trajectory, and will
continue to promote interaction through its whole course.

The functional and developmental role of
imitation in the (a)typical brain

doi:10.1017/S0140525X16001278, e387

Luca Casartellia and Valentina Parma b,c,d

aScientific Institute IRCCS Medea, Child Psychopathology Unit, 23842 –

Bosisio Parini (Lecco), Italy; bInternational School for Advanced Studies –
SISSA, Neuroscience Area, 34136 Trieste, Italy; cDepartment of Clinical
Neuroscience, Karolinska Institutet, SE-171 77 Stockholm, Sweden; dCenter
for Autism Research, Philadelphia, PA 19104.
luca.casartelli@emedea.it http://neurophilosophy.unimi.it/people.php
vparma@sissa.it http://insula.sissa.it/people/valentina-parma

Abstract: Keven & Akins (K&A) propose a biologically plausible view of
neonatal imitation based on the analysis of sensorimotor development.
Here, we consider imitation in the general context of motor cognition,
taking examples from both typical and atypical development.
Specifically, we will discuss the functional role of imitation, its multi-
level nature, and its anomalous features in autism.

The target article focuses on the phenomenology of neonatal imi-
tation, a topic that has received considerable attention in the past
decades. Its wide appeal results in part from the suggestion that
neonatal imitation has a crucial role not only in the development
of more complex imitative skills, but also as a building block of
social cognition (Meltzoff & Decety 2003). This view would
imply that humans – at least to some extent – are wired to
imitate and socially interact. At the neural level, some theorists –
as also reported by Keven & Akins (K&A) – implicate mirror
mechanisms in neonatal imitation (Simpson et al. 2014a) and imi-
tative phenomena in general (Iacoboni 2009b). As such, anomalies
in brain mechanisms supporting imitation may trigger a cascade of
effects on the acquisition of imitative and social skills, ultimately
contributing to social interaction difficulties, such as those charac-
terizing autism spectrum disorder (ASD; e.g., Casartelli &
Molteni 2014; Kana et al. 2011). Although this perspective on
the functional and developmental role of imitation has long
been the mainstream view in developmental brain sciences, we
posit, in line with K&A, that conceptual and experimental
caveats continue to undermine the notion of imitation. For
instance, the reliability of neonatal imitation in predicting future
social skills is controversial, and recent longitudinal evidence
even challenges the existence of neonatal imitation in humans
(Oostenbroek et al. 2016; Simpson et al. 2016). Furthermore, fol-
lowing K&A’s proposal, behaviors such as orofacial stereotypies
are crucial to the maturation of the neonate’s skillset, but they
are not necessarily imitative instances. We may question
whether the reasons that have sustained interest in the concept
of imitation (i.e., its role as building block in social skills) would
survive in the absence of a nativist model for neonatal imitation.
Indeed, to consider neonatal imitation as innate is the classical
way to bridge the gap between elementary and more complex
(i.e., socially relevant) imitative phenomena. To contribute to
this debate and, more generally, to understand the functional
and developmental role of imitation in typical and atypical brain
development, we stress the need to conceptually clarify the defi-
nition of imitation and reframe it in more operational terms.
This may prove meaningful not only from a basic research per-
spective, but also from a clinical viewpoint. Below, we propose
three initial considerations in this direction.
1. Separating origin and function of imitation. Since Meltzoff

and Moore (1977) first uncovered the ability of newborns to
imitate adults’ facial gestures, the study of neonatal imitation

has aimed to define its contribution to the emergence of subse-
quent complex imitative and social skills. The questions of how
and when the social value of imitation appears are surely interest-
ing, but are secondary to understanding its function. Accordingly,
we should not confound the origin and function of imitation. We
claim that regardless of when the social properties of imitation
emerge across maturation, and irrespective of their underlying
mechanisms (e.g., genetics, learning, or both), the study of its fea-
tures is crucial to describe (a)typical developmental trajectories.
For example, this may help shed light on the pathophysiological
mechanisms of ASD.
2. Imitation as a multi-level concept.We argue for an update to

the concept of imitation into more basic components with distinct,
although potentially interconnected, layers. This could reduce the
ambiguities of experimental findings on imitation (for a similar
debate on theory of mind, see Schaafsma et al. 2015). Addressing
imitation as a multi-level construct will facilitate the identification
(and empirical testing) of specific sub-processes, reflecting differ-
ent degrees of abstraction. In line with studies on motor cognition
focused on mirror-based motor action/intention understanding
(for a review, see Rizzolatti & Sinigaglia 2010), we propose a
similar conceptual framework for imitation. Thus, to imitate can
refer to the imitation of proximal goal/motor act (e.g., to grasp
an apple), or of distal goal/motor action (e.g., to grasp an apple
to eat it). To imitate can also refer to the imitation of “motor
prosody” or “motor style” (e.g., to grasp an apple to eat it
gently; see also Casartelli & Molteni 2014). As long as we consider
imitation as a monolithic process, these levels are neglected, and
in turn, imitative phenomena (whether impaired or preserved)
can potentially be misinterpreted. This is critical in the context
of ASD in which misleading results or misinterpretations may
bias clinical practice.
3. Imitative phenomena, motor interference, and ASD. Refor-

mulating the concept of imitation as a multi-layer construct
offers additional opportunities to evaluate markers that differenti-
ate how neurotypical and ASD individuals encode (imitative)
actions. Compelling studies describe how the social and nonsocial
cues may affect motor output (e.g., during imitative tasks), raising
alternative hypotheses on how social cues affect action production
and/or action understanding mechanisms in ASD individuals.
Thus, either ASD individuals do not attend to social cues that
influence motor output, or they atypically select and/or process
such cues. Studies on gaze processing and action in ASD individ-
uals support a sort of immunity of the motor system to social cue
interference (Becchio et al. 2007). However, studies on visuo-
olfactomotor interference propend for atypical social cue interfer-
ence. Indeed, children with ASD show preserved automatic imi-
tation (namely, the kinematics of their movement are facilitated
following the observation of a model performing the same
action) only when action observation occurs in the presence of
the maternal body odor (Parma et al. 2013). In other words, an
olfactory social cue is able to kinematically perturb an imitative
action (see the notion of “motor interference” in Casartelli et al.
2016) in an anomalous way with respect to neurotypical individu-
als. Systematically assessing if and how social stimuli interfere with
imitation, and whether this is explained by mirror mechanisms,
may be an effective way to characterize atypical developmental
trajectories in ASD. The present commentary praises K&A’s
assessment of the development of imitation through a sensorimo-
tor lens, and extends it with a perspective on how motor cognition
may shape the concept of imitation. We propose a revision of the
concept of imitation centered on its multi-layer nature. Besides
revealing typical developmental trajectories, this approach repre-
sents an intriguing tool to study the pathophysiology of ASD with
potential impacts on clinical practice (Ronconi et al. 2016).

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
LC was supported by a grant by the Italian Ministry of Health (Ricerca
Corrente 2016–2018). We sincerely thank Elizabeth McDevitt for her
useful suggestions.

Commentary/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

24 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

mailto:luca.casartelli@emedea.it
http://neurophilosophy.unimi.it/people.php
mailto:vparma@sissa.it
http://insula.sissa.it/people/valentina-parma
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Does early motor development contribute to
speech perception?
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Abstract: At the end of the target article, Keven & Akins (K&A) put
forward a challenge to the developmental psychology community to
consider the development of complex psychological processes – in
particular, intermodal infant perception – across different levels of
analysis. We take up that challenge and consider the possibility that
early emerging stereotypies might help explain the foundations of the
link between speech perception and speech production.

Following their detailed elucidation of early appearing stereoty-
pies in tongue movements, Keven & Akins (K&A) challenged
the developmental psychology community to reconsider other
early appearing complex psychological processes, such as inter-
modal speech perception, from this perspective. In this commen-
tary, we take up that challenge by considering the role of early
motor development in speech perception. Specifically, we
address the question of whether the steps in prenatal and early
postnatal development in the infant’s developing control over
tongue movement could provide information about the size,
shape, and movement capabilities of the oral articulatory appara-
tus, and whether this in turn could provide a mapping onto which
both heard and seen speech can be projected. We use as reference
previous work from our lab showing that temporarily impeding
tongue movement interferes with consonant discrimination in
young infants (Bruderer et al. 2015).

K&A provide persuasive argumentation that tongue protrusion
and retraction (TP/R), and a host of other behaviours that are cat-
egorized as stereotypies, are functionally important for setting the
foundation of the aerodigestive system. The stereotypies fall into a
class of processes that is spontaneous and activity dependent. The
result of these processes in development, they argue, is an initial
organization of the somatosensory and motor cortices relevant for
successful coordination and movements of oral-motor articulators
involving the mouth and tongue, such as cupping, sucking, breath-
ing, and swallowing. We put forward for consideration the hypoth-
esis that these same TP/R and other related stereotypies may
simultaneously provide the infant with a mapping of the shape
and configurability of the (upper) vocal tract, and how that
changes with movement of the articulators. This, in turn, although
not necessarily essential for speech perception as it is for aerodiges-
tion, may underlie the infant’s integration of heard, seen, and self-
produced oral-motor movements even before the onset of babbling.

There is experimental evidence of sensorimotor influences on
speech perception in the first six months of life. As highlighted
in the target article, infants as young as 4 months (Kuhl &Meltzoff
1982) and even 2 months (Patterson & Werker 2003) can match
auditory and visual speech, looking longer to the face that
matches the sound they are hearing. At 4 to 5 months of age,
infants’ auditory-visual matching of the vowels “oo” and “ee” is
modified if infants purse their lips around a pacifier or their care-
giver’s finger (into an “oo” configuration) versus if the infants’ lips
are stretched by a teething toy or their caregiver’s finger (into an
“ee” configuration) (Yeung & Werker 2013).

It has also long been known that from birth infants can discrim-
inate many non-native, and therefore unfamiliar speech sounds,
and that an important part of speech perception development
entails a decline in non-native discrimination by the end of the
first year of life (see Werker & Hensch 2015). Recently, we
found that at 6 months of age, impeding tongue movement can
disrupt auditory discrimination of non-native consonants

(Bruderer et al. 2015). We tested infants’ ability to discriminate
the Hindi dental /d̪a/ versus retroflex /ɖa/ distinction, a non-
native, and therefore unfamiliar distinction that English-learning
infants can discriminate at 6 months of age. These consonants
are produced by placing the tongue tip either against the back
of the front teeth (dental /d̪/), or against the roof of the mouth (ret-
roflex /ɖ/). We prevented tongue movements in the experimental
condition by having caregivers hold a flat teether over their
infants’ tongues, and allowed tongue movements in the control
condition by having caregivers hold a soft u-shaped teether
against their infants’ gums. Tongue-impeded infants failed to dis-
criminate the non-native speech sound distinction, whereas
tongue-unimpeded infants successfully discriminated the conso-
nant contrast.

Neuroimaging studies using diffusion track imaging (DTI) in
neonates show that the establishment of white matter fiber tract
connections that characterize the language pathways in the adult
brain has already begun in utero (Dubois et al. 2015; Leroy
et al. 2011; Perani et al. 2011). Just 2 days after birth, newborn
brains are marked by an established ventral pathway, which will
later be responsible for sound-to-meaning mapping; a superior
dorsal pathway, extending from the posterior superior temporal
sulcus (pSTS) to the premotor areas; and a diminutive inferior
dorsal pathway that connects the pSTS to Broca’s area (Perani
et al. 2011). These dorsal speech pathways underlie speech
sound-to-motor processing (e.g., Poeppel 2012). Within the first
few postnatal months, the maturation of the inferior dorsal
pathway outpaces that of any other regions within the language
network (Leroy et al. 2011). Indeed, motor areas in the inferior
frontal cortex – those connected by the inferior dorsal pathway to
the auditory cortex – are activated by 7 months of age when
infants listen to speech (Kuhl et al. 2014). The presence of these
dorsal pathways may be key to our reported behavioural results sug-
gestingmotor influences on auditory-visual (Yeung &Werker 2013)
and auditory speech perception (Bruderer et al. 2015).

Prenatal preparation for speech is evident not only in DTI
studies of language networks, but also in auditory specialization
to both simple sounds and speech sounds by 28–32 weeks gesta-
tional age (wGA) as tested in preterm infants with electroenceph-
alography (EEG) (Mahmoudzadeh et al. 2017). Orofacial
movements in utero, including TP/R (which is well defined by
28 wGA), could help establish the link between the motor
cortex and the auditory cortices. The reported existence of the
early appearing dorsal pathway prior to birth (Perani et al.
2011), together with the rapid development of the inferior
dorsal pathway in the months following birth (Leroy et al.
2011), provides a plausible means by which sound-to-motor
mapping could be established prior to, or immediately upon
first experience with, linguistic experiential input.

Stereotypies, including TP/R, may support the functional spe-
cialization of the speech pathways specifically dedicated to audi-
tory-motor mapping. A key notion in the target article is that
stereotypies, exemplified by TP/R, are activity-dependent pro-
cesses that contribute to the organization of the somatotopy of
the tongue and the lips, as well as the cortico-thalamic (Deck
et al. 2013) and the corticobulbar connections (Sarnat 2003)
(pp. 50). The onset of TP/R occurs too late in development to
inform neural migration, neurogenesis, or axon pathfinding to
S1, but the functional circuitry of S1 is only beginning to be estab-
lished when these stereotypies first appear (pp. 49). Whereas pre-
natal structural connections of the linguistic pathways are largely
genetically determined (Kolasinski et al. 2013), spontaneous activ-
ity-dependent processes may contribute to their functional con-
nectivity and integration. Therefore, the dorsal speech pathways
that are present at birth may have been organized in part by the
stereotypies that first appear in utero.

In summary, as K&A suggest, “infants do not ‘explore the world
by mouth’ so much as explore their mouths with the world” (sect.
4.4, para. 3). This experience-expectant process (Greenough
1986) through which self-produced stereotypies and externally
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heard speech interact with emerging anatomical connections may
be the means by which early links between perception and pro-
duction – even prior to babbling – are established.

Beyond sensorimotor imitation in the
neonate: Mentalization psychotherapy in
adulthood

doi:10.1017/S0140525X16001266, e389
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Abstract:Despite the persuasiveness of Keven & Akins’ (K&A) review, we
argue that mentalization, or the ability to interpret the mental states of
oneself and others, is required to construct the neonate mind, going far
beyond sensorimotor imitation. This concept, informed by certain
psychoanalytic and attachment theories, has produced a form of therapy
called mentalization-based psychotherapy, which aims to improve
emotional regulation. Our aim here is to shed light on a form of
neonatal imitation that goes beyond sensorimotor imitation.

From birth, “instinctive” behaviors have a double explanation, partly
attributable to heredity (genes) and partly to the environment: The
innate potential to develop behaviors, and behavioral acquisition
and development, respectively. Gene–environment interactions
normally explain interindividual behavioral differences, according
to human behavioral genetic research (McGue & Bouchard 1998).

Very early on, as in imprinting (Lorenz 1935), heredity and
environment interact. Some interactions occur in periods con-
sidered critical, being of limited duration and essential for subse-
quent normal development – for example, of language and vision.
Many cerebral structures have critical maturation periods, corre-
sponding to critical development periods for cognitive or execu-
tive functions, which enable cerebral plasticity (Hensch 2016).
Cerebral plasticity may be newly available by reactivating critical
periods using pharmacology, exercise, or psychotherapy.

Mentalization-based therapy identifies precocious mentaliza-
tion mechanisms in neonates and children and attempts to mod-
ulate them in adults through psychotherapeutic interactions
(Desseilles et al. 2015).

The critical interactions between adults and neonates depend
on the neonate’s behavioral capacities for social interaction (Bra-
zelton 1987). At birth, neonates turn their head towards a human
voice, are attuned to the pitch of a female voice; prefer human to
pure sounds; fixate on images of the human face; turn towards the
smell of milk; and so on. The neonate already interacts as an indi-
vidual. For Brazelton, parents should be aware of their newborn’s
wakenings and sensitivities. Recognizing the neonate’s competen-
cies allows obtaining a starting point for interaction and imitation,
both sensorimotor and psychic.

The capacities described by Brazelton corroborate those that
Bowlby (1978) described as attachment, reflecting the quality of
relationships established with others from birth through child-
hood and even adulthood (Zelinka et al. 2014). A key concept
here is the internal working model: Mentalizing includes the abil-
ities (1) to interpret the other’s psychological characteristics; (2) to
infer and attribute to the other desires, emotions, beliefs, and
intentions; and (3) to differentiate and understand these mental
states in the other and oneself. Children apply these models to
various situations in order to predict their own and others’ behav-
iors. Bateman and Fonagy (2006) called this interpretive mental-
ization, or the interpretive interpersonal function, arising from
interactions with attachment figures.

Bateman and Fonagy (2006) contended that, at birth, humans
are unaware of the different emotional states, and that they

learn through interactions with others, chiefly primary caregivers.
Emotional states are learned by “mirroring” bodily sensations
associated with emotional states, which the caregiver provides,
particularly through facial mimicry and emotional aspects of the
voice (resonance). This forms the basis for emotional regulation
(Desseilles et al. 2015, p. 203): “I don’t know where Mommy is,
which gives me a stomachache and makes me cry. I see my
Mommy, with tears in her eyes, who tells me ‘Don’t cry,
Mommy’s here! I deduce that what I feel is grief, and I label it
as such.” When children have difficulty with emotional learning,
they incorrectly attribute emotions to bodily signals and have dif-
ficulty regulating emotions as adults. Mirroring enables children
to develop appropriate emotions and emotional interpretations
as the caregiver shapes and gives meaning to their internal expe-
rience. This provides emotional representations that are internal-
ized in the psychic functioning, and that form the bedrock of the
child’s identity, or self. Emotionally neglected children, such as
borderline personalities, lack a stable structure of the self. For
normal development, children need exposure to significant indi-
viduals whose emotions they can represent within themselves,
and who, in a caring and benevolent manner, can reflect their feel-
ings and intentions appropriately, without overexaggeration,
which may lead to overidentification with the other.
Children who lack adequate caregivers have problems distin-

guishing reality from fantasy, or physical reality from psychic
reality. Bateman and Fonagy (2006) called this the alien self, or
confusion with the other: internally experienced ideas and feelings
do not seem to belong to the self. The child may then integrate the
part of the other that feels like a stranger.
If children fail to learn that internal experiences exist in the

mind and not in the external world, they may believe that the
internal and external world are one and the same, with no differ-
entiation between the imaginary and the real. Physical reality
becomes “too real.” Moreover, in pretend mode, the mental
state is completely separate from the external world, and external
physical reality becomes “too unreal.” Normally developing chil-
dren integrate the two modes to develop reflective mentalization,
whereby thoughts and emotions are experienced as symbolic
representations, such as words. Internal and external reality are
experienced as simultaneously related and separate, and no
longer need to be even similar or dissociated from each other.
However, patients with borderline disorder do not integrate the
two aspects, by default, and they function either in psychic equiv-
alence or pretend mode.
The aim of the mentalization-based therapeutic approach is to

reinstate the mentalizing process. Therapists should continuously
ask themselves why the patient is saying something. What is the
reason for the behavior? Why does the therapist simultaneously
feel what the patient feels? Therapists strive to understand what
is disturbing their patients, how to identify and give meaning to
their experience, and how to clarify it to them. Therapists must
also accept enacting the transference experience, evoking the
alien self. Therapy takes place in the here and now, not the past
or future. Therapists must not interfere with their patients’
mental states, but instead accept their thoughts and feelings. Ther-
apists help their patients name, describe, and understand emotions
and situate them in current or recent contexts. Thus, the patient’s
mind is explored by another mind (the therapist’s) through inter-
personal interactions that are caring and non-threatening, with
the therapist’s clear explanations using metaphor-free vocabulary,
such that the patient fully understands what is happening.
This therapy should not be neglected, because it leverages a

neonate’s capacity to understand facial emotions and intentions
of the primary caregivers and consequently to develop emotional
regulations on the ground of these basic experiences essentially
made from these imitations (psychic imitation, sensory imitation,
and motor imitation). Because language is not yet developed in
neonates, these mentalization experiences are able to connect
the body and the mind. This opens a very promising avenue for
future new psychotherapies, as, for instance, involving facial
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retroaction feedback and/or attentional training, such as mindful-
ness, and/or other emotional regulation strategies (Mikolajczak &
Desseilles 2012; Desseilles et al. 2015).

A major blow to primate neonatal imitation and
mirror neuron theory

doi:10.1017/S0140525X16001874, e390
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Abstract: Keven & Akins’ (K&A’s) compelling new hypothesis explaining
the developmental and neural basis of neonatal tongue protrusion has
important implications for current understanding of primate imitation
and the explanatory value of mirror neurons. If correct, this hypothesis
eliminates a major source of evidence for neonatal imitation. I explore
the implications this has for mirror neuron research and the arguments
building upon them.

Keven & Akins (K&A) offer a novel and convincing hypothesis
explaining why neonate primates protrude their tongues in
response to various types of stimulation (including adults protrud-
ing their tongues at them). Because oral movements required for
suckling mature early, they also come under voluntary control
early, making tongue protrusion and retraction (TP/R) one of
the few motor acts available to newborns. Their hypothesis
makes sense in terms of mammalian phylogeny and evolution,
and in terms of nervous system development. Essentially, in the
same way that “to a man with a hammer everything looks like a
nail,” early in development the infant’s repertoire is so limited
that a wide variety of stimuli become affordances for TP/R.
These stimuli include seeing others protrude their tongues (puta-
tive “imitation”), but also include seeing flashing lights or toys or
hearing arousing music. Crucially, K&A’s hypothesis explains not
just why TP/R is observed early in development, but also explains
why it mysteriously disappears shortly thereafter: As the infant’s
motor repertoire diversifies, a wider response repertoire is avail-
able, and the infant moves on to more mature responses. I find
K&A’s hypothesis and arguments both reasonable and compelling.

Given that TP/R is the only well-replicated “imitative” neonate
action from Meltzoff and Moore’s (1977) study, and the only
action documented more recently in neonates of several nonhu-
man primate species, K&A’s hypothesis should prompt careful
reexamination of the literature on neonatal imitation. We know
that human babies will eventually become imitators: this is a
robust and distinctive feature ofHomo sapiens. But with other pri-
mates the opposite is true, and in adult macaques there is little evi-
dence for imitation.

Meltzoff and Moore’s original (1977) study was astounding not
because it demonstrated imitation in humans, but because it
seemed to show that the connections between human visual per-
ception andmotor control were present at birth. But in nonhuman
primates, neonatal TP/R remains the only strong evidence we
have of any form of direct imitation in macaques, and the best evi-
dence for chimpanzees (Ferrari et al. 2006b; Myowa-Yamakoshi
et al. 2004; Paukner et al. 2011). To the extent that this apparent
evidence does not in fact demonstrate imitation, the only accepted
example of macaque imitation has just disappeared.

The significance attached to “imitation” has waxed and waned
over time, and a daunting empirical and theoretical literature
exists debating and refining terminology (reviewed by Whiten &
Ham 1992). In the early days of animal behavior, imitation –
“learning to do an act from seeing it done” –was considered a
boring low-level form of behavior. This prejudice was perhaps
spurred by such English sayings as “monkey see, monkey do” or
the German “nachaffen” (“after ape”) meaning “to imitate.” But

accumulating evidence made clear that much apparent animal
imitation is purely in the eye of the human beholder. In many cir-
cumstances where we would expect monkeys to imitate each other
(e.g., learning to crack nuts with stones by watching a skilled
monkey), they fail to show true imitation but rather show
simpler behaviors like “stimulus enhancement” (simply observing
that rocks and nuts together can lead to food). Each monkey still
has to figure out, for itself, precisely how to hold and swing the
stones and position the nut (Visalberghi 1987). Such studies led
imitation in primates to be seen today as a sophisticated cognitive
achievement (cf. Fitch et al. 2010; Visalberghi & Fragaszy 1990;
Voelkel & Huber 2000).

Perhaps the biggest reason that evidence for or against
monkey imitation is important is that it concerns its implications
for the literature on mirror neurons, which were discovered in
macaques. Mirror neurons (sometimes called “monkey see,
monkey do” neurons [Carey 1996]) are frontal neurons in macaques
that fire both when the monkey performs some action and when it
sees that same action performed. Such neurons appear to provide a
computational substrate for motor imitation. But the catch is that –
at the time of the discovery of mirror neurons – the behavioral evi-
dence indicated that macaques do not, in fact, imitate. Although this
ugly fact did not stop people from inferring that human mirror
neurons play a key role in imitation, it was awkward from an evolu-
tionary viewpoint: Just what are these mirror neurons doing in
macaques, if not supporting imitation?

For mirror neuron enthusiasts, the 2006 discovery of apparent
neonatal imitation in macaques was thus a great relief. Finally, it
seemed, a behavioral function for macaque mirror neurons had
been found, filling an otherwise uncomfortable lacuna in the the-
oretical edifice built upon mirror neurons. This is important, given
the huge scope of explanations based on mirror neurons today,
extending to speech perception, language evolution, autism
research, empathy, and other major issues in cognitive neurosci-
ence (skeptically reviewed by Hickok 2014). K&A’s hypothesis
calls such extensions sharply into question, by offering a simpler
explanation of TP/R. Indeed K&A’s hypothesis seems preferable
to imitative hypotheses because it explains the disappearance of
“imitation” during maturation that remains unexplained by the
mirror neuron/imitation hypothesis.

The next and crucial step will be to design empirical tests pitting
the two hypotheses against one another. I hope that researchers
studying primate neonatal “imitation” and mirror neurons will
rise to this challenge: The most obvious evidence in favor of
K&A would come from single-unit recordings in neonatal
macaques, in area F5 where mirror neurons are classically
found. If such recordings find no evidence of mirror neuron
involvement in the tongue protrusion response, it would be
strong evidence in favor of K&A’s new hypothesis.

In summary, I applaud K&A for providing a plausible alternative
hypothesis for the widely accepted “neonatal imitation” interpreta-
tion of the TP/R response, and I am impressed by the breadth and
depth of data that they have brought to bear in evaluating and sup-
porting their hypothesis. Although the jury is still out, K&A provide
one more reason for skepticism about neonatal imitation in general
and monkey imitation in particular, as well as for circumspection
about cognitive explanations that rely heavily on mirror neurons.

The case against newborn imitation grows
stronger
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Abstract: The claim that human newborns imitate is widely accepted and
influential. Yet reliable evidence that newborns match modeled behaviors
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is limited, and there is no empirically based explanation of how the
knowledge that imitation requires could develop before birth. In their
target article, Keven & Akins (K&A) contribute important new evidence
to an alternative account of newborns’ matching that challenges the
newborn imitation claim.

Keven & Akins (K&A) provide an elegant synthesis of research
illuminating the developmental course and functional significance
of the fetal and neonatal behavior of tongue protrusion/retraction
(TP/R). This behavior is particularly interesting because newborn
tongue protruding provides a large part of the evidence purport-
ing to show that newborn human infants can imitate. Newborn
imitation, in turn, is particularly interesting because of its implica-
tions for our understanding of the origins of knowledge (Jones
2017).

Although it is almost never mentioned by developmental psy-
chologists, the claim that newborns can imitate is also a strong
claim that we are born already possessed of a good deal of specific
knowledge. In particular, it is a claim that we are born with (1)
knowledge about at least some parts of our bodies, including
how to find them, the movements each can make, and how to
make those movements; (2) the same knowledge, but represented
differently (e.g., in vision versus in proprioception), about the
body parts and movements of others; and (3) knowledge about
how the different representations of the two sets of body parts
and movements map to each other. These kinds of knowledge
appear to be irreducible requirements for the imitation of even
the simplest actions. How could they develop before birth?
Although it is conceivable that some limited representations of
infants’ own parts and actions might be constructed by their pre-
natal movements, infants in the womb can have no experience of
the visual information produced by the bodies and actions of
others. Therefore, the claim that newborns imitate is a claim
that we inherit specific knowledge – and complex, multidimen-
sional knowledge at that.

This claim is extraordinary. It is, therefore, surprising that
newborn imitation has been so widely, calmly, and uncritically
accepted for almost four decades among developmental research-
ers, and so highly influential in theory building, research, and
teaching across a range of disciplines. Throughout this period,
new data purporting to show neonates imitating new behaviors
have continued to appear. However, there has been little progress
in the development of an adequate, empirically supported expla-
nation of where this very early competency might come from and
how it might work. The two dominant theoretical proposals iden-
tified by K&A – the active intermodal matching (AIM) model
(Meltzoff & Moore 1997) and the mirror neuron account (e.g.,
Simpson et al. 2015) are both very sparse and difficult to test.
AIM names a set of separate, necessary components of an
ability to imitate, along with the proposed links among them.
However, the theory provides no description of the possible
mechanisms behind the labels. This theory, then, is not testable
in its current form. The mirror neuron explanation of newborn
imitation is a relatively recent proposal that by itself is not a com-
plete theory of imitation, and which is not directly testable in
human infants. Consequently, the evidence for both theories is
still largely confined to repeated demonstrations of newborn
behavioral matching.

Although those arguing for the reality of newborn imitation cite
neonates’matching of several simple actions (e.g., Meltzoff 2005),
independent reviews (e.g., Anisfeld 1996; Ray & Heyes 2011)
have concluded that only infant tongue movements are reliably
increased in the presence of a model of the behavior. A number
of studies have shown that newborns similarly increase their
tongue movements as they experience a range of stimuli, includ-
ing other modeled behaviors (Oostenbroek et al. 2016) and
visual, auditory, and somatosensory stimuli bearing no resem-
blance to a tongue protruding model (Jones 2009). These data
suggest that tongue movements are a general arousal response
in neonates. The target article supplies a convincing explanation
of why tongue protrusions in particular are associated with

moderate increases in arousal. What will the research community
make of this?
The arousal explanation of babies’ behavior in imitation exper-

iments has met with considerable resistance. There is a danger
that the contribution of the present article to our understanding
of infant behavior – and, importantly, of what that behavior does
or does not tell us about the origins of knowledge –will also be dis-
missed, because its authors have not directly shown that newborn
infants do not imitate tongue protruding/retraction.
We should remind ourselves, then, that given two incompatible

explanations of the same phenomenon, we are obliged by the sci-
entific convention of Occam’s razor to favor the simplest, testable
explanation – that is, the explanation that accounts for the most
data using the fewest unsupported assumptions. In the case of
newborn infants’ response to modeled tongue protrusions, the
simplest explanation with the fewest unsupported assumptions is
not that newborn babies have inherited the specific knowledge
of their own and others’ bodies and how each maps to the other
that imitation would require. There is no evidence that newborns
possess any such knowledge – or for that matter, that they possess
an active intermodal matching mechanism, or functional mirror
neurons. The simplest explanation for newborns’ increasing
their tongue movements in the presence of a tongue-protruding
model is that the model’s behavior is visually interesting and so
moderately arousing; that tongue movements –which sometimes
take the tongue beyond the infant’s lips – are components of
newborn suckling, and as such are readily activated with increases
in arousal; and that the match between the display that arouses the
infant and the infant’s arousal response is coincidental. This
account is supported by evidence that tongue movements are an
arousal response, and now by K&A’s documentation of the fetal
development of tongue protruding/retraction, which explains
the functional place of TP/R in the newborn’s repertoire, and
why TP/R is easily activated by generalized arousal.
The claim that newborns can imitate is not equally well

explained or supported. It is nevertheless woven into the fabric
of theories in a range of disciplines beyond developmental
science. Those constructing such theories trust that developmen-
talists have done the work necessary to establish that newborn imi-
tation is real. We have not. It may be time to apply general
scientific standards of evidence and acknowledge the likelihood
that newborns do not imitate.

There is no compelling evidence that human
neonates imitate
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Abstract: Keven & Akins (K&A) propose that neonatal “imitation” is a
function of newborns’ spontaneous oral stereotypies and should be viewed
within the context of normal aerodigestive development. Their proposal is
in line with the result of our recent large longitudinal study that found no
compelling evidence for neonatal imitation. Together, these works
prompt reconsideration of the developmental origin of genuine imitation.
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The veracity of neonatal imitation has been debated ever since
Meltzoff and Moore (1977) first presented evidence to suggest
that newborns imitate adult oral and manual gestures. In an
attempt to chart the prevalence of newborn imitation and deter-
mine its relationship with later infant development (Suddendorf
et al. 2013), we undertook the largest and most comprehensive
study of neonatal imitation to date (Oostenbroek et al. 2016). We
tested a sample of 106 infants four times, when infants were 1, 3,
6, and 9 weeks of age. A female adult experimenter modeled
nine social gestures: four facial gestures (tongue protrusion,
mouth opening, happy face, and sad face), two hand gestures
(index finger protrusion and grasping), and three vocal gestures
(“mmm” sound, “eee” sound, and tongue clicks). Additionally,
two nonsocial models were included to test alternative interpreta-
tions of neonatal imitation (tube protrusion simulating tongue pro-
trusion, and box opening simulating mouth opening) (Jacobson,
1979; Jones 1996). Across this range of gestures, there was no
sign that infants selectively imitated any of the modeled gestures.

In our analyses of infants’ responses to these models (as out-
lined above), we replicated some previous findings in restricted
subsections of the data. Specifically, when we used the common
cross-target procedure of comparing infants’ tongue protrusions
in response to the matching model with their tongue protrusions
in response to the control model of mouth opening (see Meltzoff
&Moore 1977), we found that infants produced significantly more
matching responses than non-matching responses at 1 and 9
weeks of age. However, this effect disappeared when we used
other gestures as the control model. Because there is no a priori
reason to favor mouth opening as the comparison control model
over any other control model (e.g., happy face), these cross-sec-
tional findings also do not provide evidence of newborn imitation.
This suggests that failure to include adequate control conditions
or to test infants across multiple time points in previous studies
has resulted in the false impression that infants selectively copy
tongue protrusions, thereby perpetuating the idea that newborn
imitation exists.

In their target article, Keven & Akins (K&A) offer a novel expla-
nation for why tongue protrusion in particular may be falsely iden-
tified as imitation. They argue that what others have interpreted as
imitation may be spontaneous oral activity – with tongue protru-
sion being characteristic – arising from maturation of the
infant’s respiratory and digestive systems. K&A not only offer a
rationale for why newborns might engage in tongue protrusion
behaviors at such high rates, but also provide a compelling and
consistent argument for why this gesture may decline after the
first 3 months of life. We welcome this contribution because it
provides another reason why previous data claiming evidence of
neonatal imitation, and tongue protrusion imitation in particular,
should be interpreted with caution.

In their article (sect. 7, para. 2), K&A cite our research while
discussing the frequency of newborn behaviors. They state, “Of
these ‘early’ stereotypies, TP/R [tongue protrusion and retraction]
and MO/C [mouth opening and closing] and index finger protru-
sion are produced with the highest frequencies during the first
week after birth” (Oostenbroek et al. 2016). We take this oppor-
tunity to clarify that the high frequencies of these behaviors do
not provide evidence of imitation. Although 1-week-old infants
in our sample engaged in higher levels of tongue protrusion,
mouth opening, and index finger protrusion than any of the
other modeled gestures at this age, they produced these behaviors
as often in response to many of the control models as they did to
the corresponding matching models. K&A’s alternative explana-
tion for the “imitation” of oral gestures, coupled with our compre-
hensive, longitudinal data, supports the conclusion that imitation
does not exist in the newborn period. Rather, its apparent expres-
sion is a result of the maturation of developmental mechanisms
that may have nothing to do with social learning.

After more than 30 years of controversy over its existence in the
newborn period (see Oostenbroek et al. 2013; Ray & Heyes 2011;
Simpson et al. 2014a; Suddendorf et al. 2013) driven largely by

studies using cross-sectional designs and only tongue protrusion
as the model gesture, K&A’s article, along with our findings,
necessitates a reframing of imitation research. These data
suggest that neonatal imitation is an illusion and should encourage
new perspectives and research goals. There is no longer a compel-
ling empirical basis for the idea that human neonates imitate.
Developmental scientists should reconsider the origin of imita-
tion, and explore novel hypotheses about the functions of
newborn oral behaviors, starting with K&A’s well-articulated
and compelling account.

Mommy or me? Who is the agent in a sense of
agency in infant orofacial stereotypies?
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Abstract: That neonates imitate is an assertion that lacks supporting
evidence. Orofacial stereotypies are critical to optimizing food rejection.
Matching of tongue-protrusion is not imitation, but a manifestation of
the infant’s arousal by the modeler’s exhibition of the same behavior.
The support for the nativist assertion that newborn infants imitate is not
compelling, and we should proceed on the assumption that they do not.

Keven & Akins (K&A) conclude correctly that orofacial stereoty-
pies are critical to the development of aerodigestion in neonates
and are unlikely to co-occur with imitative behavior. Much has
been made of facial imitation at birth. Neonates project their
tongues in reaction to scientists doing the same, suggesting that
proper imitation starts at birth. Fetuses have been protruding
their tongues long before birth and postnatally. One needs, there-
fore, to address automatic imitation (mimicry) rather than proper
imitation. The purpose of tongue-protrusion relates more to food
being too hot or unpalatable. For the neonate, tongue-protrusion
optimizes food rejection, a process commenced in the womb.
Tongue protrusion (generally accompanied by other forms of gri-
macing and back extending) is an effective means of rejecting food
and signaling the caregiver that something is wrong. If neonates
and infants also increase tongue protrusions when adults simulate
a happy face or finger point, then it is not imitation, but likely
excitement at seeing an adult perform an interesting task. Imita-
tion is not an innate behavior but tongue-protrusion is, and their
combined response to environmental cues postpartum is learned
in a baby’s first months. Infants learn to imitate others based on
observing others imitate them. Neonates are not born with the
ability to copy others; they acquire that skill during the first
months of life (cf. Leisman et al. 2012; Melillo & Leisman 2009).

The widely accepted view that newborn infants imitate lacks
supporting evidence. Existing data suggest that infants do not
imitate until their second year; imitation of different kinds
emerges at different ages. The evidence is consistent with a
dynamic systems account in which imitation ability is not an inher-
ited, specialized module but is the emergent product of a system
of social, cognitive, and motor components, each with its own
developmental history.

The necessity of an internal description or representation of a
motor response helps explain why imitation of orofacial gestures
is such a good candidate for imitation via a mirror system. It is
well-known that fetuses perform mouth-opening and closing
and tongue protrusion (Longo 2008; Prechtl 1986). These gestic-
ulations are part of the neonate’s behavioral repertoire at birth.
Neuroanatomical evidence shows that the corticobulbar tract is
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already myelinated, innervating mouth and tongue (Sarnat 2003),
enabling automatic elicitation of the observed response. Whereas
some claim that these behaviors are reflexive and would not neces-
sitate an internal representation, Lepage & Théoret (2007) noted
that imitative behaviors are automatic rather than reflexive and
demonstrate that orofacial gestures follow visual and auditory
stimuli. A reflexive response, however, would not be elicited by
more than one modality. Support for neonatal imitation suggests
that infants are more likely to match actions after each has been
presented over time (~40 sec), rather than instantly (Anisfeld
1991). This finding is more consistent with a mirror system
where activation is expected to build up gradually over time as
the gesture is modeled, as opposed to explanations claiming that
the behavior is merely reflexive. The reflex would be present at
birth, but gesture modeling would be built over time.

Data intimate that infant imitation is nonreflexive and possesses
a developmental course similar to many primitive reflexes,
increasing until approximately 2 months of age, declining and vir-
tually disappearing by 5 months of age (Fontaine 1984). During
this same timeframe, primitive reflexes are gradually inhibited
(McGraw 1943), signifying that similar cortical inhibitory pro-
cesses may suppress spontaneous imitation. As automatic prompt-
ing of orofacial gestures becomes suppressed with age, imitation
does not vanish. Instead, it becomes subject to voluntary
control. This result is seen in adults with frontal lobe lesions
with impaired inhibitory control, who display compulsive imita-
tion (Lhermitte et al. 1986).

One nativistic explanation implies that imitation is a unitary
competency – a dedicated behavior having evolved as a unit
(Ferrari et al. 2006a). It has been suggested that neonatal imita-
tion is an inherited, specialized neurological mechanism for imita-
tive behavior in human infants and adults (e.g., Iacoboni &
Dapretto 2006). A second account of the origins of imitation (cf.
Gottlieb 2007) suggests that the capacity to match others’ behav-
iors is not present at birth but emerges during the second year
continuing to mature over time, with no heritable specialized
mechanism. Instead, imitation arises from the infant’s attainment
of cognitive, motor, and social skills. Differing explanations of the
development of imitation are conceivable because the literature
provides inconsistent reports that can be variously interpreted.

Neonatal imitation is key in developmental cognition because it
asserts a core nativist position for the origins of knowledge. Neo-
natal imitation is achievable only if infants receive significant
awareness of their bodies or agency. It is imperative to ask
whether support for this claim is compelling. In newborn imita-
tion experiments, infants are typically exposed to two different
behaviors. In a majority of cases, one is tongue-protrusion, the
other being mouth-opening. Infants outside of imitation experi-
ments normally produce both behaviors. The literature reports
that newborns selectively increase their production of each behav-
ior over baseline after seeing that particular behavior modeled
(e.g., Meltzoff & Moore 1983).

Anisfeld (cf. 2005) assessed numerous studies of neonatal imi-
tation, which had tongue protrusion as a focal behavior. Only
tongue protrusion was consistently matched by newborns in dif-
ferent studies. If neonates imitate only one behavior, then match-
ing may be a consequence of arousal and not of imitation. Anisfeld
(1996) and Jones (1996) reported that infants increased rates of
tongue protrusion when interested or aroused by stimuli (e.g.,
flashing colored lights) not resembling human tongue protrusion.
Humphrey (1970) showed that neonates manifested tongue pro-
trusion in response to palm-touching, approaching and receding
pens, small balls, and short segments of The Barber of Seville over-
ture (Jones 2006a). The results corresponded with patterns in imi-
tation experiments, suggesting that all stimuli are arousing; tongue
protrusion is a common response of neonates to numerous arous-
ing stimuli in different sensory modalities.

Therefore, it is likely that newborns’matching of tongue protru-
sion is not imitation but a manifestation of the infant’s concentra-
tion in or arousal by the modeler’s exhibition of the same behavior.

The support for the nativist assertion that newborn infants imitate
is not compelling, and we should proceed on the assumption that
they do not.

“What” matters more than “Why” –Neonatal
behaviors initiate social responses
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Abstract: Newborns are born into a social environment that dynamically
responds to them. Newborn behaviors may not have explicit social
intentions but will nonetheless affect the environment. Parents
contingently respond to their child, enabling newborns to learn about
the consequences of their behaviors and encouraging the behavior itself.
Consequently, newborn behaviors may serve both biological and social-
cognitive purposes during development.

In their article, Keven & Akins (K&A) describe newborns’ tongue
protrusion and retraction (TP/R) as an early emerging orofacial
stereotypy that serves to facilitate the activity-dependent develop-
ment of core aerodigestive functions. This view suggests that TP/R
is not an imitative response and emphasizes that development is
continuous from the prenatal to the postnatal period (Einspieler
et al. 2008; Prechtl 1984). We agree with this view but would
like to comment on the terminology of “stereotypies” used in
the target article and discuss additional considerations regarding
the learning opportunities initiated by neonatal behavior in a
social context.
First, referring to TP/Rmovements as stereotypies is misleading.

This terminology is commonly associated with behaviors that lack
variability and may be a sign of, or predictor for, various develop-
mental disorders (Goldman et al. 2009; Matson et al. 2009). In con-
trast, TP/R movements show considerable variability and have a
clear developmental relevance as discussed by K&A. Consequently,
TP/R movements might not bear characteristics of motor stereoty-
pies from a neurodevelopmental or clinical perspective. Therefore,
we propose referring to TP/R more generally as “movements” or
“behaviors” to avoid a potential misunderstanding.
Second and most importantly, although behaviors driven by

endogenous central pattern generators (CPGs) are critical for
development, the exogenous social consequences following neona-
tal movements need to be considered as well. Infants do not
develop in a vacuum but are born into a rich social environment
that responds dynamically to their actions. In fact, maternal
engagement is synchronized and strongly influenced by the new-
borns’ behaviors (Feldman 2007). Specific behaviors of the
mother (e.g., “motherese,” face-to-face exchanges, affectionate
touch) are genetically determined but also dynamically adjust to
environmental factors (Keller 2003; Leckman et al. 2004). For
example, when responding to infant’s cooing, mothers not only
heighten their fundamental frequency, but also introduce pauses
that facilitate learning about turn-taking in communication (e.g.,
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Stevenson et al. 1986). These examples demonstrate that the
child’s (motor) behavior affects how the parent interacts with
the child. These changes result in “developmental cascades”
(Masten & Cicchetti 2010) where the child’s behavior triggers a
new or different response in the parent that may then facilitate
subsequent development across domains.

Evidence for such developmental cascades also comes from
older infants: Mothers offer different verbal feedback to sharing
bids from crawling infants than to sharing bids from walking
infants (Karasik et al. 2011; 2014). Therefore, we believe that a
caregiver’s observations of neonatal movements (including TP/R
and other CPG behaviors) influence the caregiver’s responses
and interactions with the child. Neonatal behaviors can initiate
developmental cascades by triggering a certain response in the
caregiver (such as a vocalization or imitation by the caregiver)
and consequently serve a social function, even if this was not
the “intention” of the child. Put differently, although the
newborn may not “imitate” the parent, what matters more is
how the parent reacts and responds to the child’s behavior.

Finally, we would like to also note that infants (including new-
borns) are sensitive to contingencies present in their environment
and adjust their own behaviors accordingly. For example, new-
borns adjust their sucking rate (an aerodigestive behavior just
like TP/R) in order to elicit a preferred stimulus such as a speech
sound or a stimulus that is contingent on their own sucking rate
(DeCasper & Carstens 1981; DeCasper & Fifer 1980; Floccia
et al. 2000; Vouloumanos & Werker 2007). Older infants learn
the contingencies between movements of their limbs such as
arms or legs and changes in their environment (Needham et al.
2002; Rovee & Rovee 1969). In these examples, the infants’
initial motor activity (either sucking or limb movements) is not
aimed at eliciting a certain outcome. However, the repeated expo-
sure to contingencies between motor behavior and environmental
response leads the infant to increase the motor activity in order to
re-elicit the response (e.g., kick their legs more to make a mobile
hanging over a crib move more). Consequently, it is possible that
newborns may be able to also adjust their rate of TP/R behaviors
in response to observed behaviors of their parent. Together,
these two mechanisms can act as a positive feedback loop: New-
borns engage in TP/R, parents notice and respond, newborns
increase TP/R behavior, parents respond more, and so on.

Consequently, TP/R behaviors may well have a secondary
impact on socio-cognitive development during dynamic and con-
tingent parent-child interactions. One example for how motor
activity can affect socio-cognitive development via similar feed-
back loops and cascades is pointing. The motor pattern underlying
pointing (i.e., extending the index finger) is present already before
birth (e.g., Einspieler et al. 2012; Marschik et al. 2013). However,
the use of pointing for communicative purposes emerges only
around 9 to 14 months of age (Liszkowski et al. 2012). Before
the infant uses pointing to communicate, parents inevitably per-
ceive pointing as a communicative signal from the infant and
respond to the pointing bid. Over repeated observations of the
caregivers’ reaction to pointing, infants eventually learn to use
pointing communicatively (Bates et al. 1975; Carpendale & Car-
pendale 2010; Vygotsky 1978). Following the same logic, TP/R
does not need to be intended as imitation by the newborn, but
may provide the newborn with opportunities to learn about imita-
tion through observation of the parent’s response to this repeating
behavior.

In summary, the mechanisms of the developing system are
highly interconnected. One behavior, such as TP/R may exist to
serve a particular biological purpose. However, during the
dynamic exchanges with the environment this behavior will inev-
itably be used for other purposes as well. In particular, socio-cog-
nitive functions such as communication and language are
secondary functions to respiration and orofacial functions for
food intake. A comprehensive account of infant development
needs to consider that seemingly simple behaviors such as TP/R
may serve such a dual purpose: endogenously generated at first

and at the same time facilitating socio-cognitive development
via social interactions and responses from the environment.

Do innate stereotypies serve as a basis for
swallowing and learned speech movements?
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Abstract: Keven & Akins suggest that innate stereotypies like TP/R may
participate in the acquisition of tongue control. This commentary
examines this claim in the context of speech motor learning and
biomechanics, proposing that stereotypies could provide a basis for both
swallowing and speech movements, and provides biomechanical
simulation results to supplement neurological evidence for similarities
between the two behaviors.

Keven & Akins (K&A) suggest that neonate tongue protrusion and
retraction (TP/R) participates in the acquisition of tongue control:
Specifically, it “begins as an activity ‘for’ tongue protrusion itself,
that tongue protrusion begets tongue protrusion of a ‘more
better’ kind” (sect. 6.3, para. 1). They discuss this primarily in a
neurological context, whereby spontaneous TP/R leads to incre-
mental circuit formation in central pattern generators (CPGs),
fostering the transition from “uncertain movements” to “robust
rhythmic motor sequences.” Neuromuscular primitives used as
starting points for more complex movements are not unique to
the aerodigestive tract, nor to humans: Wolpert et al. (2001)
noted that innate motor behaviours are common across species,
allowing faster acquisition of motor skills by providing a starting
point for motor learning, for which behavioral evidence has
been found in human and animal locomotion (Dominici et al.
2011).

This refinement of innate, spontaneous actions for use in more
complex motor behaviours mirrors a largely untested but appeal-
ing hypothesis in speech research which proposes that phyloge-
netically encoded structures like swallowing and suckling may
bootstrap speech learning (e.g., MacNeilage 2008; Studdert-
Kennedy & Goldstein 2003). This proposal appears plausible in
view of the accumulated evidence that digestive and speech move-
ments share not only kinematic similarities (Green et al. 2000),
but also many of the same neurological structures. Both types of
movements exhibit large areas of shared brain activation (e.g.,
Martin et al. 2004), as well as similar critical periods in early devel-
opment and correlations between disorders in each domain
(McFarland & Tremblay 2006). Clinical studies have shown that
language impairment is a predictor of previous feeding and swal-
lowing difficulties (Malas et al. 2017) and that treatment of dys-
phagia has resulted in concomitant improvements in dysphonia
(LaGorio et al. 2008).

The bootstrapping proposal is based on the idea that speech
movements share more than kinematic or neurological similarities
with digestive movements, but rather that there are at least some
core speech movements which are direct ontogenetic adaptations
of preexisting digestive movements. This implies that aspects of
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the two activities must plausibly be driven by common specific sets
of muscle activations (Gick & Stavness 2013). If we represent
muscle activation space as a high-dimensional space where each
muscle has a corresponding dimension whose value is that
muscle’s activation level, learning speech movements can be
modeled as a search for points in this space that satisfy task-spe-
cific criteria relevant to the speech learner. The dimensionality
and size of this space are large enough to pose significant prob-
lems for an unstructured search, even for a single speech move-
ment in isolation: The sets of activations that result in a solution
for a given task are few in number relative to all possible sets of
activations (see Gick et al. 2017), and muscle activation is difficult
to predict due to the number of redundant solutions for a given
task (Loeb 2012). Factors such as muscle contraction dynamics,
tissue mechanics, tissue incompressibility, and tongue-palate
contact also mean that task-level similarities do not necessarily
imply similar activations. Establishing such similarities adds signif-
icant weight to the argument that primitives help constrain possi-
ble muscle activation patterns for speech learning.

We explored these ideas using the 3D biomechanical modelling
platform ArtiSynth (www.artisynth.org; e.g., Gick et al. 2014; Stav-
ness et al. 2012) in the context of tongue bracing, where active
muscle support keeps the sides of the tongue in almost constant
contact with the upper molars during speech (Gick et al.2017).
Simulations were conducted to examine the muscles activated
for various types of tongue-palate contact. All possible muscle
combinations were activated at three activation levels (0%, 20%,
50%) out of a group of 10 speech and swallowing muscles: supe-
rior and inferior longitudinal, transverse, verticalis, hyoglossus,
mylohyoid, styloglossus, and posterior, medial, and anterior genio-
glossus. This generated approximately 60,000 activations. Virtual
contact sensors were positioned on the hard palate and upper
teeth of the model to detect tongue contact. We partitioned the
activation space into four different contact types (Fig. 1). Only
about 2% of the activations matched any of these. “Lateral” indi-
cates tongue contact on the sides of the palate, as for speech
bracing. “Anterior” indicates contact in the anterior region of
the palate, as in the production of the sound [l]. “Anterior-
lateral” indicates simultaneous lateral and anterior contact, as in
the production of the sound [n]. “Swallowing” indicates lateral,
back, and mid-contact, representing the end of the oral transport
phase of swallowing, immediately after the tongue has moved the

bolus into the hypopharynx. See Gick et al. (2017) for a detailed
description of a similar simulation with different analysis.
Results indicate that activations resulting in swallowing contacts

were a subset of activations that resulted in tongue bracing con-
tacts. The superior longitudinal and mylohyoid muscles played
the most significant roles in both swallowing and bracing contacts,
but with additional activations occurring to produce the more
complex tongue shapes required by bracing contacts such as
depressing the midline and raising the tip. We also found that
the activations that resulted in swallowing contact were contigu-
ous with clusters of activations resulting in bracing contact, indi-
cating similar activations. This is shown in Figure 1 using the
dimensionality reduction technique t-Distributed Stochastic
Neighbor Embedding (t-SNE; van der Maaten & Hinton 2008).
The t-SNE technique maps from high-dimensional to low-dimen-
sional space using an optimization function that prioritizes main-
taining distances between each point and its neighbours.
Although it has become increasingly well established that swal-

lowing and speech movements are neurologically related, it does
not immediately follow that they have similar neuromuscular acti-
vation patterns: The nonlinearity of the muscular activation space
offers no guarantees that task-level similarities necessarily trans-
late into similarities in activation space. The simulations presented
here suggest similarities in neuromuscular activation between
tongue bracing and swallowing, filling the gap between previous
kinematic and neuroimaging findings. Such biomechanical simu-
lations, taken in the context of proposals such as that of K&A,
will provide an essential part of the evidence for establishing the
role of innate stereotypies like TP/R in facilitating the develop-
ment of semi-closed movement routines such as swallowing as
well as serving as a basis for learned speech movement.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
We thank David McFarland, University of Montreal, for his valuable
comments. We acknowledge funding from NSERC Discovery Grants to
the third and fourth authors.

Elements of a comprehensive theory of infant
imitation

doi:10.1017/S0140525X1600193X, e396

Andrew N. Meltzoff
Institute for Learning & Brain Sciences, University of Washington, Seattle, WA
98195.
meltzoff@uw.edu http://ilabs.washington.edu/meltzoff

Abstract: Imitation is central to human development. Imitation involves
mapping between the perception and production of actions. Imitation
after delays implicates preverbal memory. Imitation of people informs
us about infants’ processing of social events. A comprehensive theory
needs to account for the origins, mechanisms, and functions of
imitation. Neonatal imitation illuminates how the initial state engenders
and supports rapid social learning.

Keven & Akins (K&A) provide a theory about the development of
infant suckling, swallowing, and motor stereotypies. As they
acknowledge, it is not a theory of infant imitation. Here are six
key empirical findings that need to be accounted for by any com-
prehensive theory of infant imitation.
1. Infant imitation is selective and specific. K&A agree with

Meltzoff and Moore’s findings that if you poke out your tongue
at neonates, they will do so in response. However, K&A do not
account for our parallel finding that if you show other control ges-
tures – gestures by the same person, at the same distance, moving
at the same rate – infants do not respond with tongue protrusion.
Experiments making this direct comparison provide a consensus
that adult tongue protrusion is the strongest elicitor of the
infant tongue-protrusion response (reviews by Anisfeld 1991;
Meltzoff & Moore 1997; 1999b; Nagy et al. 2013; Ray & Heyes

Figure 1 (Mayer et al.). A two-dimensional t-SNE plot of the 2%
of the activation space that matched one of the target contact
types.
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2011; Simpson et al. 2014a). Motor stereotypies alone cannot
account for this selectivity.
2. Infants imitate manual movements as well as facial

movements. K&A’s theory of the aerodigestive system does not
explain the imitation of manual movements. Echoing the first
point on selectivity, neonates imitatedifferent types ofmanualmove-
ments (Meltzoff & Moore 1977; Nagy et al. 2014; Vinter 1986).
Piaget’s (1962) classic book showed accurate imitation of handmove-
ments in 1- to 4-month-olds. K&A “predict” that both Piaget’s and
the newer findings should not occur in infants this young.
3. Infants imitate from memory. K&A acknowledge that infants

often respond after a delay of a few seconds in experiments of imi-
tation. However, they do not discuss how their theory would handle
findings based on long-term memory. Meltzoff and Moore (1994)
showed young infants’ tongue protrusions on one day and then pre-
sented them with a passive face on the next. Infants produced sig-
nificantly more tongue protrusions when they saw this passive face
after a 24-hour delay than did control infants (who did not see the
tongue protrusions the day before). This suggests that young
infants have a memory for facial actions. Within the first year of
life, infants also imitate object-directed acts based on memory
(e.g., Klein & Meltzoff 1999; Meltzoff 1988). A comprehensive
theory of infant imitation needs to explain imitation from memory.
4. Infants can vary their tonguemovements prior to 4 months of

age. K&A argue that infants have no directed control of their
tongues before 4 months of age. All tongue movements are pur-
ported to be the stereotypic thrust/retraction involved in suckling.
Three empirical findings suggest that infants’ competence exceeds
this. First, infants imitate different kinds of tongue movements
(Meltzoff & Moore 1994). Second, prior to 4 months of age,
infants spontaneously produce diverse cooing sounds, which
require tongue movements markedly different from suckling and
tongue stereotypies. Third, infants imitate speech sounds by 20
weeks of age as documented by phonetic transcriptions and spec-
trographic analyses (Kuhl & Meltzoff 1996). The tongue shapes
and positions used for imitating sounds like “ah” and “uu” differ
from each other and from tongue stereotypies. Different sounds
elicit different lip and tongue movements.
5. Infant imitation does not fit the timetable of motor

stereotypies. As Piaget (1962) reported, vocal and manual imita-
tion are expanding, not contracting, at the age that K&A predict
a “drop out” of infant imitation based on the motor stereotypies
literature. Furthermore, even though infants may not systemati-
cally imitate tongue protrusions under one type of experimental
design during this time, they do succeed when the design is
changed. This suggests a constraint on performance, not a lack
of competence. Meltzoff and Moore (1992) argued that by 12
weeks of age infants have learned expectancies about face-to-
face interactions, and they remember past encounters with a
person. When a person switches from demonstrating one facial
gesture to another, there is response carryover. Accordingly, we
conducted a study with a new design: Two distinctly different
adults were used to demonstrate gestures to infants, and each
modeled a different gesture. In this case, we observed significant
imitation of each adult’s gesture. Our active intermodal mapping
(AIM) theory proposes that infant facial imitation fits within a
larger social context involving face processing and the individua-
tion of people (Meltzoff & Moore 1992; 1997; 1999b). Although
agreeing that the sensorimotor context is important, I maintain
that infant memory and the social contextmust also be considered
when explaining developmental change in imitation.
6. The role of prenatal movements. One central aspect of

Meltzoff and Moore’s (1997) AIM theory is that infants’ prenatal
body movements contribute to postnatal imitation. We argued
that such activity is a mechanism by which infants build up an
“act space” of possible movements of the lips, tongue, hands,
and other body parts. Having produced the movements prena-
tally, infants are in a better position to make sense of the visual
stimulus produced by others and map it to their own productions.
Meltzoff and Moore (1997) provided a detailed model for how

infants link the perception and production of matching acts. We
described the “metric of equivalence” that underwrites infants’
mapping of seen body transformations to those they feel them-
selves produce. Studies using infant neuroscience techniques,
such as electroencephalography (EEG), are providing new
insights into this process, including the role of somatosensation
and infant neural body maps (Saby et al. 2013; 2015).

The target article concludes by saying that developmental
psychologists habitually adopt a simple black/white nature
versus nurture distinction. The field of developmental science,
however, left behind that dichotomy more than 40 years ago,
and has integrated perceptual learning, motor development, neu-
roscience findings, and both prenatal and postnatal experience
into theories of infant development (Marshall & Meltzoff 2014;
2015; Meltzoff & Moore 1997; and many others). That is the
larger context in which a comprehensive theory of infant imitation
should be situated.

Beyond aerodigestion: Exaptation of feeding-
related mouth movements for social
communication in human and nonhuman
primates
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Abstract: Three arguments are advanced from human and nonhuman
primate infancy research for the exaptation of ingestive mouth
movements (tongue protrusion and lip smacking) for the purposes of
social communication: their relation to affiliative behaviours, their
sensitivity to social context, and their role in social development.
Although these behaviours may have an aerodigestive function, such an
account of their occurrence is only partial.

Keven & Akins (K&A) view infant mouth movements, such as
tongue protrusion (TP), as part of the system for regulating inges-
tion in relation to breathing. They view these behaviors as stereo-
typed, not goal-oriented, and unresponsive to stimulation, albeit
varying with arousal. In contrast, we present three arguments
from research on early parent-infant relationships, including
cross-species and clinical samples, for the social function of such
mouth movements: their relation to affiliative behaviors, their sen-
sitivity to social context, and their role in social development.
1. Relationship between aerodigestive and affiliative

behaviours. Observational studies of human and nonhuman
primate (NHP) infants are remarkably consistent in showing
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that mouth movements originating in ingestion nevertheless have
distinct, communicative significance (Trevarthen 1979; Van Hooff
1962). These include TP in humans and lip smacking (LS) in
NHPs, including rhesus macaques. In each case, the behaviour
rapidly becomes prominent in early parent-infant interactions
(Ferrari et al. 2009a; Trevarthen 1974; Murray et al. 2016), and
is highly organized, systematically co-occurring with other,
clearly affiliative behaviors. For instance, in humans, TP in the
first two months is associated with smiling, wide mouth-
opening, and positive vocalizations – a cluster of expressions
termed “prespeech” (Fig. 1; Murray et al. 2016). These expres-
sions occur during direct gaze to the adult’s face, often accompa-
nied by arm waving with open hand movements (Fig. 1a) (Lavelli
& Fogel 2002; 2005; 2013; Supplement SI1; Trevarthen 1974;
1979).

In macaques, LS similarly appears as part of social encounters,
and co-occurs with direct gaze and proximal contact with the
parent; even newborns actively solicit their mothers to interact
using LS (Dettmer et al. 2016; Ferrari et al. 2009a). The time
course of TP and LS is strikingly similar in humans and
monkeys, increasing in frequency over the first few weeks, and
then declining with the reduction in face-to-face interactions
and the infant’s growing exploration (Ferrari et al. 2009a; Tre-
varthen & Aitken 2001). Notably, each behavior is functionally
autonomous with respect to digestive chewing –whether in
terms of its co-occurrence (TP [Murray et al. 2016]; [Supplement
SI1]) or developmental trajectory (LS [Ghazanfar & Takahashi
2014]).
2. Sensitivity to social context. Infant TP and LS are highly sen-

sitive and responsive to others’ interactive behavior. In addition to
the consistent evidence from well-conducted studies for neonatal
imitation of these gestures (Simpson et al. 2014a), human
research using experimental perturbations shows that if normal
face-to-face contact is broken by the parent adopting a still,
blank face, infants show less positive social engagement
(Mesman et al. 2009), including reduced TP (Murray & Tre-
varthen 1985). This effect is not simply a function of lack of paren-
tal stimulation lowering infant arousal, because similar reductions
in engagement (and TP) occur when infants see their parent in a
noncontingent versus identical contingent face-to-face interaction
(Murray & Trevarthen 1985; Nadel et al. 1999). Disturbances in
clinical populations also demonstrate the influence of variations
in face-to-face interactions on human infants’ social responses.
For example, 2-month-olds of socially anxious mothers show low
levels of social engagement themselves, including TP, an effect
that is mediated by their mothers’ reduced positive social signals
(Murray et al. 2007). Similar effects are found for infants of
depressed mothers (Murray et al. 1996). Parallel findings to the
human experimental studies emerge from NHP research:

specifically, infant macaques reduce their LS and social attention
when presented with a still face versus an active interactive exper-
imenter; and they show more LS and attention when an experi-
menter interacts with them using contingent, imitative mouth
responses rather than similarly prominent, but noncontingent,
repetitive mouth movements, despite the latter condition provid-
ing more overall stimulation (Sclafani et al. 2014).
3. Role of infant TP and LS in later social development.Human

observational studies show that parents respond positively to early
infant signs of social engagement or “prespeech,” imitating and
affirming them, and according them communicative and playful
significance (Lavelli & Fogel 2002; Trevarthen 1979; Murray
et al. 2016; Supplement SI2). In turn, the further development
of these infant behaviours is promoted by parental facial respon-
siveness (Murray et al. 2016), so that cultural differences in its
prevalence (e.g., as between U.S./European and some African
populations) predict somewhat different infant social trajectories
(Kärtner et al. 2010; Wörmann et al. 2012). Face-to-face interac-
tions between mother and infant macaques also influence the
development of infant social functioning: Monkey neonates that
receive more facial responsiveness from their mothers spend
more time in social contact with other monkeys at 2 months of
age, and they initiate more social interactions at 5 months
(Dettmer et al. 2016). That this effect is driven by experience of
face-to-face interactions, rather than physical contact, is indicated
by the finding that nursery-reared infants receiving mutual gaze
and LS from a human caregiver subsequently show more social
interest and social contact with peers than infants receiving
either handling without gaze and LS, or standard nursery care.
Notably, infant experience of early social interactions influences
putative mirror neuron system responses, with infant monkeys
raised with their biological mothers already demonstrating more
mu desynchronization during observation of LS at 3 days postpar-
tum compared to those raised apart (Vanderwert et al. 2015).
Such impact suggests a preparedness of the neonate brain to
respond to social cues by harnessing aerodigestive behaviours,
with a rudimentary mirror system rapidly refined by early experi-
ence. This may increase neural sensitivity to socially relevant
stimuli such as LS, and thereby confer significant benefits for
infants’ navigation of the complex social world into which they
are born (Vanderwert et al. 2015). Recent research with human
children similarly suggests mirror system involvement in the pro-
cessing of facial expressions from a young age (Rayson et al. 2016;
2017).
In sum, we provide evidence from naturalistic, experimental,

and clinical studies to show that infant mouth movements like
TP/LS are complex and sensitive to context, and are fundamen-
tally embedded in social interactions early in development, with
longer-term significance for social functioning. Therefore, while

Figure 1a and 1b (Murray et al.). Infant tongue protrusion, with and without arm/hand movements, during face-to-face interaction.
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both TP and LS may indeed have aerodigestive origins, they have
also been exapted for uniquely social purposes.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS

To view supplementary material for this article, please visit https://
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Infant orofacial movements: Inputs, if not
outputs, of early imitative ability?
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Abstract: According to Keven & Akins (K&A), infant orofacial gestures
may not reflect imitative responses. Here, we emphasise that these
actions nonetheless represent a significant feature of the infant’s early
sensorimotor experience, and therefore may play a key role in the
development of imitative capacities. We discuss how the ideas proposed
in the target article could contribute substantially to experiential
accounts of imitation.

Keven & Akins (K&A) have contributed an important new per-
spective to a growing body of literature that has challenged long-
standing assumptions regarding the existence of innate imitative
ability in infants (Jones 1996; Oostenbroek et al. 2016; Ray &
Heyes 2011). We agree with their assertion that infant orofacial
“gestures” likely do not in fact arise as a consequence of imitation
of others’ actions. Nonetheless, evidence of imitation in slightly
older children is indisputable, and rejection of a nativist interpre-
tation necessitates adequate alternative explanations of such pro-
ficiency. We believe there is now a pressing need for consideration
and investigation of such alterative accounts. In this commentary,
we would specifically like to advocate the importance of under-
standing how early experience is involved in the development of
imitative ability.

Early work by Piaget (1962) suggested imitation developed in a
step-wise manner over the first 2 years, a finding now supported
by more systematic research (Jones 2007). Some theoretical
models have proposed that this developmental trend is scaffolded
by sensorimotor experience; for example, when an infant observes
their own actions, or when a caregiver’s actions correspond to
those of the infant. According to this view, this experience
builds associations between sensory and motor representations
of the same action that will later facilitate imitation (Brass &
Heyes 2005; Ray & Heyes 2011). It follows from these assump-
tions that the stereotypic actions discussed by K&A are likely to
play a significant role in the development of these associations.
Indeed, evidence suggests that caregivers frequently imitate
infant action (Flynn et al. 2004; Pawlby 1977), and stereotypies
may increase during caregiver interaction (Thelen 1981a). Oppor-
tunities for caregiver imitation may, therefore, largely consist of
rhythmic stereotypies. These imitative interactions could
provide the infant with rich sensorimotor experience critical to
the formation of associations which eventually underpin their
own imitative capacities. Therefore, orofacial stereotypies in
infancy might more accurately be viewed as inputs into, rather
than outputs of, early imitation.

Our own work on action imitation in older children has found
that the likely extent of sensorimotor experience of synchronous

activity appears to be related to the automaticity of imitative
responses (O’Sullivan et al., under review). Although such
effects have yet to be identified in infants, we would expect that
nascent imitative abilities would be similarly affected by the aggre-
gated experience of correspondences between sensory and propri-
oceptive feedback associated with particular actions. To
conclusively demonstrate that sensorimotor experience is a key
component of imitative development, researchers must document
naturally occurring sensorimotor experience and its implications
for imitation throughout the first year. The study of behavioural
stereotypies offers valuable groundwork that could inform the
approach taken within such an enterprise.

A systematic developmental approach to the study of infant ste-
reotypies and their environmental triggers could also considerably
strengthen K&A’s argument, as well as augmenting our under-
standing of the development of imitation. We are sympathetic
towards the notion that apparently imitative responses in neonates
may in fact be an artefact of stereotypic behaviour triggered by
arousing stimuli. Thelen’s (1979; 1981a) observational studies of
rhythmic stereotypies in infancy (cited in the target article) have
provided important groundwork in this respect, identifying a
wide range of stereotypies and some apparent releasers.
However, to further elucidate the reasons for apparently imitative
correspondences during infancy, experimental approaches
(similar to those used in neonatal imitation studies) could be
used to systematically investigate the responses elicited by a com-
prehensive suite of actions modelled by a caregiver (including,
importantly, those identified as common rhythmic stereotypies
with different peak postnatal frequencies). Arousal theories
propose that correspondences between the actions of model
and infant are found in studies of neonatal imitation because
the model’s actions tend to be arousing, and the infant’s actions
are developmental stereotypies which would increase in response
to any arousing stimulus. If this is the case, it should follow that
any stimulus known to release a particular stereotypy during a spe-
cific postnatal phase of development should also trigger the pro-
duction of other stereotypies during other phases of
development (i.e., in accordance with their documented peak pro-
duction frequencies). Such evidence would corroborate the con-
clusion that correspondences are coincidental, rather than
imitative responses. Nonetheless, assuming a role for experience
in the development of imitation, one might also expect that,
over the course of development, the specific actions produced
by the infant should show an increasing tendency to match
those of the model across the full range of behaviours (and
taking into account expected production frequencies).

Finally, we would also like to highlight the implications of the
argument in the target article, along with an experiential
account of imitative ability, for understanding the social role of
imitation. A rich literature has explored how imitation in children
and adults is associated with affiliation towards imitators (Char-
trand & Bargh 1999; Over et al. 2013). It has been suggested,
likely because of assumptions about the innateness of imitative
ability, that this is an adaptive response which has been subject
to evolutionary selection pressure (Lakin & Jefferis 2003).
However, K&A have highlighted how behavioural stereotypies
are linked with arousal in infants (Jones 1996; Nagy & Molnar
2004), and as proposed in the foregoing, these stereotypies may
also provide opportunities for imitative interactions. Therefore,
such interactions may further associate the experience of imitative
correspondences within a prosocial context of positive arousal. To
our knowledge, no research has yet examined how imitation
becomes such a pervasively social phenomenon in childhood.
However, as strong nativist views of imitative ability continue to
be questioned, we must explore how an infant’s social environ-
ment might facilitate the development of links between imitation
and other experiences, including physiological and psychological
states.

We hope that our reflections will encourage others to take an
interest in the role of learning in the formation of flexible adaptive
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social behaviours, and to further consider how such processes are
influenced by universal developmental phenomena such as behav-
ioural stereotypies.

Philosopher’s disease and its antidote:
Perspectives from prenatal behavior and
contagious yawning and laughing

doi:10.1017/S0140525X16001254, e399
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Abstract: Accounts of behavior, including imitation, often suffer from
philosopher’s disease: the unnecessary, inappropriate, theoretically
driven explanation of behavior in terms of cognition, rationality, and
consciousness. Embryos are perversely unphilosophical and
unpsychological, starting to move before they receive sensory input.
Postnatal contagious yawning and laughing indicate that pseudo-
imitative behavior can occur without conscious intent or other higher-
order cognitive process.

When we seek to understand behavior – our own and that of
others –we suffer from philosopher’s disease: the unnecessary,
inappropriate, theoretically driven casting of behavior in terms
of higher-order cognitive processes. In these accounts, we often
commit the error of intentionality, the over-estimate of our volun-
tary, conscious control of behavior. The antidote for philosopher’s
disease and its associated theoretical biases is research based on
the natural priorities of organisms that is derived from objective
descriptions of behavior. I suggest that we are not very good phi-
losophers and can benefit from the examination of nontraditional
sources for insight and guidance, especially prenatal behavior and
postnatal contagious behaviors such as yawning and laughing
(Provine 2012).

The best place to start the investigation of behavior is at the
beginning – prenatal behavior. Early embryos are profoundly
unphilosophical and unpsychological beings that start to move
before they receive sensory input. They spond before they
respond. Such motor precocity is an awkward fact for develop-
mental psychologists who seek only environmentally driven
causes of behavior (sensation/perception, learning, motivation,
etc.) and neglect spontaneous movement (Provine 2012). The
agenda of postnatal psychology fares poorly when forced upon
the prenatal domain. Even after sensory input becomes available,
it has little impact on most ongoing behavior during the prenatal
period (Provine 1972). If this is not challenge enough, the spinal
cord, not the brain, is the origin of the electrical discharges that
drive much embryonic behavior (Provine & Rogers 1977). Both
the functions and causes of embryonic behavior are novel and
unique to the prenatal niche. Embryonic movement is essential
for the development of joints, muscles, and the regulation of
neuron numbers, behavioral consequences neglected by most
developmental psychologists (Provine 2012). How many develop-
mental psychologists know that paralyzing embryos blocks the nat-
urally occurring death of motor neurons?

Instinctive yawning (Provine 2005), and laughing (2000; 2016;
2017) provide informative examples of erroneous thinking about
the causes of behavior. Yawning is considered a pseudolinguistic
gesture of sleepiness or boredom, and laughing is a play vocaliza-
tion emitted in certain social settings, but neither is under strong
voluntary control. We can neither convincingly yawn nor laugh on
command, and attempts to do so seem fake and have long laten-
cies (Provine 2012). However, lack of conscious control does not
curtail the composition of fictive narratives to explain their
occurrence.

Contagion provides another challenge to the myth of conscious
control that is especially relevant to the issue of infant imitation of
the sort reported by Meltzoff and Moore (1977) (Provine 1989a;
2012). When we yawn in response to observed yawns (Provine
1986) or laugh in response to observed laughs (Provine 1992), is
it a conscious effort to imitate another person? Both options are
unlikely, given the low level of voluntary control of yawning and
laughing (Provine 2012). I suggest, instead, that such contagion
is the involuntary consequence of activation of a feature detector
for yawns or laughs in the observer’s brain. The detector for laugh-
ter is probably acoustic – the sound of laughter triggers laughter of
the listener (Provine 1992; 2000). The trigger for yawning is more
broadly tuned – almost any stimulus associated with yawning will
trigger yawns, including looking at them (Provine 1986; 1989b),
hearing them, thinking about them (Provine 1986), or even
reading about them as you are now doing (Provine 1986). If you
desire a broader menu of contagious and pseudo-imitative acts,
examine coughing, vocal crying, emotional tearing, reddening of
the eyes, nausea/vomiting, and itching/scratching (Provine 2012).

Animal studies help clarify misunderstandings
about neonatal imitation
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Abstract: Empirical studies are incompatible with the proposal that
neonatal imitation is arousal driven or declining with age. Nonhuman
primate studies reveal a functioning brain mirror system from birth,
developmental continuity in imitation and later sociability, and the
malleability of neonatal imitation, shaped by the early environment. A
narrow focus on arousal effects and reflexes may grossly underestimate
neonatal capacities.

Keven & Akins (K&A) propose that spontaneous aerodigestive
behaviours may be mistaken for neonatal imitation; however,
well-designed neonatal imitation studies already account for
reflexive and arousal-driven responses (for a review, see
Simpson et al. 2014a). When measuring arousal, either physiolog-
ically or behaviourally, and examining its relationship to imitative
responding, evidence shows that for humans (e.g., Nagy et al.
2013) and nonhuman primates (NHP; e.g., Paukner et al. 2017;
Simpson et al. 2014b), changes in arousal alone cannot account
for neonatal imitation. In addition, K&A acknowledge that they
“have not explained, so far, the differential responses of neonates
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to specific gestures” (sect. 7.3.1, para. 2). We agree and further
argue that differential imitation in neonates is incompatible with
aerodigestive or arousal-driven explanations.

An additional misconception is that neonatal imitation is auto-
matic and involuntary. Instead, infants exert active control over
imitative responses and “provoke” previously imitated gestures,
even after a delay, in both humans (Meltzoff & Moore 1994)
and NHP (Paukner et al. 2011). Moreover, neonates are sensitive
both to the type of action and the identity of the individual who
modelled the action, initiating interactions only among social part-
ners with whom they previously interacted (Paukner et al. 2011;
Simpson et al. 2013). This ability is remarkable because it indi-
cates that newborns are actively socially engaged (Meltzoff &
Moore 1994). Consequently, delayed imitation is inconsistent
with the proposal that neonatal imitation is a subcortical automatic
response.

The aerodigestive hypothesis claims that imitative responses
peak in the first week of life and decline in the following
weeks. The data actually show the opposite for facial gestures:
Neonatal imitative responses for tongue protrusion steadily
increase in frequency from the first week to the ninth week
(e.g., Oostenbroek et al. 2016; Meltzoff et al. in press 2017).
Only after 3 months does the frequency of facial gesture imita-
tion decline and infants begin to imitate other actions, such as
sounds, vocalizations, and finger movements (Kuhl & Meltzoff
1996; Maratos 1998). Thus, although imitation does undergo
changes with development, infants continue to reliably
produce matching behaviours (for a review, see Simpson
et al. 2014a). These findings support the idea that neonatal
responses are not stereotypes but rather intentional, voluntary
behaviours.

We agree with K&A that animal studies widen our understand-
ing of various phenomena, including neonatal imitation. Nonethe-
less, in this instance, K&A neglect to consider animal studies in
their potential to inform our understanding of infant social cogni-
tive development (Gerson et al. 2016). For example, K&A claim,
“neonatal imitation experiments provide the only evidence that
mirror neurons are present at birth” (sect. 2, para. 7). Although
we agree that neonatal imitation is behavioural evidence of a func-
tioning mirror neuron system, this assertion overlooks NHP
studies documenting cortical brain activity through electroen-
cephalography (EEG) and reporting neural evidence of a mirror-
ing system functioning from birth in newborn monkeys (Ferrari
et al. 2012).

Furthermore, evidence from animal research is consistent with
the premise that individual differences in neonatal imitation may
reflect individual differences in sociability (Heimann 1989;
Heimann et al. 1989). Neonatal imitation is hypothesized to be
a developmental precursor for, and potentially predict, later
social cognitive capacities (Heimann 1991; 2001; 2002; Sudden-
dorf et al. 2013). Although this hypothesis has yet to be fully
tested in humans, it has been tested in NHP (see recent review
in Simpson et al. 2016). Infant monkeys who fail to exhibit neona-
tal imitation, compared to imitators, are less socially attentive
(Simpson et al. 2014b), look less at faces in general and the eyes
in particular (Paukner et al. 2014), exhibit poorer social cognitive
skills such as imitation recognition (Simpson et al. 2015) and gaze
following (Simpson et al. 2016), exhibit poorer goal-directed
motor skills (Ferrari et al. 2009b), play less with peers and
exhibit more anxious behaviour at one year of age (Kaburu et al.
2016). Together, these studies provide a more detailed view of
the link between neonatal imitation, early social predispositions,
and social development.

As a result of its plasticity, neonatal imitation may also be a fruit-
ful target for intervention, as well as an early marker of sociality.
Although we know little about the malleability of neonatal imita-
tion in humans (Jacobson 1979; Kennedy-Costantini et al. 2016),
animal studies enable the manipulation of infants’ environments
and experiences. In monkeys, across both naturalistic and experi-
mental settings, neonatal experiences impact infants’ social

capacities (Dettmer et al. 2016), including neonatal imitation,
which is strengthened by face-to-face interactions in early
infancy (Simpson et al. 2014a; Vanderwert et al. 2015). Contrary
to the aerodigestive hypothesis, the aforementioned animal
research strongly supports the social nature of neonatal imitation.

In sum, evidence to date is inconsistent with the view that neo-
natal imitation simply reflects spontaneous aerodigestive behav-
iours. Although we appreciate an approach mindful of the
broader context of development, there is nonetheless a wealth of
data that directly bear upon K&A’s arguments. A narrow focus
on arousal effects and reflexes may grossly underestimate neonatal
capacities. Recognizing such capacities and establishing neonatal
measures of sociality may help identify neonates who fall outside
the range of healthy social development and may increase oppor-
tunities to intervene and foster positive child outcomes.

An unsettled debate: Key empirical and
theoretical questions are still open
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Abstract: Debates about neonatal imitation remain more open than
Keven & Akins (K&A) imply. K&A do not recognize the primacy of the
question concerning differential imitation and the links between
experimental designs and more or less plausible theoretical assumptions.
Moreover, they do not acknowledge previous theorizing on spontaneous
behavior, the explanatory power of entrainment, and subtle connections
with social cognition.

We praise the Keven & Akins (K&A) target article for emphasiz-
ing that neonatal imitation findings must be read in the broader
context of sensorimotor development, especially as portrayed by
Thelen (1979; 1981b). By describing tongue protrusion as one
of many rhythmic stereotypies whose rate can increase in relation
to arousal, and by indicating a precise timeline for the onset,
development, and dropout of spontaneous tongue protrusion,
K&A strengthen the arousal explanation of the neonatal imitation
findings (Jones 2009). Nonetheless, their support for the arousal
theory presents some shortcomings. Brief examination of some
empirical studies and theoretical alternatives suggests that the
debates about neonatal imitation, and its relevance to social cog-
nition, remain more open than K&A imply.

K&A’s characterization of the operational definition of neonate
imitation (as “producing the modeled gesture more often than an
unrelated one,” (sect. 2, para. 2) is imprecise. Most empirical
studies of neonatal imitation operationalize imitation as greater
frequency of a gesture in response to the same gesture than in
response to other gestures. The operational definition entails ref-
erence to a plurality of gestures exhibiting the comparative
increase just described. This point is of critical importance
because Meltzoff and Moore (1977) were well aware that, if
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only one gesture was matched, arousal would be the most plausible
explanation, and they envisaged the operational definition of differ-
ential imitation precisely to exclude this explanation. Thus, the
primary question is an empirical one: Is there evidence for differen-
tial imitation? If the answer is no, if only tongue protrusion match-
ing is evidenced, then arousal is the most plausible hypothesis; if the
answer is yes, the arousal explanation is no longer viable (Anisfeld
2005; Jones 2009; Meltzoff 2002; Ray & Heyes 2011).

In this regard, because current empirical literature remains
ambiguous, K&A may be too hasty in siding with the negative
answer. K&A do not mention a recent study providing evidence
for differential imitation (Coulon et al. 2013); instead, they cite
Oostenbroek et al. (2016), which did produce negative results
but whose theoretical assumptions and experimental design are
questionable. Relying on the supposition that early imitation has
a major foundational role for social cognition and implies a
strong motivation to imitate, Oostenbroek et al. (2016) averaged
data across a large number of infants in their domestic environ-
ments, presenting 11 models one after the other. This design
did not control variables potentially affecting infant behavior,
introducing interference in the measurement of imitative
responses (“delayed” imitative responses count as non-imitative
because they occur when a different model is presented). A
more realistic line of research takes each infant as its own
control (e.g., Meltzoff &Moore 1992) and minimizes interference.

K&A’s examination of the theoretical alternatives is wanting in
at least three aspects. First, explanations of differential imitation
are not as narrow or impoverished as K&A suppose; some
already rely on conceptions of the body schema formed through
spontaneous prenatal behavior (Gallagher & Meltzoff 1996;
Meltzoff 2009; Meltzoff & Moore 1997), including involvement
of gustatory processes (Gallagher et al. 1998).

Second, a plausible account for differential imitation remains
possible. An explanation of differential imitation does not have
to postulate computational processes for the recognition of self-
other similarities –which we agree is a major fault in Meltzoff
and Moore’s (1997) account – nor does it have to postulate a
module specifically evolved for imitation or related functions. In
contrast, the commonalities between visual experiences and cor-
responding motor experiences may operate tacitly as the means
by which spontaneous behaviors can be differentially induced
(Vincini et al. 2017; Vincini & Jhang, revised and resubmitted).
From this perspective, infants do not actively intend to match
the behavior of others but, rather. tend to respond in a way that
is more passively elicited. An implication of this perspective is
that the more frequent an action is in spontaneous behavior, the
easier it will be to induce it. Moreover, if early imitation is differ-
ential induction of spontaneous behavior, then it is inappropriate
to use 11 control models (which entails provoking uneven levels of
arousal). Rather, a small number of control models is sufficient to
establish that specific models can induce their corresponding
actions more than other models.

A third way in which K&A’s examination is wanting is that K&A
reject a resonance or “entrainment” approach to differential imi-
tation for debatable reasons. They delineate a model of “imitation
without representation” (sect. 7.2 heading) that requires visual
encodings of models to be matched with corresponding central
pattern generators, and then they note that this systematic match-
ing is a “tall order” (sect. 7.2, para. 7.2.1). In synchronization
theory, entrainment requires participation of endogenously acti-
vated (“autonomous”) oscillations, whereas resonance can occur
in a system that would not spontaneously oscillate by itself (Pikov-
sky et al. 2001). We therefore consider rhythmic stereotypies as a
suitable basis for inducing differential imitation precisely because
behaviors that are already active but not cognitively modulated are
most susceptible to entrainment, and because distinct dynamic
trajectories are the medium of oscillator coupling, not requiring
mediation by recognition processes.

Finally, even if the arousal theory were correct, the link
between infant arousal responses and social cognition should

not be dismissed altogether. A caregiver may respond to the
infant’s spontaneous tongue protrusion with a facial expression,
which in turn provokes arousal in the infant. In this way, the
infant is drawn into an interaction –most readily, moreover,
when the behaviors presented match and entrain spontaneous
rhythmic stereotypies. Indeed, a caregiver may over-interpret
the infant’s response as a social response, which promotes
further interaction (Gallagher 2008). Therefore, a spontaneous
behavior serving neurodevelopment for aerodigestive function
may assume a new social-cognitive function – analogous to pro-
cesses of recycling or reuse (Anderson 2016; Dehaene 2009).
In conclusion, we bring the question of differential imitation

back to the foreground, and we discuss how it should be addressed
empirically with the aim of developing a more plausible account.
One should also consider previous theorizing on spontaneous
behavior and explore the possible explanatory power of entrain-
ment and subtler connections with social cognition. All this sug-
gests that K&A’s discussion, although praiseworthy for its
emphasis on rhythmic stereotypies, does not do justice to the
complexity of the empirical and theoretical issues surrounding
neonatal imitation.
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Abstract: Keven & Akins (K&A) present a compelling alternative to the
case for neonatal orofacial imitation, offered by Meltzoff and Moore.
However, they provide little concerning what lessons their proposal has
to offer developmental psychology more generally. I suggest three
candidates and elaborate on how they raise outstanding methodological
and philosophical questions for the approach taken in the target article.

Keven & Akins (K&A) proposal challenges decades of received
wisdom concerning infant cognitive development. In addition,
their case is important because it contains potentially significant
methodological and philosophical lessons for cognitive science.
Beyond a set of brief remarks concerning its relevance to nativist
theorizing in developmental psychology, K&A leave us to guess
what other lessons we ought to take away from their contribution.
Below, I offer three partially related, but independent, proposals.
First, their case suggests why a target behavior ought to be inves-
tigated in an ecologically valid way, especially before a hypothesis
concerning its functional role has been formulated. Second, it
demonstrates how attention to biology is not a peripheral side
issue to explanations of psychological phenomena. Finally, their
case highlights why alternative explanations, especially those
that rely on simpler mechanisms to explain adaptive behavior,
have to be ruled out prior to attributing cognitively sophisticated
abilities to animals, including humans.
Meltzoff and Moore’s central goal was to show that infant imi-

tative competence is present in neonatal infants (1977). In addi-
tion, they attempted to explain its presence through postulating
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a cognitively sophisticated matching process (so-called “active
intermodal matching” or AIM) that facilitates imitation via the
recognition of the model as “like me” (Meltzoff & Moore 1995;
1997; Meltzoff 2007). However, their model presumes that the
target behavior for analysis (i.e., TP/R) has been correctly identi-
fied as imitation behavior. K&A give us good reason to suspect it
has not. Why not? One reason is that Meltzoff and Moore inves-
tigated TP/R independently of how human infant behavior is envi-
ronmentally embedded. That is, they failed to attend to the
conditions under which TP/R emerges, specifically under its
typical pre- and postnatal environmental conditions. Without
doing so, it is unclear how they could have properly formulated a
hypothesis concerning the appropriate stimulus situation responsi-
ble for evoking TP/R. In other words, Meltzoff and Moore did not
establish the ecological validity of their experimental design prior to
attributing a functional role to TP/R. One of the central lessons
from ethology is that, in order to correctly identify the biologically
significant role of some behavior, it must be investigated under
natural ecological conditions (see Tinbergen 1963). In my view,
K&A’s case against Meltzoff and Moore depends on the notion
of ecological validity, but it does so without an explicit discussion
of the wider significance of this principle to developmental psychol-
ogy. Without such a discussion, it remains unclear what broader
implications ecological validity (as a methodological precept) has
for the science of human cognitive development.

In addition to illustrating the danger of investigating behavior in
an ecologically invalid manner, the K&A case against Meltzoff and
Moore highlights the risk of attempting to explain the presence
and structure of psychological processes in the absence of
details concerning how those processes are embodied. Whereas
it is true that Meltzoff and Moore (1997) have postulated a mech-
anism for imitation in infants, they treat it as if it could be inves-
tigated solely in psychological terms, that is, as if psychological
explanation is autonomous from biological explanation. This
view, articulated and defended by Jerry Fodor (1974; 1997),
holds that psychology and biology are distinct domains of
inquiry. This has been a staple of classical cognitive science, and
seems to be a view shared by Meltzoff and Moore in practice, if
not in principle. In contrast, one of the central claims of the
embodied turn in cognitive science is that cognitive capacities
are constituted by and “emerge from the recurrent sensorimotor
patterns that enable action to be perceptually guided” (Varela
et al. 1991, p. 173). This appears to be the context within which
K&A’s hypothesis ought to be understood, and it looks unlikely
that it could have been formulated if they, like Meltzoff and
Moore, attempted to explain the presence of TP/R without con-
sidering how it unfolds through biological development. Although
there is substantial disagreement among proponents of embodied
cognitive science as to what its philosophical commitments are, or
ought to be (see, e.g., Chemero 2011; Kiverstein & Clark 2009;
Shapiro 2010) there is broad agreement that attention to bodily
properties/processes is not dispensable or secondary to character-
izing/explaining psychological phenomena. Do K&A agree that
their case demonstrates why psychological explanation is not
autonomous from biological explanation?

Finally, K&A’s hypothesis, if correct, is an example of how what
was considered to be evidence of a high-level cognitive process (i.
e., imitation) is, in fact, better explained through an appeal to so-
called “low-level” mechanisms (i.e., rhythmically stereotyped
motor behavior). This is analogous to what has been called a
“killjoy explanation” in comparative psychology (Dennett 1983;
Shettleworth 2010). Such an explanation is “killjoy” in the
present context because it tempers the view that cognitively
sophisticated mechanisms are required to explain human behav-
ior. It is an appropriate description, here, because Meltzoff and
Moore hypothesized that the arousal of TP/R behavior in infants
is evidence of a complex cognitive process (i.e., AIM) that is
then invoked to explain how infants solve a complex cognitive
task (i.e., the correspondence problem). The issue is that if TP/
R arousal is the result of the spontaneous activity of a subsystem

implicated in aerodigestive sensorimotor development, as K&A
argue, then it does not require positing a cognitively sophisticated
mechanism to explain. Are K&A committed to the view that
developmental psychologists ought to consider killjoy explanations
in problem areas other than imitation?

In conclusion, K&A’s hypothesis is important because it calls
into question decades of theorizing predicated on the conclusion
that neonatal infants possess cognitively sophisticated mechanisms
for imitation. In addition, K&A’s hypothesis is significant even if it
fails to completely account for the functional role of TP/R in
development, because it shows how attention to biological
details matters for the formulation and testing of hypotheses con-
cerning the development of psychological phenomena. In any
case, K&A’s hypothesis demonstrates how attributing functional
significance to behavior is risky if done in an ecologically invalid
way, without attention to how it unfolds as a result of embodied
processes, and if a sophisticated cognitive mechanism is presumed
to be responsible for its presence, when in fact it is not.
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Abstract: In our target article, we argued that the positive results
of neonatal imitation are likely to be by-products of normal
aerodigestive development. Our hypothesis elicited various
responses on the role of social interaction in infancy, the
methodological issues about imitation experiments, and the
relation between the aerodigestive theory and the development
of speech. Here we respond to the commentaries.

R1. Introduction

We would first like to thank all of the commentators for
their insightful replies and the time spent to formulate
them. As we looked through the commentaries, most
of the topics raised fell into three (often overlapping) cate-
gories: The role of social interaction in the development of
imitation, both in human and Old World primates more
generally; the correct methodological constraints on past
imitation experiments and on our own aerodigestive
theory; and the relation between the aerodigestive theory
and the development of speech. In writing our response,
we first focussed on the origins of speech because it was
central to many commentaries, and although it was the
least developed subject in our article, this topic – the evolu-
tionary and developmental origins of speech – best high-
lights how a detailed description of early mechanisms of
respiration and ingestion can fit with other aspects of devel-
opment such as the role of social interaction. We will thus
start with the interaction between aerodigestive and speech
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development (sects. 2.0–2.4) and then use this first section
on speech to illustrate and bolster our responses to the two
other general subjects of criticisms: methodological issues
(sects. 3.0–3.5) and social interactivity (sects. 4.0–4.2).

R2. The origins of speech

Many of the commentators (Buck; Choi, Kandhadai,
Danielson, Bruderer, & Werker [Choi et al.]; Mayer,
Roewer-Despres, Stavness, & Gick [Mayer et al.];
Meltzoff; Murray, Sclafani, Rayson, De Pascalis, Bozi-
cevic, & Ferrari [Murray et al.]) asked about the origins
of speech and its relation to aerodigestive function. The
aerodigestive theory has clear implications for the develop-
ment of speech. According to our theory, the neonate does
not arrive in the world with a set of innate, multimodal, cor-
tical representations. Instead, neonatal behaviour begins
with subcortical oscillators for repetitive behaviours, orofa-
cial and otherwise – behaviours initiated and driven by
arousal mechanisms. By birth, the stereotypies of aerodiges-
tion have been woven together into the first sensorimotor
sequences of the human body. These motor runs – for
example, breathing, swallowing, peristaltic motions of the
tongue and esophagus – are themselves periodic events,
controlled by networks of oscillators and tempered, even
in utero, by multimodal sensory feedback. There are no cor-
tical motor commands prior to birth, no feedforward predic-
tive encodings that await confirmation or error signals. Nor
are the patterns of somatosensory feedback that occur as a
natural result of these oscillatory motor sequences repre-
sented qua the predictive “results” of a given motor
“command.” Instead, as motor learning progresses, ever
more complex, multimodal feedback is integrated into
these oscillatory networks, a process that yields systems
that are responsive in real time to the vicissitudes of a
dual system for eating and breathing. Somehow, from this
unlikely starting point, speech begins – and our commenta-
tors have rightly expressed curiosity about this bootstrap-
ping process or outright doubt that this is possible.

R2.1. What are the evolutionary origins of human
speech?

It seems clear that, in the target article, the authors have
stumbled into a robust discourse about the evolutionary
origins of speech. Mayer et al. provide comprehensive
analyses with evidence that “there are at least some core
speech movements which are direct ontogenetic adapta-
tions of preexisting digestive movements.” A different,
though structurally similar proposal for the ontogenetic
adaptation of speech from pre-existing movements can be
found in the work of Ghazanfar et al. (2012), derived
from MacNeilage’s view (Borjon et al. 2016; Chandrase-
karan et al. 2009; Ghazanfar et al. 2012; Shepherd et al.
2012), that speech has evolved from rhythmic facial expres-
sions to which vocalizations have been added. Murray
et al. emphasize that these mouth movements were long
ago co-opted into early infant-parent dynamic interaction.
Although we are not experts on the evolution of speech, a

few things seem clear. Our aerodigestive theory is not
meant to be an evolutionary theory of speech but, rather,
is meant to explain why neonatal imitation is unlikely to
occur given the facts of aerodigestive development.

However, our theory is compatible with both sides of this
debate, with the evolution of speech from either fetal aero-
digestive behaviours or orofacial behaviours such as
yawning, blinking, scowling, smiling, and so on. (Dai &
Hata 2006; Kanenishi et al. 2013; Kurjak et al. 2007; Sato
et al. 2014; Yigiter & Kavak 2006).
In our target article, we concentrated on aerodigestive

behaviours in the belief that TP/R fits neatly into the
class of aerodigestive behaviours. Apart from the neonatal
imitation literature, and unlike lip-smacking among New
World Primates, there is little to suggest that TP/R is a uni-
versal, affiliative human behaviour (cf.Murray et al.). That
said, facial expressions of the fetus and neonate have a
developmental trajectory that is parallel to aerodigestive
development, that is, from individual stereotypies to sen-
sorimotor sequences. In a set of experiments, Reissland
et al. (Reissland et al. 2011; Reissland et al. 2012; 2013)
showed that from 24 to 36 weeks gestational age (GA)
these individual action units begin to coalesce into
“Gestalts” of emotional expressions, such as a “happy
face” or a “cry face.” Prior to 24 weeks, single-action
units predominate facial expressions, whereas by 36
weeks, 85% of action units co-occur with two to four
other units. Just as aerodigestive stereotypies coalesce
into motor runs by 36 weeks GA, coherent facial expres-
sions emerge over the same time period. Moreover, just
as suckling and respiration are “practiced” in utero
without, for example, air to breathe, the “pain face” of a
fetus at 36 weeks GA occurs spontaneously and indepen-
dently of any (visible) harmful event. So, aerodigestive
behaviours and facial expressions share the same develop-
mental trajectory. Thus, our theory is consistent with
either or both evolutionary theories.

R2.2. Is the aerodigestive development consistent with
early, pre-linguistic behaviour of the infant?

We know that prior to speech acquisition, infants younger
than 4 months of age begin to vocalize. Therefore, accord-
ing to our view, infants must be able to learn such behav-
iours prior to gaining cortical control of articulatory
structures. Meltzoff argues that infants younger than 4
months “produce diverse cooing sounds, which require
tongue movements markedly different from suckling and
tongue stereotypies.” Consequently, if “infants cannot
control their tongues prior to 4 months of age” and “all
tongue movements are purported to be the stereotypic
thrust/retraction involved in suckling,” then the aerodiges-
tive theory must be false.
Our claim is that orofacial stereotypies develop via “prac-

tice” prior to birth and are then incorporated into complex,
sensorimotor sequences through networks of interacting
oscillators. Both learning and tongue control occur before
and after birth, the result of the developing oscillatory net-
works in the brainstem. Importantly, tongue thrust is a
primitive reflex, not a stereotypy, a difference that makes
a difference. Unlike primitive reflexes, infant stereotypies
are highly variable – for example, small or large (just over
the lip line or far beyond it) and in all directions (to the
right or the left, or straight down the midline). In our
view, stereotypies that continue to occur alone, indepen-
dently of sensorimotor runs, organize cortical motor
space through the somatosensory and proprioceptive feed-
back from the full range of possible movement.
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Accordingly, TP/R explores the deformation space of
tongue movement, across the full range of protrusive
tongue movements. This variation provides a bridge
between aerodigestive and articulatory behaviours. For
example, Mayer et al. suggest that tongue-bracing con-
tacts during swallowing are a subset of the tongue-
bracing contacts in speech. Stated differently, the motor
activation space of tongue-brace during swallowing falls pri-
marily within the activation space of tongue-brace for
speech. If tongue-brace is a stereotypy – and it is – this tran-
sition is not mysterious. The stereotypy has already
explored the sensorimotor space of tongue-brace prior to
speech learning. Note that we are not claiming that
Mayer et al.’s view is necessarily true. Our claim is that sen-
sorimotor learning occurs subcortically in early human
development; therefore, some articulatory movements
need not require cortical input to be learned. Which
tongue movements require cortical input depends upon
the type of tongue movement. Ballistic movements such
as catching a drip of ice cream as it escapes from the
cone probably require cortical input to learn or initiate
such directed tongue movements. This is our claim in the
target article.

R2.3. How might human speech develop out of neonatal
stereotypies?

Neither of us is a specialist in language development, but
the commentators’ questions (cf. Choi et al., Murray
et al.) sparked our interest in the recent literature on
speech development and oscillatory entrainment. If perina-
tal behaviour is a function of subcortical networks of central
pattern generators (CPGs), and if mature speech also
involves repetitive, rhythmic movements, then perhaps
interaction between parents and infants form coupled
systems of oscillators; that is, parental speech entrains the
pre-linguistic behaviour of infants. Perhaps the best
example of this research project is found in the work of
Ghazanfar et al., who characterized human speech as an
inherently multimodal capacity that has evolved from
facial expressions/stereotypies (i.e., the MacNeilage view;
see Borjon et al. 2016; Chandrasekaran et al. 2009; Ghazan-
far et al. 2012; Shepherd et al. 2012). Their experiments
suggest that at least three types of pre-linguistic learning
can be explained in terms of coupled oscillation modulated
by speaker and listener arousal, namely cooperative vocal
adjustment at a distance, the maturation of turn-taking,
and the development of the “phee” call in infant marmo-
sets. Several of these experimental results are directly
applicable to the human case.

First, human infants might learn conversational turn-
taking in much the same way as infant marmosets. Ghazan-
far et al. (2008) reported that infant marmosets, during the
first postnatal days, respond to recordings of their own
voices and parental cries with the same frequency of
response and response time. This suggests the inability of
the infant to distinguish between its own voice and the
voices of others. By 2 months of age, infant marmosets
attained the adult temporal pattern of vocal turn-taking,
with ever decreasing response time to the parental voice.
The authors explain this reduction in terms of the vocal
entrainment of the infant’s call by the parent. In the
human case, the dorsal cochlear nucleus receives somato-
sensory feedback from the face and parts of the vocal

tract, thus a rudimentary mechanism to identify one’s
own vocalizations. Auditory stimulation with vocal tract
and facial proprioceptive feedback is “my voice,” auditory
stimulation without feedback equals “someone else’s
voice.” Once a human infant differentiates her own voice
from another speaker’s, auditory entrainment can begin.
Second, self-entrainment might explain the importance

of infant cooing. Cooing, the production of vowel-like
sounds, involves large facial movements – the pursing of
lips (“oo”), a wide-open jaw (“ah”), lip retraction (“ee”),
and so on. Such expressions are not unknown to the
infant. Many of these expressions can be mapped directly
onto the stereotypies that comprise the newborn’s behav-
ioural repertoire or fall within the variations seen in the
first stages of stereotypy acquisition. Fagan (2014) reported
that infants deaf from birth make less frequent vocaliza-
tions of all kinds. After early cochlear implantation, they
resumed a normal pattern of pre-linguistic vocalizing.
However, deaf newborns did not resume normal rates of
crying and other vocal signals of distress. Fagan concludes
that infant cooing/babbling “are primarily motivated by
auditory feedback.” To put this slightly differently, the
infant’s own vocalizations might create a self-sustaining
training-cycle – of vocal production followed by both audi-
tory and somatosensory encodings. As long as arousal by
self-vocalization is speech sound specific, that is, causes
the vocalization of multiple “vowels,” learning paired asso-
ciations between somatosensory (S1) and auditory (A1)
encodings will occur. This suggestion may explain why 4-
month-old infants cannot judge auditory-visual mismatches
when prevented from making articulatory movements. As
long as the categorization of speech sounds is primarily
somatosensory – or if somatosensory categorization is
required to entrain speech production – an infant will not
be able to classify phonemes or differentiate between
them without self-production. Nor would an infant be
able to learn a new phoneme without first trying to repro-
duce it and thus see what it feels like.
Third, entrainment may explain the development of

audiovisual matching between the voice and lip movement
of a speaker with the lips, the capacity that underlies the
McGurk effect (Chandrasekaran et al. 2011). The
2-month-old infants look longer at matches between
facial movements and speech sounds (Patterson &
Werker 2003); at 4 months, infants reverse this correlation,
paying more attention to mismatches (Kuhl & Meltzoff
1984). Intuitively, this looks like an initial period of multi-
modal learning followed by the ability to perceive excep-
tions based upon learned audiovisual associations. In
speech, the motion of the lips and the resultant auditory
signal are both rhythmic events with the same periods of
oscillation, synchronized in space and time. Thus, tempo-
rally synchronized auditory and visual signals, matched in
periodicity, indicate a common source/speaker of these
signals. But from where does this visual information
about dynamic faces come? We know that A1 and its adja-
cent areas contain a high percentage of multimodal (audio-
visual) cells in adult primates. But at birth, the visual system
has yet to begin processing dynamic patterns of visual
stimuli, a necessary requirement for training up A1 cells
that associate facial movements and their respective
sounds. In the superior colliculus, the alignment of audio-
visual maps is also experience dependent and will not
occur until about 4 months of age.
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One plausible route for this association is by way of the
pulvinar, a division of the thalamus. In adult primates,
human and otherwise, dynamic facial expressions are
matched to speech through input from the middle tempo-
ral (MT) visual area in the posterior bank of the superior
temporal sulcus (STS) (Ghazanfar et al. 2008). If cortical
vision developed hierarchically, one would expect area
MT to lag behind visual area 1 (V1) in maturity. But direc-
tional sensitivity arises in V1 and MT at the same time,
around postnatal 4–7 weeks. The key here may lie in the
pulvinar (Kaas 2015). Newborn primates have a transient
pathway from retina to pulvinar and then from pulvinar
to visual associative area STS including area MT (Warner
et al. 2012). So visual motion information via the pulvinar
could be critical to the formation of multimodal, audiovi-
sual cells in auditory cortex. The timing here is highly sug-
gestive. If direction selectivity begins by 4–7 weeks, infants
in the Patterson and Werker study (2003) would have had,
on average, a few weeks of associative training and thus the
basis for preferential looking.

R3. Methodological issues and assumptions

R3.1. The cross-target methodology: Should we trust it?

Several commentators argue that neonatal imitation can
still be a viable theory when a wider array of data is taken
into account (Meltzoff; Simpson, Maylott, Heimann,
Subiaul, Paukner, Suomi, & Ferrari [Simpson et al.];
Vincini, Jhang, Buder, & Gallagher [Vincini et al.]).
This evidence comes largely from experiments designed
to test neonatal imitation using a methodology that has
changed very little after the first-wave improvements.
When an experimental methodology continues to
produce a tangle of positive and negative results over a
35-year period, this is deeply worrisome. It suggests that
the methodology is somehow flawed and that its continued
use will not produce definitive results in the future. Witness
here the competing results of two recent, careful studies by
Oostenbroek et al. (2016) and Simpson et al. (2014a).
In the target article, we attempted to set this issue aside

in order to develop a positive theory. But ours is not a
theory of how or why neonatal imitation occurs: It is
meant to explain away the positive results of neonatal imi-
tation experiments, not to vindicate them. As the commen-
taries demonstrate, we must address some issues of
procedure and statistical analysis in the neonatal imitation
work. Given the constraints of space we will mention one
example that has relation to the aerodigestive mechanisms.
A standard part of the cross-target methodology is the

“burst-pause procedure” that in Meltzoff and Moore
(1989, p. 955) was justified as follows: “In previous work
with newborns it was reported that attention and responsiv-
ity were maximized if adult gesturing was alternated with an
interval in which the adult remained passive …” (Meltzoff
& Moore 1983). If we look back at Meltzoff and Moore
(1983, p. 707), the authors reported that: “We found in pre-
liminary work that a constant demonstration of the target
gesture was not maximally effective in eliciting imitation.
Therefore, in our design the experimenter alternated
between the presentation of the gesture and a passive
face. We are not certain why our burst-pause procedure
is the more powerful, but we can suggest three possibili-
ties.” The three possibilities then given were that (a) it

gave infants several periods of time over which to organize
their motor response; (b) the burst-pause paradigm nicely
“bookended” the demonstrated gesture, thereby accentuat-
ing what was to be imitated; or (c) the paradigm mimicked
the give and take of conversational turn-taking, thus
encouraging infant response. All of these options assume
that imitation occurs and that the question about this meth-
odology is why it increases imitation.
The right question to ask is why the new methodology

changes infant behaviour and whether those factors are
related to imitation or to extraneous factors. For
example, it could be that in addition to increasing atten-
tion, the methodology also increases arousal. Or perhaps
the methodology increases negative affect and thus
responsiveness. In the still-face-effect experiment, an
adult who stares without facial expression or movement
causes anxiety in infants as measured by fussing or
crying, increased heart rate, skin conductance, and vagal
tone (Bertin & Striano 2006; Ham & Tronick 2006;
Moore & Calkins 2004; Striano 2004). This effect begins
in infants between 1 and 1.5 months of age (Bertin &
Striano 2006; Bigelow & Power 2012), just around the
age of testing (Meltzoff & Moore 1992; 1994). Yet imita-
tion experiments use what amounts to a still face stimulus
as a control condition. We now also know that neonates
prefer their mother’s face to that of a stranger (Bartrip
et al. 2001) and to prefer a new face over a previously
viewed face or a noncommunicative face (Cecchini et al.
2011). So multiple aspects of the burst-pause paradigm
are linked to negative affect.
Finally, as we saw from the research on marmoset turn-

taking, the third option may well have hit the nail on the
head. Six-week-old infants may already have learned turn-
taking behaviour through interaction with their parents,
what amounts to a “call-and-response” sequence in which
behaviour is inhibited during the “call” and the inhibition
is released when the static gesture ends, thus producing
more gestures thereafter. But this need not involve imita-
tion per se, merely a move towards conversational turn-
taking or a reflexive “wait and listen/see” disposition that
reduces noise while in the listening phase. Because the
authors assumed that the burst-pause paradigm increased
imitation, they did not investigate any hypotheses about
why “attention and responsivity were maximized” by the
new paradigm. In our opinion, it is time to go back and
look carefully at the assumptions incorporated into the
cross-target paradigm.

R3.2. If your explanation is in terms of arousal, what
explains the differential response?

As a number of our commentators have pointed out, the
primary empirical question is not whether arousal increases
the production of infant stereotypies, that is, the base rate
of production, but whether there is evidence for a differen-
tial response –more mouth opening (MO) in response to
modeled MO, not TP; more TP in response to TP, not
MO (Meltzoff, Simpson et al., Vincini et al.). As
Simpson et al. assert, “differential imitation in neonates is
incompatible with aerodigestive or arousal-driven explana-
tions.” Moreover, the search for differential responses
should not focus on TP alone, given that one needs to
show a pattern of differential responses across neonatal
behaviours.

Response/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

42 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Let’s take the easiest question first, why we have focused
primarily on TP. We do think the case of TP/R is special. It
is the only gesture that has consistently garnered more pos-
itive than negative results in imitation experiments for
which there is no ready, alternative explanation. In fact,
TP/R is the most commonly modelled gesture across
studies; approximately 85% of studies investigating imita-
tion in neonates up to 6 weeks of age have included this
gesture (Oostenbroek et al. 2013). Many reports of a differ-
ential response to other gestures have failed on replication,
even in Meltzoff and Moore’s own experiments (i.e., MO in
the 1994 experiments). Moreover, TP/R is the standard
comparison condition for the imitation of mouth opening,
another gesture often cited as known to elicit imitation.
So, if TP/R is not imitated, then a large and convincing
body of evidence for the existence of neonatal imitation
vanishes. All things being equal, such a result would prob-
ably spell the end of the neonatal imitation (NI) research
project. A vindication of the TP/R results, in contrast,
would require the further investigation of differential
responses to other gestures.

That said, our central worry about the criterion of differ-
ential imitation concerns the comparison class and the stat-
istical analysis of the cross-target experiments. As
Kennedy-Costantini, Oostenbroek, Suddendorf,
Nielsen, Redshaw, Davis, Clark, & Slaughter
(Kennedy-Costantini et al.) point out in their commen-
tary, a recent longitudinal study of neonatal imitation at
ages 1, 3, 6, and 9 weeks (Oostenbroek et al. 2016)
reported that “(infants) were just as likely to produce the
gestures in response to control models as they were to
matching models” (p. 1334). By looking at a limited,
cross-section of the data, the Oostenbroek researchers
were able to reproduce the same positive effects as
reported in earlier studies. They concluded that failure
to include adequate control conditions or test infants
across multiple time points in previous studies has
resulted in the false impression that infants selectively
copy tongue protrusions, thereby perpetuating the idea
that newborn imitation exists. For our part, given that
we see the “gestures” of infants as neonatal stereotypies,
this makes a good deal of sense. Because we can actually
categorize and then count up the kinds of neonatal
stereotypies, just as Thelen did (Thelen 1981b), we
have the right comparison class in hand. So, at least
for neonates, the question cannot be “tongue protrusion
or mouth-opening.” This doesn’t represent the statistical
landscape. Of course, no one knows whether these
results will themselves stand the test of time. But one
possibility – the one on which we are betting – is that
there will be no positive results at all. Hence, no expla-
nation will be needed.

If we are wrong, and the positive results prove robust,
then we must give an alternative explanation. At present,
we do not have a single reason, but we do have several
we think are worth pursuing. For example, there is the
intriguing result in Meltzoff and Moore (1992) that MO
duration is longer than TP duration. When the authors
tested MO using a dynamic stimulus, MO duration
increased; it was twice as long on average than when the
static stimulus was used. However, a dynamic presentation
of TP produced only slightly more frequent TPs than in
response to the static display (which were not timed only
for duration). This difference in response suggests that

the causal mechanisms of MO and TP differ. Therein
could lie a tale of how arousal could differentially affect
the rate and duration of TP and MO: Perhaps arousal/
apprehension inhibits MO and increases TP. At this
point in time, we have no clear explanation of why this
should occur. But note that arousal plays a crucial role in
Ghazanfar’s examples of speech development as well,
both in how infant marmosets learn to adjust the intensity
of their voices as a function of listener distance (Choi et al.
2015) and in how parental calls, timed to infant vocaliza-
tion, produce mature “phee” calls in the infant over time
(Ghazanfar & Zhang 2016). These events occur beyond
the neonatal period, of course, so they are only illustrative
of how the context of arousal differentiates its causal
effects.
We have also wondered whether Anisfeld (1996) and

others might be right in their explanation that the higher
rate of MO in the mouth opening condition, compared to
its rate in the tongue protrusion condition, may be
explained as a by-product of infants’ TP/R responses. TP/
R and MO/C co-vary with each other: Increase in one
results in a decrease in the other. Given that overall level
of oral activity stays roughly constant in the two conditions,
the rise in the rate of TP/R in the tongue protrusion condi-
tion seems to reduce the rate of MO/C in this condition.
The higher rate of MO in the mouth opening condition
compared to its rate in the tongue protrusion condition
may then be on account of the lowering of the MO/C
rate in the tongue protrusion condition, not to its raising
in the mouth opening condition. For instance, in Meltzoff
and Moore (1983) the rates of MO/C and TP/R are about
the same in the mouth opening condition, whereas the
rate of TP/R is substantially higher than the rate of
MO/C in the tongue protrusion condition. So what may
rise and fall under different conditions is actually the rate
of TP/R. More generally, we worry that even neonatal
arousal is not a homogeneous state. Here the presupposi-
tion is that increasing arousal is like turning up the speed
dial on an oscillating fan: It makes everything go faster.
But there is no reason why this should be so, that the
effects of arousal should be undifferentiated. Why,
exactly, given the complexity of the neonatal brain, must
this be so?

R3.3. Is our argument for the aerodigestive theory a form
of Occam’s razor?

Several commentators argue that we should apply
Occam’s razor to decide between the imitation and aero-
digestive theories (Beisert, Zmyj, & Daum [Beisert
et al.]; Jones). Originally, Occam’s razor was the dictum
that we ought not to multiply explanatory entities
beyond those needed. As the old medical dictum goes:
If you see hoofprints, look for horses not unicorns. Cer-
tainly part of our argument has followed Occam’s razor
understood in this way. We know that subcortical oscilla-
tors control the central aerodigestive behaviours of
early infancy; neurodevelopmental research also suggests
that the maps of primary visual cortex, S1 and M1, are
still highly immature at birth. So, taken together, if
infants respond differentially to modelled tongue protru-
sion with more frequent tongue protrusions (than to
other gestures), we ought not to look for the complex
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representational structures required by the hypothesis of
opaque imitation: that is, visual representations of facial
gestures, somatosensory patterns of self-produced facial
gestures, cortical motor commands that produce TP,
plus the various mechanisms of mapping and association
that yield genuine imitation. There is no independent evi-
dence for the existence of such structures or abilities. Con-
sequently, we should train our attention on the kinds of
processes that we know to exist – or think are likely to
exist – at birth in human infants. This would be an argu-
ment of the classic form.
Still, when dealing with the massive complexity of the

human brain – and here we include the neonatal brain as
well –we rarely have conclusive facts in hand of the sort
that would support a simple version of Occam’s razor.
Instead, what we suggest is more akin to inference to
the best explanation than Occam’s razor. The question is
this: What if we were to stand back from the specific
and highly contested results of neonatal imitation experi-
ments and look instead at the distance traveled over 35
years of neurodevelopmental research, in psychophysics,
neurophysiology, and neuroanatomy. What picture
emerges? We know that neural mitosis and migration
begins via chemical cues and/or via the use of nearby
cells for pathfinding; we also know that prior to environ-
mental input, Ca2+ activity influences every aspect of
neural development from cell mitosis, migration, arboriza-
tion, transmitter expression, axonal growth – and that once
transducers are in place and functioning, development will
continue based upon patterned environmental stimula-
tion. We also know that this process of neural scaffolding
can involve “two steps forwards, one step back” – the
expression and re-expression of transmitters, the growth
of temporary structures such as the subcortical plate,
and of transient neural pathways, connection areas that
will disappear when no longer needed. Although this
developmental process proceeds simultaneously in multi-
ple systems, by birth the human cortex is still immature.
The alternating columns in V1 that segregated visual
input by eye have yet to form, an essential organizational
structure for stereoscopic vision. Although the subcortical
motor system is well developed at birth, the cerebrospinal
system has yet to establish functional connections between
M1 and the spinal gray matter, a process that will require
protracted development after birth.
It is this cumulative picture that seems at odds with the

existence of the infrastructure, at birth, required for cross-
modal or amodal information transfer. Whether one sup-
poses that such structures are innate or learned, the
results of genetic transcription or neural activity, there is
no reason to think that the neonatal brains “comes with”
such resources. It is also at odds with the kind of intentional
explanations of neonatal behaviour often given by research-
ers. There is no recognition that your gesture is like mine,
or probing a model to reveal model identity (Meltzoff &
Moore 2002) or understanding that you are a thing “like
me” (Meltzoff 2007). So, either we “deflate” what is nor-
mally meant by, for example, a motor command (for
there are no motor commands in the cerebrospinal
system of the neonate), or we look towards the kinds of
mechanisms that we know to exist. We then ask how the
neonatal brain bridges the seemingly vast gap between
non-intentional and intentional cognitive processes. Zap-
pettini asks whether we, the authors, are fond of

deflationary or “killjoy” accounts, of accounts that take
prima facie cognitive tasks and explain them in non-cogni-
tive terms. We deny that we have a predilection for killjoy
accounts. We are not killjoys by nature. Rather, we agree
with Booth, Beisert et al., and Provine that we should
avoid cognitively rich interpretations when there are
more plausible cognitively lean interpretations available.

R3.4. Is neonatal imitation connected to later social
skills?

Simpson et al. argue that neonatal imitation is connected
to later social skills. If there is a connection between neona-
tal imitation and later social skills, first and foremost there
should be a connection with the later imitation skills.
However, many studies failed to find a connection
between neonatal imitation and later imitation (Abravanel
& Sigafoos 1984; Fontaine 1984; Heimann et al. 1989;
Jacobson 1979; Kugiumutzakis 1999). On the contrary,
neonatal imitation drops out after 3 months only to re-
appear after 6 months. Among researchers who accept neo-
natal imitation as a fact, it is controversial whether this
“drop-out” is significant. Does the imitation of tongue-pro-
trusion simply end abruptly at 2–3 months? Or does the
infant merely move on to other forms of interaction with
adults and resume a different repertoire of imitative behav-
iors a few months later? This is Meltzoff and Moore’s
(1992) explanation of the phenomenon of “drop-out.”
As we have shown in the target article, that mammalian

aerodigestion develops in two phases: (1) from the onset of
isolated orofacial movements in utero to the postnatal
mastery of suckling at 3 months after birth; and (2) there-
after, from preparation to the mastery of mastication and
deglutition of solid foods. This division in the maturation
of the mammalian aerodigestive system has important con-
sequences for the question of neonate imitation drop-out.
Suppose, now, that tongue protrusion qua spontaneous
neonatal behaviour itself ends between 2 and 3 months
after birth. And suppose it does so because the develop-
mental phase of which it is but one part comes to an end
as a whole. This fact would suggest that the “imitation” of
tongue protrusion does not end because the infant loses
interest in copying orofacial gestures, but because sponta-
neous tongue protrusion itself declines as this first phase
of aerodigestive maturation draws to a close. This fact –
that an aerodigestive developmental stage, involving a
period of spontaneous tongue protrusion, coincides with
the period during which neonates “imitate” tongue protru-
sion – is highly significant. This coincident phase makes it
more plausible that the increase in neonate tongue protru-
sion in the experimental setting is the result of some extra-
neous cause – for example, general arousal in the face of an
interesting stimulus. Proof of an independent but coinci-
dent developmental phase, then, again raises the spectre
that we have mistaken a spontaneous behaviour for an imi-
tative one.

R3.5. Given that your theory posits a dynamical system of
aerodigestive CPGs, why did you dismiss imitation via
entrainment in the target article? What about mirror
neurons?

One of the central features of the cross-target methodology
is the alternation of each static display of gesture modeling
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with a period of static neutral face during which the
response of the infant is recorded. During both periods,
the model works to minimize any differences in presenta-
tion, paying particular attention to inadvertent social
signals that might cue the production of stereotypies and/
or create experimental artefacts. The experiment seems
almost perfectly designed to preclude the dynamic entrain-
ment of the infant’s behaviour by the model’s behaviour.
There is no entrainment without oscillatory activity and
oscillatory activity is conspicuously absent from the stan-
dard cross-target methodology. This is why, in the target
article, we dismissed entrainment as an explanation of the
reported NI results.

In retrospect, a more nuanced answer is possible. There
is one stage in the static cross-target paradigm that is
dynamic, namely at the temporal boundary between the
presentation of the static gesture and the model’s transition
to the static face: for example, when retraction of the
tongue marks the completion of static TP modeling or
after one full period of TP/R oscillation. Whether this has
any effect on the neonate’s behaviour is an open question.
But entrainment theory could explain why the burst-pause
methodology seems to promote imitation as well as why the
imitative effects of gesture modelling are so weak (because
there is only one very slow period of oscillation). That said,
confirming a dynamical theory of behavioural entrainment
would require a quite different experimental setup, one
that uses dynamic stimuli and records neonatal behaviour
concomitantly.

As to mirror neurons, we agree entirely with Fitch’s
commentary. Were it not for the discovery of neonatal imi-
tation in macaques, it would have been hard to explain why
adult macaques, a species notoriously lacking in robust imi-
tative behaviour, had mirror neurons at all. So neonatal imi-
tation in macaques has served to bolster claims that mirror
neurons underlie imitative behaviours in primates more
generally. We do not wish to deny the existence of mirror
neurons. But we are sceptical of any claim that mirror
neurons explain the NI experimental results or that
mirror neurons must be present in neonatal macaques/
humans because of the NI experimental results. Indepen-
dent evidence of either claim is needed before proceeding
down that explanatory path. Still, contra Leisman, it is hard
to imagine that mirror neurons exist in the human neonate.
Mirror neurons require a functional, mirror neuron
network. If active intermodal matching (AIM) is unlikely
to be true given the immaturity of the neonatal human
cortex, then the same arguments apply to the cortical
network/s required to drive mirror neurons – and thus to
the existence of mirror neurons in the perinatal period.

R4. Social engagement and infant automatons

R4.1. Social engagement

A number of our commentators have stressed the impor-
tance of social interaction for infant development
(Aitken; Buck; Desseilles; Libertus, Libertus, Einspi-
eler, & Marschik [Libertus et al.]; Murray et al.;
Simpson et al.). We are entirely in agreement with this
view and, more generally, with the interactive nature of
human infants. At birth, infants come into the world
entirely dependent upon the caretaking of adults. Infant
survival requires the constant attention of their caregivers.

This makes care as important to human infants as normal
physiological development, for example, of a functioning
aerodigestive system at birth. But looking beyond bare sur-
vival, the extended period of postnatal motor development
has the consequence thatwhat is learned during this period
rests heavily on parental interaction.
Parents (or caregivers) facilitate the lion’s share of the

infant’s interaction with the world prior to the attainment
of goal-oriented action. For the neonate, being carried,
coddled, cuddled, changed, fed, bathed, bounced, and gen-
erally responded to “in words or deed” are the rich events
that foster immediate infant learning. Moreover, this learn-
ing involves multiple dimensions, the social and emotional
no less than learning within the standard sensory and motor
domains. Infants learn to be soothed by touch and voice,
“read” the prosody of human speech and the emotional
“temperature” of their social environments, to make eye
contact and visually explore a human face, distinguish
between the friend and “foe” (the still-face effect), and to
relish in human interaction. Last, but not least, they learn
how to engage their caregivers – or, as my (Akins)
mother-in-law used to say, “how to run a household from
the cradle.” The inert, non-interactive infant is an infant
at risk. But such infants will also learn far less about the
world in general and about human social relations (cf.
Casartelli & Parma).
Infant-maternal1 bonding is thus essential for normal

development. In the target article, we mentioned the mul-
titude of ways in which this occurs (see sect. 7.3). These
processes arise in the neonate alone (e.g., the olfactory rec-
ognition of the mother’s colostrum at birth), the mother
alone (e.g., oxytocin release, increased sensitivity to the
infant’s cry), and through interaction between the two (e.
g., kangaroo care, the coordination of mother and infant
heartbeat). Social interaction begins immediately at
birth – turning towards the mother’s voice, visually explor-
ing her face, making facial expressions such as smiles or gri-
maces – and gradually grows more sophisticated. We
suggest that this interaction “works” – creates and main-
tains a bond – at least in part because of the automatic
human propensity for intentional interpretation. We see
in that now-famous, first Pixar video, two lamps (one a
large anglepoise lamp and the other a small gooseneck)
interacting as a mother and child. They play, are watchful,
talk, remonstrate, and even sulk, cycling through the gamut
of parent-child interactions. Indeed, we cannot help but
see them as persons despite knowing that lamps cannot
have intentional states (or have children for that matter).
Our interactions with the newborn are no less intention-

ally infused; we see, and cannot help but see, the crying,
grimacing, and smiling of a human infant as actions. This
is not an argument that we think infants are vegetative
automatons, as Aitken would have us say. Rather, in prac-
tical terms, our own propensity to see intentional states is so
deeply engrained that we see intentional behaviour even
when our perceptions conflict with what we know. For
example, we see the neonate smiling even though we
know that the transition to the social smile takes ~8
weeks after birth to develop. Add infant-adult turn-taking
to the mix once the infant can distinguish self- from
other- produced voices – that is, remaining silent/inactive
when the mother acts/speaks and then continuing activity
when the mother stops – and any infant becomes entranc-
ing to his or her caregivers (or at least to those disposed
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to be entranced at the outset). The net result of this and
other such processes is maternal bonding, a state essential
to the infant in all respects. In other words, the interactive
baby has little need for a complex capacity for imitation.
Nor is this possible, as Campos and Neito say, “their per-
ceptive and attentional capacities (Volpe 2008), and face
processing and intersensory processing abilities (Bahrick
et al. 2004; Johnson et al. 2015; Lewkowicz 2014; Morton
& Johnson 1991), among others, are too weak yet.” The
infant who reacts, in whatever way, to our attention reaps
the benefits that advocates of neonatal imitation so often
invoke.

R4.2. Infants as automatons

A related misconception of our view is that we are throw-
backs to the bad old days of psychological behaviorism.
Or worse, that we see infants as automatons that exhibit
reflexive behaviours without variation or learning. To
quote Aitken (who quotes Polani & MacKeith [1960]),
we are tainted with the view that “the newborn infant
may be described as a tonic animal with oropharyngeal
automatisms and neurovegetative mechanisms.” This is
not our view although we would be hard pressed to say
exactly what it is like to be a neonate. One misconception
concerns our talk of stereotypies, a term we have adopted
from the literature and which distinguishes between neona-
tal reflexes and stereotypies. Few sensorimotor neuroscien-
tists talk in terms of reflexes anymore, at least not in the
classical Sherrington sense, except for the patellar reflex
arc in children and adults. Indeed, neonatal “reflexes” are
notoriously difficult to evoke, requiring an experienced
clinician.
In any event, neonatal stereotypies are not invariant or

“released” by specific stimuli. On the contrary, our sugges-
tion is that so-called neonatal stereotypes are useful pre-
cisely because they are not invariant. Precipitated by
general arousal, their constant variation serves to explore
the full -range of sensorimotor space, and, as O’Sullivan
and Caldwell point out, the stereotypic actions are likely
to play a significant role in the development of associations
between sensory and motor representations of the same
behaviour. Infant stereotypies occur precisely when the
somatosensory and motor cortices are developing func-
tional connections within and between the M1 and S1
regions, as well as developing the functionality of the corti-
cospinal tract. Of course, it is an essential part of our view
that proprioceptive and motor learning begins in utero. But
in just the way that “suckling” in utero is a faint facsimile of
actual suckling after birth, sensorimotor activity in utero
fails to replicate the physics (and freedom) of terrestrial
locomotion after birth. It’s a whole new ballgame, as they
say, once on land. So, for this reason, it is not a bad idea
to “wire” the sensorimotor system “in place,” at least for
any species with a large and complex sensorimotor reper-
toire. At least, a priori, that would seem to be the case.

R5. Conclusion

The aerodigestive theory is built upon wide-ranging exper-
imental results, from the neurophysiology of mammalian
aerodigestive, sensory, and motor systems, the practices
of pediatric clinical neurology, the neurochemistry of

activity-dependent neural processes, and developmental
psychology more generally. It situates the gestures at
issue within a known class of fetal/infant behaviours, rhyth-
mic movements, but also within the known processes of
early neural development. In contrast, after 40 years of
investigation, the putative mechanisms of neonatal imita-
tion remain oddly disconnected from the disciplines of
human development. From where we stand, at least, the
onus is now on the proponents to explain where this
system of imitation resides and how it functions.

NOTE
1. Bonding can occur with any caregiver, of course. Indeed,

men can “learn” to lactate but are sidestepping the issue of what
forms of bonding are possible, by concentrating on newborn-
maternal bonding.

References

[The letters “a” and “r” before author’s initials stand for target article and
response references respectively.]

Abravanel, E. & Sigafoos, A. D. (1984) Exploring the presence of imitation during
early infancy. Child Development 55(2):381–92. [arNK]

Adamson, L., Als, H., Tronick, E. & Brazelton, T. B. (1977) The development of
social reciprocity between a sighted infant and her blind parents: A case study.
Journal of the American Academy of Child Psychiatry 16(2):194–207. [KJA]

Adolph, K. E. (1997) Learning in the development of infant locomotion. Mono-
graphs of the Society for Research in Child Development 62(3):i+iii+v+1–162.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/1166199. [aNK]

Alberts, J. R. & Ronca, A. E. (2012) The experience of being born: A natural context
for learning to suckle. International Journal of Pediatrics 2012:129328 (11 p.).
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/129328. [KJA]

Althaus, N. & Plunkett, K. (2015) Timing matters: The impact of label synchrony on
infant categorisation. Cognition 139:1–9. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cognition.2015.02.004. [aNK]

Altmann, A. E. & Ozanne-Smith, J. (1997) Non-fatal asphyxiation and foreign body
ingestion in children 0–14 years. Injury Prevention 3:176–82. [aNK]

Amaizu, N., Shulman, R., Schanler, R. & Lau, C. (2008) Maturation of oral feeding
skills in preterm infants. Acta Paediatrica 97(1):61–67. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2007.00548.x. [aNK]

Anderson, M. (2016) Neural reuse in the organization and development of the brain.
Developmental Medicine and Child Neurology Review 58(S4):3–6. [SV]

Anisfeld, M. (1991) Review: Neonatal imitation.Developmental Review 11(1):60–97.
[aNK, MB, GL, ANM]

Anisfeld, M. (1996) Only tongue protrusion modeling is matched by neonates.
Developmental Review 16(2):149–61. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1006/drev.
1996.0006. [arNK, MB, SSJ, GL]

Anisfeld, M. (2005) No compelling evidence to dispute Piaget’s timetable of the
development of representational imitation in infancy. In: Perspectives on imi-
tation: From cognitive neuroscience to social science, vol. 2: Imitation, human
development, and culture, ed. S. Hurley & N. Chater, pp. 107–32. MIT. [aNK,
GL, SV]

Anisfeld, M., Turkewitz, G., Rose, S. A., Rosenberg, F. R., Sheiber, F. J., Couturier-
Fagan, D. A. & Sommer, I. (2001) No compelling evidence that newborns
imitate oral gestures. Infancy 2(1):111–22. [aNK]

Arditi, H., Feldman, R. & Eidelman, A. I. (2006) Effects of human contact and vagal
regulation on pain reactivity and visual attention in newborns. Developmental
Psychobiology 48(7):561–73. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.20150.
[aNK]

Bahrick, L. E. (1987) Infants’ intermodal perception of two levels of temporal
structure in natural events. Infant Behavior and Development 10(4):387–416.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/0163-6383(87)90039-7. [aNK]

Bahrick, L. E. (1992) Infants’ perceptual differentiation of amodal and modality-
specific audio-visual relations. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology 53
(2):180–99. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(92)90048-B. [aNK]

Bahrick, L. E. & Lickliter, R. (2000) Intersensory redundancy guides attentional
selectivity and perceptual learning in infancy. Developmental Psychology 36
(2):190–201. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.36.2.190. [aNK]

Bahrick, L. E., Lickliter, R. & Flom, R. (2004) Intersensory redundancy guides the
development of selective attention, perception, and cognition in infancy.

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

46 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.2307/1166199
https://doi.org/10.1155/2012/129328
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2015.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2007.00548.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1651-2227.2007.00548.x
https://doi.org/10.1006/drev.1996.0006
https://doi.org/10.1006/drev.1996.0006
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.20150
https://doi.org/10.1016/0163-6383(87)90039-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(92)90048-B
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.36.2.190
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Current Directions in Psychological Science 13(3):99–102. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.00283.x. [RC, rNK]

Bailey, E. F., Huang, Y.-H. & Fregosi, R. F. (2006) Anatomic consequences of
intrinsic tonguemuscle activation. Journal of Applied Physiology 101(5):1377–85.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.00379.2006. [aNK]

Bakchine, S. L., Lacomblez, E., Palisson, E., Laurent, M. & Derouesné, C. (1989)
Relationship between primitive reflexes, extra-pyramidal signs, reflective
apraxia and severity of cognitive impairment in dementia of the Alzheimer type.
Acta Neurologica Scandinavica 79(1):38–46. [aNK]

Balmer, T. S. & Pallas, S. L. (2015) Refinement but not maintenance of visual
receptive fields is independent of visual experience.Cerebral Cortex 25(4):904–17.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bht281. [aNK]

Bard, K. A. (2007) Neonatal imitation in chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes) tested with
two paradigms. Animal Cognition 10(2):233–42. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10071-006-0062-3. [aNK]

Barlow, S. M. (2009) Central pattern generation involved in oral and respiratory
control for feeding in the term infant. Current Opinion in Otolaryngology and
Head and Neck Surgery 17(3):187–93. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1097/
MOO.0b013e32832b312a. [aNK]

Barlow, S. M. & Estep, M. (2006) Central pattern generation and the motor infra-
structure for suck, respiration, and speech. Journal of Communication Disor-
ders 39(5):366–80. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2006.06.011.
[aNK]

Barlow, S. M., Radder, J. P. L., Radder, M. E. & Radder, A. K. (2010) Central
pattern generators for orofacial movements and speech. In: Handbook of
behavioral neuroscience, vol. 19, pp. 351–69. Elsevier. [aNK]

Bartrip, J., Morton, J. & Schonen, S. (2001) Responses to mother’s face in 3-week to
5-month-old infants. British Journal of Developmental Psychology 19(2):219–32.
[rNK]

Bateman, A. & Fonagy, P. (2006) Mentalization-based treatment for borderline
personality disorders – A practical guide. Oxford University Press. [MD]

Bates, E., Camaioni, L. & Volterra, V. (1975) The acquisition of performatives prior
to speech.Merrill-Palmer Quarterly of Behavior and Development 21(3):205–26.
[KL]

Becchio, C., Pierno, A., Mari, M., Lusher, D. & Castiello, U. (2007) Motor contagion
from gaze: The case of autism. Brain: A Journal of Neurology 130(Pt 9):2401–11.
[LC]

Beisert, M., Zmyj, N., Liepelt, R., Jung, F., Prinz, W. & Daum, M. M. (2012)
Rethinking ‘rational imitation’ in 14-month-old infants: A perceptual distraction
approach. PLoS ONE 7(3):e32563. [MB]

Ben-Ari, Y. (2001) Developing networks play a similar melody. Trends in Neuro-
sciences 24(6):353–60. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-2236(00)
01813-0. [aNK]

Benton, D. & Young, H. A. (2016) A meta-analysis of the relationship between brain
dopamine receptors and obesity: A matter of changes in behavior rather than
food addiction? International Journal of Obesity 40:S12–21. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1038/ijo.2016.9. [DAB]

Bermudez, J. L. (2000) The paradox of self-consciousness. MIT. [aNK]
Bertin, E. & Striano, T. (2006) The still-face response in newborn, 1.5-, and

3-month-old infants. Infant Behavior and Development 29(2):294–97. [rNK]
Bigelow, A. E. & Power, M. (2012) The effect of mother-infant skin-to-skin contact

on infants’ response to the Still Face Task from newborn to three months of age.
Infant Behavior and Development 35(2):240–51. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.infbeh.2011.12.008. [arNK]

Bjorklund, D. F. (1995) Children’s thinking: Developmental function and individual
differences. Brooks/Cole. [aNK]

Blankenship, A. G. & Feller, M. B. (2009) Mechanisms underlying spontaneous
patterned activity in developing neural circuits. Nature Reviews Neuroscience
11:18–29. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2759. [aNK]

Blum, I. D., Zhu, L., Moquin, L., Kokoeva, M. V., Gratton, A., Giros, B. & Storch,
K.-F. (2014) A highly tunable dopaminergic oscillator generates ultradian
rhythms of behavioral arousal. eLife 3:e05105. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
7554/eLife.05105. [aNK]

Blumberg, M. S., Gall, A. J. & Todd, W. D. (2014) The development of sleep-wake
rhythms and the search for elemental circuits in the infant brain. Behavioral Neu-
roscience 128(3):250–63. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035891. [aNK]

Booth, D. A. (1985) Food-conditioned eating preferences and aversions with inter-
oceptive elements: Conditioned appetites and satieties. Annals of the New York
Academy of Sciences 443:22–37. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-
6632.1985.tb27061.x. [DAB]

Booth, D. A. (2005) Perceiving the texture of a food: Biomechanical and cognitive
mechanisms and their measurement. In: Food colloids: Interactions,
microstructure and processing, ed. E. Dickinson, pp. 339–55. Royal Society of
Chemistry. Available at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/236986523.
[DAB]

Booth, D. A. (2013a) How a mind works. A fundamental theory of the individual’s
action, perception, emotion and thought. Unpublished Working Paper. Avail-
able at: https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.1479.6569. [DAB]

Booth, D. A. (2013b) Configuring of extero- and interoceptive senses in actions on
food. Multisensory Research 26:123–42. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1163/
22134808-00002395. [DAB]

Booth, D. A. (2015) Chemosensory influences on eating and drinking, and their
cognitive mediation. In: Nutrition and chemosensation, ed. A. R. Hirsch, pp.
221–94. CRC Press. Available at: https://www.researchgate.net/publication/
259344349. [DAB]

Booth, D. A. (2016) “I like it!” Preference actions separated from hedonic reactions.
Journal of Sensory Studies 31:213–32. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/joss.
12205. [DAB]

Booth, D. A., Blair, A. J., Lewis, V. J. & Baek, S. H. (2004) Patterns of eating and
movement that best maintain reduction in overweight. Appetite 43:277–83.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2004.06.007. [DAB]

Booth, D. A. & Booth, P. (2011) Targeting cultural changes supportive of the
healthiest lifestyle patterns. A biosocial evidence-base for prevention of obesity.
Appetite 56:210–21. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2010.12.003.
[DAB]

Booth, D. A. & Freeman, R. P. J. (1993) Discriminative feature integration by
individuals. Acta Psychologica 84:1–16. [DAB]

Booth, D. A., Freeman, R. P. J., Konle, M., Wainwright, C. J. & Sharpe, O. (2011a)
Perception as interacting psychophysical functions. Could the configuring of
features replace a specialised receptor? Perception 40:509–29. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1068/p6688. [DAB]

Booth, D. A., Higgs, S., Schneider, J. & Klinkenberg, I. (2010) Learned liking versus
inborn delight. Can sweetness give sensual pleasure or is it just motivating?
Psychological Science 21:1656–63. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797610385356. [DAB]

Booth, D. A. & Laguna-Camacho, A. (2015) Physical versus psychosocial measure-
ment of influences on obesity. Comment on Dhurandhar et al. International
Journal of Obesity and Related Metabolic Disorders 39(7):1177–78. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1038/ijo.2015.62. [DAB]

Booth, D. A., Sharpe, O., Freeman, R. P. J. & Conner, M. T. (2011b) Insight into
sight, touch, taste and smell by multiple discriminations from norm. Seeing and
Perceiving 24(5):485–511. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1163/
187847511X588773. [DAB]

Borjon, J. I., Takahashi, D. Y., Cervantes, D. C. & Ghazanfar, A. A. (2016) Arousal
dynamics drive vocal production in marmoset monkeys. Journal of Neuro-
physiology 116(2):753–64. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00136.2016.
[rNK]

Borodinsky, L. N., Root, C. M., Cronin, J. A., Sann, S. B., Gu, X. & Spitzer, N. C.
(2004) Activity-dependent homeostatic specification of transmitter expression
in embryonic neurons. Nature 429(6991):523–30. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1038/nature02518. [aNK]

Bosma, J. F. (1986) Anatomy of the infant head. Johns Hopkins University Press.
[aNK]

Bosma, J. F. (1992) Pharyngeal swallow: Basic mechanisms, development, and impair-
ment. Advances in Otolaryngology: Head and Neck Surgery 6:225–75. [aNK]

Bosma, J. F., Hepburn, L. G., Josell, S. D. & Baker, K. (1990) Ultrasound demon-
stration of tongue motions during suckle feeding. Developmental Medicine and
Child Neurology 32(3):223–29. [aNK]

Bowlby, J. (1978) Attachement et perte. Presse Universitaire de France. [MD]
Brass, M. & Heyes, C. (2005) Imitation: Is cognitive neuroscience solving the cor-

respondence problem? Trends in Cognitive Sciences 9(10):489–95. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.007. [aNK, EPO]

Braten, S. & Trevarthen, C. (2007) From infant intersubjectivity and participant
movements to simulation and conversation in cultural common sense. In: On
being moved: From mirror neurons to empathy, ed. S. Braten, pp. 21–33. John
Benjamins. [RB]

Brazelton, T. B. (1987) What every baby knows. Da Capo. [MD]
Briggman, K. L. & Kristan, W. B. (2008) Multifunctional pattern-generating circuits.

Annual Review of Neuroscience 31:271–94. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1146/
annurev.neuro.31.060407.125552. [aNK]

Broussard, D. L. & Altschuler, S. M. (2000) Central integration of swallow and
airway-protective reflexes. American Journal of Medicine 108 (Suppl. 4a):62S–
67S. [aNK]

Brown, D. L., Smith, T. L. & Knepper, L. E. (1998) Evaluation of five primitive
reflexes in 240 young adults. Neurology 51(1):322. [aNK]

Bruderer, A. G., Danielson, D. K., Kandhadai, P. & Werker, J. F. (2015) Sensori-
motor influences on speech perception in infancy. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences of the United States of America 112(44):13531–36. Avail-
able at: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1508631112. [DC]

Buck, R. (1984) The communication of emotion. Guilford Press. [RB]
Buck, R. (2014) Emotion: A biosocial synthesis. Cambridge University Press. [RB]
Buck, R. & Duffy, R. (1980) Nonverbal communication of affect in brain-damaged

patients. Cortex 16:351–62. [RB]
Buck, R. & Van Lear, C. A. (2002) Verbal and nonverbal communication: Distin-

guishing symbolic, spontaneous, and pseudo-spontaneous nonverbal behavior.
Journal of Communication 52:522–41. [RB]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017) 47
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.00283.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0963-7214.2004.00283.x
https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.00379.2006
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bht281
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10071-006-0062-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10071-006-0062-3
https://doi.org/10.1097/MOO.0b013e32832b312a
https://doi.org/10.1097/MOO.0b013e32832b312a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2006.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-2236(00)01813-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-2236(00)01813-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/ijo.2016.9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2011.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2011.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2759
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.05105
https://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.05105
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035891
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1985.tb27061.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-6632.1985.tb27061.x
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/236986523
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.1.1479.6569
https://doi.org/10.1163/22134808-00002395
https://doi.org/10.1163/22134808-00002395
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259344349
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/259344349
https://doi.org/10.1111/joss.12205
https://doi.org/10.1111/joss.12205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2004.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2010.12.003
https://doi.org/10.1068/p6688
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610385356
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610385356
https://doi.org/10.1038/ijo.2015.62
https://doi.org/10.1163/187847511X588773
https://doi.org/10.1163/187847511X588773
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00136.2016
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02518
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature02518
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2005.08.007
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.31.060407.125552
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.31.060407.125552
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1508631112
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Burns, A., Jacoby, R. & Levy, R. (1991) Neurological signs in Alzheimer’s disease.
Age and Ageing 20(21):45–51. [aNK]

Bushnell, E. W. (1982) Visual-tactual knowledge in 8-, 9½, and 11-month-old infants.
Infant Behavior and Development 5(1):63–75. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0163-6383(82)80017-9. [aNK]

Bushnell, E. W. & Boudreau, J. P. (1993) Motor development and the mind: The
potential role of motor abilities as a determinant of aspects of perceptual
development. Child Development 64(4):1005–21. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.2307/1131323. [aNK]

Cairns, R. B., Gariépy, J.-L. & Hood, K. E. (1990) Development, microevolution,
and social behavior. Psychological Review 97(1):49–65. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1037/0033-295X.97.1.49. [aNK]

Campos, J. J., Anderson, D. I., Barbu-Roth, M. A., Hubbard, E. M., Hertenstein, M.
J. & Witherington, D. (2000) Travel broadens the mind. Infancy 1(2):149–219.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327078IN0102_1. [aNK]

Cang, J. & Feldheim, D. A. (2013) Developmental mechanisms of topographic map
formation and alignment. Annual Review of Neuroscience 36:51–77. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-062012-170341. [aNK]

Carey, D. P. (1996) Neurophysiology: ‘Monkey see, monkey do’ cells. Current
Biology 6(9):1087–88. [WTF]

Carpendale, J. I. M. & Carpendale, A. B. (2010) The development of pointing: From
personal directedness to interpersonal direction. Human Development 53
(3):110–26. [KL]

Carpenter, M. & Tomasello, M. (2005) Intention reading and imitative learning. In:
Perspectives on imitation: From neuroscience to social science, ed. N. Chater &
S. Hurley, pp. 133–48. MIT. [RC]

Carpenter, M., Uebel, J. & Tomasello, M. (2013) Being mimicked increases proso-
cial behavior in 18-month-old infants. Child Development 84(5):1511–18.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12083. [RC]

Casartelli, L. & Molteni, M. (2014) Where there is a goal, there is a way: What, why
and how the parieto-frontal mirror network can mediate imitative behaviours.
Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews 47:177–93. [LC]

Casartelli, L., Molteni, M. & Ronconi, L. (2016) So close yet so far: Motor anomalies
impacting on social functioning in autism spectrum disorder. Neuroscience and
Biobehavioral Reviews 63:98–105. [LC]

Cecchini, M., Baroni, E., Di Vito, C., Piccolo, F. & Lai, C. (2011) Newborn pref-
erence for a new face versus a previously seen communicative or motionless
face. Infant Behavior and Development 34(3):424–33. [rNK]

Cerkevich, C. M., Qi, H.-X. & Kaas, J. H. (2013) Thalamic input to representations of
the teeth, tongue, and face in somatosensory area 3b of macaque monkeys. The
Journal of Comparative Neurology 521(17):3954–71. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1002/cne.23386. [aNK]

Cerkevich, C. M., Qi, H.-X. & Kaas, J. H. (2014) Corticocortical projections to
representations of the teeth, tongue, and face in somatosensory area 3b of
macaques. The Journal of Comparative Neurology 522(3):546–72. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1002/cne.23426. [aNK]

Champoux, F., Lepage, J.-F., Desy, M.-C., Lortie, M. & Theoret, H. (2009) The
neurophysiology of early motor resonance. In: Mirror neuron systems: The role
of mirroring processes in social cognition, ed. J. A. Pineda, pp. 63–76. Humana
Press. [aNK]

Chandrasekaran, C., Lemus, L., Trubanova, A., Gondan, M. & Ghazanfar, A. A.
(2011) Monkeys and humans share a common computation for face/voice
integration. PLoS Computational Biology 7(9):e1002165. [rNK]

Chandrasekaran,C., Trubanova, A., Stillittano, S., Caplier, A.&Ghazanfar, A.A. (2009)
The natural statistics of audiovisual speech. PLoS Computational Biology 5(7):
e1000436. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1000436. [rNK]

Chartrand, T. L. & Bargh, J. A. (1999) The chameleon effect: The perception-
behaviour link and social interaction. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology 76(6):893–910. [EPO]

Chartrand, T. L. & Lakin, J. L. (2013) The antecedents and consequences of human
behavioral mimicry. Annual Review of Psychology 64:285–308. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143754. [RC]

Chemero, A. (2011) Radical embodied cognitive science. MIT Press. [SZ]
Choi, J. Y., Takahashi, D. Y. & Ghazanfar, A. A. (2015) Cooperative vocal control in

marmoset monkeys via vocal feedback. Journal of Neurophysiology 114(1):274–
83. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00228.2015. [rNK]

Clancy, B., Darlington, R. & Finlay, B. (2000) The course of human events: Pre-
dicting the timing of primate neural development. Developmental Science 3
(1):57–66. [aNK]

Clancy, B., Darlington, R. B. & Finlay, B. L. (2001) Translating developmental time
across mammalian species. Neuroscience 105(1):7–17. [aNK]

Clancy, B., Finlay, B. L., Darlington, R. B. & Anand, K. J. S. (2007) Extrapolating
brain development from experimental species to humans. Neurotoxicology 28
(5):931–37. [KJA]

Colonnese, M. T. & Khazipov, R. (2010) “Slow activity transients” in infant rat visual
cortex: A spreading synchronous oscillation patterned by retinal waves. Journal
of Neuroscience 30(12):4325–37. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUR-
OSCI.4995-09.2010. [aNK]

Condon, W. S. (1982) Cultural microrhythms. In: Interaction rhythms: Periodicity in
communicative behavior, ed. M. Davis, pp. 53–76. Human Sciences Press. [RB]

Condon, W. S. & Sander, L. W. (1974) Neonate movement is synchronized with
adult speech. Integrated participation and language acquisition. Science 183:99.
[RB]

Coqueugniot, H., Hublin, J.-J., Veillon, F., Houet, F. & Jacob, T. (2004) Early brain
growth in Homo erectus and implications for cognitive ability. Nature 431:299–
302. [KJA]

Coulon, M., Hemimou, C. & Streri, A. (2013) Effects of seeing and hearing vowels
on neonatal facial imitation. Infancy 18(5):782–96. [SV]

Courjon, J.-H., Olivier, E. & Pélisson, D. (2004) Direct evidence for the contribution
of the superior colliculus in the control of visually guided reaching movements
in the cat. Journal of Physiology 556(Pt 3):675–81. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1113/jphysiol.2004.061713. [aNK]

Crompton, A. W. & Owerkowicz, T. (2004) Correlation between intraoral pressures
and tongue movements in the suckling pig. Archives of Oral Biology 49(7):567–
75. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.archoralbio.2004.02.002. [aNK]

Csibra, G. & Gergely, G. (2009) Natural pedagogy. Trends in Cognitive Sciences
13:148–53. [MB]

D’Ausilio, A., Pulvermüller, F., Salmas, P., Bufalari, I., Begliomini, C. & Fadiga, L.
(2009) The motor somatotopy of speech perception. Current Biology 19
(5):381–85. [aNK]

Dai, S.-Y. & Hata, T. (2006) Four-dimensional sonographic assessment of fetal facial
expression early in the third trimester.Gynecology and Obstetrics 94(2):108–13.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2006.05.004. [rNK]

Damasceno, A., Delicio, A. M., Mazo, D. F. C., Zullo, J. F. D., Scherer, P., Ng, R.
T. Y. & Damasceno, B. P. (2005) Primitive reflexes and cognitive function.
Arquivos de Neuro-Psiquiatria 63(3A):577–82. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1590/S0004-282X2005000400004. [aNK]

Dang, L. C., Samanez-Larkin, G. R., Castrellon, J. J., Perkins, S. F., Cowan, R. L.,
Zald, D. H. (2016) Associations between dopamine D2 receptor availability and
BMI depend on age. Neuroimage 138:176–83. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.neuroimage.2016.05.044. [DAB]

Dash, S., Yan, X., Wang, H. & Crawford, J. D. (2015) Continuous updating of
visuospatial memory in superior colliculus during slow eye movements. Current
Biology 25(3):267–74. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2014.11.064.
[aNK]

DeCasper, A. J. & Carstens, A. A. (1981) Contingencies of stimulation: Effects on
learning and emotion in neonates. Infant Behavior and Development 4:19–35.
[KL]

DeCasper, A. J. & Fifer, W. P. (1980) Of human bonding: Newborns prefer their
mothers’ voices. Science 208(4448):1174–76. [KL]

Decety, J. & Jackson, P. L. (2004) The functional architecture of human empathy.
Behavioral and Cognitive Neuroscience Reviews 3:71–100. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1177/1534582304267187. [RB]

Deck, M., Lokmane, L., Chauvet, S., Mailhes, C., Keita, M., Niquille, M., Yoshida,
M., Yoshida, Y., Lebrand, C., Mann, F., Grove, E. A. & Garel, S. (2013)
Pathfinding of corticothalamic axons relies on a rendezvous with thalamic pro-
jections. Neuron 77(3):472–84. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.
2012.11.031. [aNK, DC]

Dehaene, S. (2009)Reading in the brain: The new science of howwe read. Penguin. [SV]
Delaney, A. L. & Arvedson, J. C. (2008) Development of swallowing and feeding:

Prenatal through first year of life. Developmental Disabilities Research Reviews
14(2):105–17. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/ddrr.16. [aNK]

Dennett, D. C. (1983) Intentional systems in cognitive ethology: The “Panglossian
Paradigm” defended. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 6(3):343–90. [SZ]

Dent, C. H. (1990) An ecological approach to language development: An alternative
functionalism. Developmental Psychobiology 23(7):679–703. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.420230710. [aNK]

Desseilles, M., Grosjean, B. & Perroud, N. (2015) Le Manuel du Borderline. Eyr-
olles. [MD]

Dettmer, A. M., Kaburu, S. S. K., Simpson, E. A., Paukner, A., Sclafani, V., Byers, K.
L., Murphy, A. M., Miller, M., Marquez, N., Miller, G. M., Suomi, S. J. &
Ferrari, P. F. (2016) Neonatal face-to-face interactions promote later social
behaviour in infant rhesus monkeys. Nature Communications 7:11940. Avail-
able at: http://www.nature.com/articles/ncomms11940. [LM, EAS]

de Graaf-Peters, V. B. & Hadders-Algra, M. (2006) Ontogeny of the human nervous
system: What is happening when? Early Human Development 82(4):257–66.
[KJA]

de Vries, J. I., Visser, G. H. & Prechtl, H. F. (1982) The emergence of fetal behaviour.
I. Qualitative aspects. Early Human Development 7(4):301–22. [aNK]

de Waal, F. B. M. (2007) The ‘Russian doll’ model of empathy and imitation. In: On
being moved: From mirror neurons to empathy, ed. S. Braten, pp. 35–48. John
Benjamins. [RB]

Dodds, W. J. (1989) The physiology of swallowing. Dysphagia 3(4):171–78. [aNK]
Doi, A. & Ramirez, J.-M. (2008) Neuromodulation and the orchestration of the

respiratory rhythm. Respiratory Physiology and Neurobiology 164(1–2):96–
104. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resp.2008.06.007. [aNK]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

48 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(82)80017-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(82)80017-9
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131323
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131323
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.97.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.97.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327078IN0102_1
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-062012-170341
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12083
https://doi.org/10.1002/cne.23386
https://doi.org/10.1002/cne.23386
https://doi.org/10.1002/cne.23426
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1000436
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-113011-143754
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00228.2015
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4995-09.2010
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4995-09.2010
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2004.061713
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2004.061713
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.archoralbio.2004.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2006.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0004-282X2005000400004
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0004-282X2005000400004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2016.05.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2016.05.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2014.11.064
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534582304267187
https://doi.org/10.1177/1534582304267187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2012.11.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2012.11.031
https://doi.org/10.1002/ddrr.16
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.420230710
http://www.nature.com/articles/ncomms11940
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resp.2008.06.007
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Dominguez, S., Devouche, E., Apter, G. & Gratier, M. (2016) The roots of turn-
taking in the neonatal period. Infant and Child Development 25(3):240–255.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.1976. [aNK]

Dominici, N., Ivanenko, Y. P., Cappellini, G., d’Avella, A., Mondi, V., Cicchese, M.,
Fabiano, A., Silei, T., Di Paolo, A., Giannini, C., Poppele, R. E. & Lacquaniti, F.
(2011) Locomotor primitives in newborn babies and their development. Science
334(6058):997–99. [CM]

Donner, M. W., Bosma, J. F. & Robertson, D. L. (1985) Anatomy and physiology of
the pharynx. Gastrointestinal Radiology 10(3):196–212. [aNK]

Dubois, J., Poupon, C., Thirion, B., Simonnet, H., Kulikova, S., Leroy, F., Hertz-
Pannier, L. & Dehaene-Lambertz, G. (2015) Exploring the early organization
and maturation of linguistic pathways in the human infant brain. Cerebral Cortex
26(5):2283–98. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhv082. [DC]

Duffy, K. A. & Chartrand, T. L. (2015) Mimicry: Causes and consequences. Current
Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 3:112–16. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cobeha.2015.03.002. [RC]

Dutschmann, M. & Dick, T. E. (2012) Pontine mechanisms of respiratory control.
Comprehensive Physiology 2(4):2443–69. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/
cphy.c100015. [aNK]

Edmond, K. M., Zandoh, C., Quigley, M. A., Amenga-Etego, S., Owusu-Agyei, S. &
Kirkwood, B. R. (2006) Delayed breastfeeding initiation increases risk of neo-
natal mortality. Pediatrics 117(3):e380–86. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1542/
peds.2005-1496. [aNK]

Einspieler, C., Marschik, P. B. & Prechtl, H. F. R. (2008) Human motor behavior:
Prenatal origin and early postnatal development. Zeitschrift für Psychologie/
Journal of Psychology 216(3):147–53. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1027/
0044-3409.216.3.147. [KL]

Einspieler, C., Prayer, D. & Prechtl, H. F. R. (2012) Fetal behaviour – A neurode-
velopmental approach. Wiley. [KL]

Ertekin, C. (2011) Voluntary versus spontaneous swallowing in man. Dysphagia 26
(2):183–92. [aNK]

Ertekin, C. & Aydogdu, I. (2003) Neurophysiology of swallowing. Clinical Neuro-
physiology 114(12):2226–44. [aNK]

Fagan, M. K. (2014) Frequency of vocalization before and after cochlear implanta-
tion: Dynamic effect of auditory feedback on infant behavior. Journal of
Experimental Child Psychology 126:328–38. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.jecp.2014.05.005. [rNK]

Fagan, M. K. & Iverson, J. M. (2007) The influence of mouthing on infant vocali-
zation. Infancy 11(2):191–202. [aNK]

Faulks, D., Mazille, M.-N., Collado, V., Veyrune, J.-L. & Hennequin, M. (2008)
Masticatory dysfunction in persons with Down’s syndrome. Part 2: Manage-
ment. Journal of Oral Rehabilitation 35(11):863–69. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-2842.2008.01878.x. [aNK]

Feldman, R. (2007) Parent-infant synchrony and the construction of shared timing;
physiological precursors, developmental outcomes, and risk conditions. Journal
of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 48(3–4):329–54. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01701.x. [KL]

Feldman, R. (2012) Parent-infant synchrony: A bio-behavioral model of mutual
influences in the formation of affiliative bonds. Monographs of the Society for
Research in Child Development 77(2):42–51. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1111/j.1540-5834.2011.00660.x. [RB]

Feldman, R. (2015) The adaptive human parental brain: Implications for children’s
social development. Trends in Neurosciences 38(6):387–99. [KJA]

Feldman, R. & Eidelman, A. I. (2003) Skin-to-skin contact (Kangaroo Care) accel-
erates autonomic and neurobehavioural maturation in preterm infants. Devel-
opmental Medicine and Child Neurology 45(4):274–81. [aNK]

Feldman, R., Magori-Cohen, R., Galili, G., Singer, M. & Louzoun, Y. (2011) Mother
and infant coordinate heart rhythms through episodes of interaction synchrony.
Infant Behavior and Development 34(4):569–77. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.infbeh.2011.06.008. [aNK]

Feldman, R., Weller, A., Zagoory-Sharon, O. & Levine, A. (2007) Evidence for a
neuroendocrinological foundation of human affiliation: Plasma oxytocin levels
across pregnancy and the postpartum period predict mother-infant bonding.
Psychological Science 18(11):965–70. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1467-9280.2007.02010.x. [aNK]

Ferrari, P. F., Paukner, A., Ionica, C. & Suomi, S. (2009a) Reciprocal face-to-face
communication between rhesus macaque mothers and their newborn infants.
Current Biology 19:1768–72. [LM]

Ferrari, P. F., Paukner, A., Ruggiero, A., Darcey, L., Unbehagen, S. & Suomi, S. J.
(2009b) Interindividual differences in neonatal imitation and the development of
action chains in rhesus macaques. Child Development 80:1057–68. Available at:
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01316.x/full. [EAS]

Ferrari, P. F., Rozzi, S. & Fogassi, L. (2006a) Mirror neurons responding to obser-
vation of actions made with tools in monkey ventral premotor cortex. Journal of
Cognitive Neuroscience 17(2):212–26. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1162/
0898929053124910. [GL]

Ferrari, P. F., Vanderwert, R. E., Paukner, A., Bower, S., Suomi, S. J. & Fox, N. A.
(2012) Distinct EEG amplitude suppression to facial gestures as evidence for a

mirror mechanism in newborn monkeys. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience
24:1165–72. http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/jocn_a_00198#.
V73S1ZMrKRs. [EAS]

Ferrari, P. F., Visalberghi, E., Paukner, A., Fogassi, L., Ruggiero, A. & Suomi, S. J.
(2006b) Neonatal imitation in rhesus macaques. PLoS Biology 4(9):e302.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0040302. [aNK, WTF]

Field, T. M., Woodson, R., Cohen, D., Greenberg, R., Garcia, R. & Collins, K.
(1983) Discrimination and imitation of facial expressions by term and preterm
neonates. Infant Behavior and Development 6(4):485–89. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(83)90316-8. [aNK]

Field, T. M., Woodson, R., Greenberg, R. & Cohen, D. (1982) Discrimination and
imitation of facial expression by neonates. Science 218(4568):179–81. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7123230. [aNK]

Fiszman, M. L., Borodinsky, L. N. & Neale, J. H. (1999) GABA induces proliferation
of immature cerebellar granule cells grown in vitro. Developmental Brain
Research 115(1):1–8. [aNK]

Fitch, W. T. (2000) The phonetic potential of nonhuman vocal tracts: Comparative cin-
eradiographic observations of vocalizing animals. Phonetica 57(2–4):205–18. [aNK]

Fitch, W. T., Huber, L. & Bugnyar, T. (2010) Social cognition and the evolution of
language: Constructing cognitive phylogenies. Neuron 65:795–814. [WTF]

Fitch, W. T. & Reby, D. (2001) The descended larynx is not uniquely human. Pro-
ceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 268(1477):1669–75. Avail-
able at: https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2001.1704. [aNK]

Fleming, A. S., O’Day, D. H. & Kraemer, G. W. (1999) Neurobiology of mother-
infant interactions: Experience and central nervous system plasticity across
development and generations. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews 23
(5):673–85. [aNK]

Floccia, C., Nazzi, T. & Bertoncini, J. (2000) Unfamiliar voice discrimination for
short stimuli in newborns. Developmental Science 3(3):333–43. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00128. [KL]

Flynn, V., Masur, E. F. & Eichorst, D. L. (2004) Opportunity versus disposition as
predictors of infants’ and mothers’ verbal and action imitation. Infant Behavior
and Development 27(3):303–14. [EPO]

Fodor, J. (1997) Special sciences: Still autonomous after all these years. Noûs 31
(s11):149–63. [SZ]

Fodor, J. A. (1974) Special sciences (or: The disunity of science as a working
hypothesis). Synthese 28(2):97–115. [SZ]

Fogel, A. (1993) Developing through relationships. University of Chicago Press. [aNK]
Fontaine, R. (1984) Imitative skills between birth and six months. Infant Behavior

and Development 7(3):323–33. [arNK, GL]
Ford, K. J. & Feller, M. B. (2012) Assembly and disassembly of a retinal cholinergic

network. Visual Neuroscience 29(1):61–71. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0952523811000216. [aNK]

Freedland, R. L. & Bertenthal, B. I. (1994) Developmental changes in interlimb coor-
dination: Transition to hands-and-knees crawling. Psychological Science 5(1):26–32.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.1994.tb00609.x. [aNK]

Fregosi, R. F. (2008) Influence of tongue muscle contraction and dynamic airway
pressure on velopharyngeal volume in the rat. Journal of Applied Physiology 104
(3):682–93. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.01043.2007. [aNK]

Frey, R. & Riede, T. (2003) Sexual dimorphism of the larynx of the Mongolian
gazelle (Procapra Gutturosa Pallas, 1777) (Mammalia, Artiodactyla, Bovidae).
Zoologischer Anzeiger – A Journal of Comparative Zoology 242(1):33–62.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1078/0044-5231-00086. [aNK]

Fuller, D. D., Williams, J. S., Janssen, P. L. & Fregosi, R. F. (1999) Effect of co-
activation of tongue protrudor and retractor muscles on tongue movements and
pharyngeal airflow mechanics in the rat. The Journal of Physiology 519(Pt
2):601–13. [aNK]

Furman, M., Xu, H.-P. & Crair, M. C. (2013) Competition driven by retinal waves
promotes morphological and functional synaptic development of neurons in the
superior colliculus. Journal of Neurophysiology 110(6):1441–54. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.01066.2012. [aNK]

Gallagher, S. (2000) Philosophical conceptions of the self: Implications for cognitive
science. Trends in Cognitive Sciences 4:14–21. [MB]

Gallagher, S. (2005) How the body shapes the mind. Clarendon. [aNK]
Gallagher, S. (2008) Inference or interaction: Social cognition without precursors.

Philosophical Explorations 11(3):163–74. [SV]
Gallagher, S., Butterworth, G. E., Lew, A. & Cole, J. (1998) Hand–mouth coordi-

nation, congenital absence of limb, and evidence for innate body schemas.
Brain and Cognition 38(1):53–65. [SV]

Gallagher, S. & Meltzoff, A. (1996) The earliest sense of self and other: Merleau-
Ponty and recent developmental studies. Philosophical Psychology 9(2):211–33.
[aNK, SV]

Gallese, V. (2003) The manifold nature of interpersonal relations: The quest for a
common mechanism. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Bio-
logical Sciences 358(1431):517–28. [aNK]

Gallese, V. (2005) “Being like me”: Self-other identity, mirror neurons and empathy.
In: Perspectives on imitation: From cognitive neuroscience to social science, vol.
I, ed. S. Hurley &. N. Chater, pp. 101–18. MIT Press. [aNK]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017) 49
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.1976
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhv082
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2015.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cobeha.2015.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/cphy.c100015
https://doi.org/10.1002/cphy.c100015
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2005-1496
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2005-1496
https://doi.org/10.1027/0044-3409.216.3.147
https://doi.org/10.1027/0044-3409.216.3.147
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2014.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2014.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2842.2008.01878.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2842.2008.01878.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01701.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2006.01701.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5834.2011.00660.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5834.2011.00660.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2011.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2011.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02010.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2007.02010.x
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2009.01316.x/full
https://doi.org/10.1162/0898929053124910
https://doi.org/10.1162/0898929053124910
http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/jocn_a_00198%23.V73S1ZMrKRs
http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/abs/10.1162/jocn_a_00198%23.V73S1ZMrKRs
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0040302
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(83)90316-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(83)90316-8
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.7123230
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2001.1704
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00128
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0952523811000216
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0952523811000216
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.1994.tb00609.x
https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.01043.2007
https://doi.org/10.1078/0044-5231-00086
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.01066.2012
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Garaschuk, O., Hanse, E. & Konnerth, A. (1998) Developmental profile and synaptic
origin of early network oscillations in the CA1 region of rat neonatal hippo-
campus. The Journal of Physiology 507(Pt 1):219–36. [aNK]

Gergely, G., Bekkering, H. & Király, I. (2002) Rational imitation in preverbal infants.
Nature 415(6873):755. [MB]

German, R., Crompton, A., Owerkowicz, T. & Thexton, A. (2004) Volume and rate
of milk delivery as determinants of swallowing in an infant model animal (Sus
scrofia). Dysphagia 19(3):147–154. [aNK]

German, R. Z., Crompton, A. W. & Thexton, A. J. (2009) Integration of the reflex
pharyngeal swallow into rhythmic oral activity in a neurologically intact pig
model. Journal of Neurophysiology 102(2):1017–25. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1152/jn.00100.2009. [aNK]

Gerson, S., Simpson, E. A. & Paukner, A. (2016) Drivers of social cognitive devel-
opment in human and non-human primate infants. In: Frontiers in develop-
mental science series: Social cognition, ed. J. Sommerville & J. Decety.
Psychology. [EAS]

Gewolb, I. H. & Vice, F. L. (2006) Maturational changes in the rhythms, patterning,
and coordination of respiration and swallow during feeding in preterm and term
infants. Developmental Medicine and Child Neurology 48(7):589–94. Available
at: https://doi.org/ 10.1111/j.1469-8749.2006.tb01320.x. [aNK]

Ghazanfar, A. A., Chandrasekaran, C. & Logothetis, N. K. (2008) Interactions
between the superior temporal sulcus and auditory cortex mediate dynamic
face/voice integration in rhesus monkeys. The Journal of Neuroscience 28
(17):4457–469. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0541-08.
2008. [rNK]

Ghazanfar, A. A. & Takahashi, D. Y. (2014) The evolution of speech: Vision, rhythm,
cooperation. Trends in Cognitive Neuroscience 18(10):543–53. [LM]

Ghazanfar, A. A., Takahashi, D. Y., Mathur, N. & Fitch, W. T. (2012) Cineradiog-
raphy of monkey lip-smacking reveals putative precursors of speech dynamics.
Current Biology 22(13):1176–182. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.
2012.04.055. [rNK]

Ghazanfar, A. A. & Zhang, Y. S. (2016) The autonomic nervous system is the engine
for vocal development through social feedback. Current Opinion in Neurobiol-
ogy 40:155–60. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2016.07.016. [rNK]

Gibson, E. J. & Schumuckler, M. A. (1989) Going somewhere: An ecological and
experimental approach to development of mobility. Ecological Psychology 1
(1):3–25. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326969eco0101_2. [aNK]

Gibson, E. J. & Spelke, E. S. (1983) The development of perception. In: Handbook
of child psychology, vol. 3, ed. P. Mussen, J. H. Flavell & E. Markman, pp. 1–76.
Wiley. [aNK]

Gibson, E. J. & Walker, A. S. (1984) Development of knowledge of visual-tactual
affordances of substance. Child Development 55(2):453–60. [aNK]

Gick, B., Allen, B., Roewer-Despres, F. & Stavness, I. (2017) Speaking tongues are
actively braced. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 60(3):494–
506. [CM]

Gick, B., Anderson, P., Chen, H., Chiu, C., Kwon, H. B., Stavness, I., Tsou, L. &
Fels, S. (2014) Speech function of the oropharyngeal isthmus: A modeling
study. Computer Methods in Biomechanics and Biomedical Engineering:
Imaging and Visualization 2(4):217–22. [CM]

Gick, B. & Stavness, I. (2013) Modularizing speech. Frontiers in Psychology 4:977.
[CM]

Go, T., Konishi, Y. & Baune, B. (2008) Neonatal oral imitation in patients with severe
brain damage. PLoS ONE 3(11):e3668. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0003668.t001. [aNK]

Goldman, A. I. (2006) Simulating minds: The philosophy, psychology, and neuro-
science of mindreading. Oxford University Press. [aNK]

Goldman, S., Wang, C., Salgado, M. W., Greene, P. E., Kim, M. & Rapin, I. (2009)
Motor stereotypies in children with autism and other developmental disorders.
Developmental Medicine and Child Neurology 51(1):30–38. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8749.2008.03178.x. [KL]

Goodkin, F. (1980) The development of mature patterns of head-eye coordination in
the human infant. Early Human Development 4(4):373–86. [aNK]

Gopnik, A., Meltzoff, A. N. & Kuhl, P. K. (1999) The scientist in the crib: What early
learning tells us about the mind. William Morrow. [aNK]

Gopnik, A. & Wellman, H. M. (1992) Why the child’s theory of mind really is a
theory. Mind and Language 7(1–2):145–71. [aNK]

Gottlieb, G. (2007) Probabilistic epigenesis. Developmental Science 10(1):1–11.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00556.x. [GL]

Green, J. R., Moore, C. A., Higashikawa, M. & Steeve, R. W. (2000) The physiologic
development of speech motor control: Lip and jaw coordination. Journal of
Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 43(1):239–55. [CM]

Greenough, W. T. (1986) What’s special about development? Thoughts on the
bases of experience-sensitive synaptic plasticity. In: Developmental neuropsy-
chobiology, ed. W. T. Greenough & J. M. Juraska, pp. 387–407. Academic.
[DC]

Greer, J. J., Funk, G. D. & Ballanyi, K. (2006) Preparing for the first breath: Prenatal
maturation of respiratory neural control. The Journal of Physiology 570(Pt.
3):437–44. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2005.097238. [aNK]

Grillner, S. (2006) Biological pattern generation: The cellular and computational
logic of networks in motion. Neuron 52(5):751–66. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.neuron.2006.11.008. [aNK]

Grillner, S., Hellgren, J., Ménard, A., Saitoh, K. & Wikström, M. A. (2005a)
Mechanisms for selection of basic motor programs – roles for the striatum and
pallidum. Trends in Neurosciences 28(7):364–70. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.tins.2005.05.004. [aNK]

Grillner, S., Markram, H., De Schutter, E., Silberberg, G. & LeBeau, F. E. N.
(2005b) Microcircuits in action – from CPGs to neocortex. Trends in Neuro-
sciences 28(10):525–33. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2005.08.003.
[aNK]

Grillner, S., Wallén, P., Saitoh, K., Kozlov, A. & Robertson, B. (2008) Neural bases of
goal-directed locomotion in vertebrates – an overview. Brain Research Reviews
57(1):2–12. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainresrev.2007.06.027.
[aNK]

Grossman, T. (2015) The development of social brain functions in infancy. Psycho-
logical Bulletin 141(6):1266–87. [KJA]

Gu, X., Olson, E. C. & Spitzer, N. C. (1994) Spontaneous neuronal calcium spikes
and waves during early differentiation. The Journal of Neuroscience 14(11 Pt
1):6325–35. [aNK]

Guo, Y., Goldberg, S. J. & McClung, J. R. (1996) Compartmental organization of
styloglossus and hyoglossus motoneurons in the hypoglossal nucleus of the rat.
Brain Research 728(2):277–80. [aNK]

Gutierrez, G. J., O’Leary, T. & Marder, E. (2013) Multiple mechanisms switch an
electrically coupled, synaptically inhibited neuron between competing rhythmic
oscillators. Neuron 77(5):845–58. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.
2013.01.016. [aNK]

Hall, N. & Colby, C. (2014) S-cone visual stimuli activate superior colliculus neurons
in old world monkeys: Implications for understanding blindsight. Journal of
Cognitive Neuroscience 26(6):1234–56. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1162/
jocn_a_00555. [aNK]

Ham, J. & Tronick, E. D. (2006) Infant resilience to the stress of the still-face: Infant
and maternal psychophysiology are related. Annals of the New York Academy of
Sciences 1094(1):297–302. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1376.038.
[arNK]

Hamdy, S., Aziz, Q., Rothwell, J. C., Singh, K. D., Barlow, J., Hughes, D. G., Tallis,
R. C. & Thompson, D. G. (1996) The cortical topography of human swallowing
musculature in health and disease. Nature Medicine 2(11):1217–24. [aNK]

Hamdy, S., Rothwell, J. C., Brooks, D. J., Bailey, D., Aziz, Q. & Thompson, D. G.
(1999) Identification of the cerebral loci processing human swallowing with H2
(15)O PET activation. Journal of Neurophysiology 81(4):1917–26. [aNK]

Hanson, M. G. & Landmesser, L. T. (2003) Characterization of the circuits that
generate spontaneous episodes of activity in the early embryonic mouse spinal
cord. Journal of Neuroscience 23(2):587–600. [aNK]

Hanson, M. G. & Landmesser, L. T. (2004) Normal patterns of spontaneous activity
are required for correct motor axon guidance and the expression of specific
guidance molecules. Neuron 43(5):687–701. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.neuron.2004.08.018. [aNK]

Hanson, M. G., Milner, L. D. & Landmesser, L. T. (2008) Spontaneous rhythmic
activity in early chick spinal cord influences distinct motor axon pathfinding
decisions. Brain Research Reviews 57(1):77–85. [aNK]

Harris-Warrick, R. M. (2011) Neuromodulation and flexibility in Central Pattern
Generator networks. Current Opinion in Neurobiology 21(5):685–92. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2011.05.011. [aNK]

Harris-Warrick, R. M. & Marder, E. (1991) Modulation of neural networks for
behavior. Annual Review of Neuroscience 14:39–57. [aNK]

Hata, T., Dai, S.-Y. & Marumo, G. (2009) Ultrasound for evaluation of fetal neu-
robehavioural development: From 2-D to 4-D ultrasound. Infant and Child
Development 19(1):99–118. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.659. [aNK]

Heimann, M. (1989) Neonatal imitation, gaze aversion, and mother-infant interac-
tion. Infant Behavior and Development 12:495–505. Available at: http://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0163638389900295. [EAS]

Heimann, M. (1991) Neonatal imitation: A social and biological phenomenon. In:
Behavioral biology: The neuroendocrine axis, ed. T. Archer & S. Hansen, pp.
173–86. Erlbaum. [EAS]

Heimann, M. (2001) Neonatal imitation: A “fuzzy” phenomenon. In: Emerging
cognitive abilities in early infancy, ed. F. Lacerda, C. von Hofsten & M.
Heimann, pp. 231–46. Erlbaum. [EAS]

Heimann, M. (2002) Notes on individual differences and the assumed elusiveness of
neonatal imitation. In:The imitativemind:Development, evolution, andbrainbases,
ed. A. N. Meltzoff & W. Prinz, pp. 74–84. Cambridge University Press. [EAS]

Heimann, M., Nelson, K. E. & Schaller, J. (1989) Neonatal imitation of tongue pro-
trusion and mouth opening: Methodological aspects and evidence of early indi-
vidual differences. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology 30(2):90–101. [arNK,EAS]

Heimann, M. & Plooij, F., ed. (2003) Regression periods in human infancy. Erlbaum.
[KJA]

Hensch, T. K. (2016) The power of the infant brain. Scientific American 314:64–69.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0216-64. [MD]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

50 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00100.2009
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00100.2009
https://doi.org/ 10.1111/j.1469-8749.2006.tb01320.x
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0541-08.2008
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0541-08.2008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2012.04.055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2012.04.055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2016.07.016
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326969eco0101_2
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0003668.t001
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0003668.t001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8749.2008.03178.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8749.2008.03178.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00556.x
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2005.097238
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2006.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2006.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2005.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2005.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2005.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brainresrev.2007.06.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.01.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.01.016
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00555
https://doi.org/10.1162/jocn_a_00555
https://doi.org/10.1196/annals.1376.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2004.08.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2004.08.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2011.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.659
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0163638389900295
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0163638389900295
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0216-64
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Hentschel, J., Ruff, R., Juette, F., von Gontard, A. & Gortner, L. (2007) Neonatal
facial movements in the first minutes of life – eye opening and tongue thrust: An
observational study. American Journal of Perinatology 24(10):611–18. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2007-992178. [aNK]

Hepper, P. (2015) Behavior during the prenatal period: Adaptive for development
and survival. Child Development Perspectives 9(1):38–43. [KJA]

Heyes, C. (2010) Mesmerising mirror neurons. Neuroimage 51:789–91. [RB]
Heyes, C. (2014) False belief in infancy: A fresh look. Developmental Science

17:647–59. [MB]
Heyes, L. A. & Watson, J. S. (1981) Neonatal imitation: Fact or artifact? Develop-

mental Psychology 17:655–60. [MB]
Hickok, G. (2009) Eight problems for the mirror neuron theory of action under-

standing in monkeys and humans. Journal of Cognitive Neuroscience 21:1229–
43. [RB]

Hickok, G. (2014) The myth of mirror neurons: The real neuroscience of communi-
cation and cognition. Norton. [WTF]

Hiiemae, K. M., Hayenga, S. M. & Reese, A. (1995) Patterns of tongue and jaw
movement in a cinefluorographic study of feeding in the macaque. Archives of
Oral Biology 40(3):229–46. [aNK]

Hiiemae, K. M. & Palmer, J. B. (2003) Tongue movements in feeding and speech.
Critical Reviews in Oral Biology and Medicine 14(6):413–29. [aNK]

Hiiemae, K. M., Palmer, J. B., Medicis, S. W., Hegener, J., Jackson, B. S. & Lie-
berman, D. E. (2002) Hyoid and tongue surface movements in speaking and
eating. Archives of Oral Biology 47(1): 11–27. [aNK]

Himmelbach, M., Linzenbold, W. & Ilg, U. J. (2013) Dissociation of reach-related
and visual signals in the human superior colliculus. NeuroImage 82:61–7.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.05.101. [aNK]

Hubel, D. H. & Wiesel, T. N. (1970) The period of susceptibility to the physiological
effects of unilateral eye closure in kittens. The Journal of Physiology 206
(2):419–36. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1970.sp009022. [aNK]

Hubel, D. H., Wiesel, T. N. & LeVay, S. (1977) Plasticity of ocular dominance
columns in monkey striate cortex. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal
Society B: Biological Sciences 278(961):377–409. [aNK]

Humphrey, T. (1970) The development of human fetal activity and its relation to
postnatal behaviour. In: Advances in child development and behavior, vol. 5.,
ed. H. W. Reese & L. P. Lipsitt, pp. 2–57. Academic Press. [GL]

Iacoboni, M. (2009a) Imitation, empathy, and mirror neurons. Annual Review of
Psychology 60(1):653–70. [aNK]

Iacoboni, M. (2009b) Neurobiology of imitation. Current Opinion in Neurobiology
19(6):661–65. [LC]

Iacoboni, M. & Dapretto, M. (2006) The mirror neuron system and the conse-
quences of its dysfunction. Nature Reviews Neuroscience 7(12):942–51. Avail-
able at: https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2024. [GL]

Iacoboni, M., Molnar-Szakacs, I., Gallese, V., Buccino, G., Mazziotta, J. C. & Riz-
zolatti, G. (2005) Grasping the intentions of others with one’s own mirror
neuron system. PLoS Biology 3(3):e79. [aNK]

Iacoboni, M., Woods, R. P., Brass, M., Bekkering, H., Mazziotta, J. C. & Rizzolatti,
G. (1999) Cortical mechanisms of human imitation. Science 286(5449):2526–28.
[aNK]

Imai,T.&Sakano,H. (2011)Axon-axon interactions inneuronal circuit assembly:Lessons
from olfactory map formation. European Journal of Neuroscience 34(10):1647–54.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2011.07817.x. [aNK]

Iwamoto, Y. & Sasaki, S. (1990) Monosynaptic excitatory connexions of reticulospinal
neurones in the nucleus reticularis pontis caudalis with dorsal neck motoneur-
ones in the cat. Experimental Brain Research 80(2):277–89. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1007/BF00228155. [aNK]

Jacobson, S. W. (1979) Matching behavior in the young infant.Child Development 50
(2):425–30. Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/1129418. [arNK, SK-C, EAS]

Jiang, W., Wallace, M. T., Jiang, H., Vaughan, J. W. & Stein, B. E. (2001) Two
cortical areas. Neurophysiology 85(2):506–22. [aNK]

John, J., Bailey, E. F. & Fregosi, R. F. (2005) Respiratory-related discharge of
genioglossus muscle motor units. American Journal of Respiratory and Critical
Care Medicine 172(10):1331–37. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.
200505-790OC. [aNK]

Johnson, M. H., Dziurawiec, S., Ellis, H. &Morton, J. (1991) Newborns’ preferential
tracking of face-like stimuli and its subsequent decline. Cognition 40(1–2):1–19.
[aNK]

Johnson, M. H., Senju, A. & Tomalski, P. (2015) The two-process theory of face
processing: Modifications based on two decades of data from infants and adults.
Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews 50:169–79. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2014.10.009. [arNK, RC]

Jones, S. (2017) Can newborn infants imitate? In: the collection “How We Develop
—Developmental Systems and the Emergence of Complex Behaviors,” ed. M.
S. Blumberg, J. P. Spencer & D. Shenk, WIREs Cognitive Science 8(1–2):
e1410. doi: 10.1002/wcs.1410. [SSJ]

Jones, S. S. (1996) Imitation or exploration? Young infants’ matching of adults’ oral
gestures. Child Development 67(5):1952–69. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
2307/1131603. [aNK, GL, EPO, SK-C]

Jones, S. S. (2006a) Exploration or imitation? The effect of music on 4-week-old
infants’ tongue protrusions. Infant Behavior and Development 29(1):126–30.
Available at: https://doi.org/.1016/j.infbeh.2005.08.004. [aNK, GL]

Jones, S. S. (2006b) Infants learn to imitate by being imitated. In: Proceedings of the
International Conference on Development and Learning: The Tenth Interna-
tional Conference on Development and Learning, Bloomington, Indiana, May
31–June, 2006. Indiana University. [aNK]

Jones, S. S. (2007) Imitation in infancy: The development of mimicry. Psychological
Science 18(7):593–99. [EPO]

Jones, S. S. (2009) The development of imitation in infancy. Philosophical Trans-
actions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 364(1528):2325–35. [aNK,
SSJ, SV]

Kaas, J. H. (2015) Blindsight: Post-natal potential of a transient pulvinar pathway.
Current Biology 25(4):R155–57. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.
2014.12.053. [rNK]

Kaburu, S. K., Paukner, A., Simpson, E. A., Suomi, S. J. & Ferrari, P. F. (2016)
Neonatal imitation predicts infant rhesus macaque (Macaca mulatta) social and
anxiety-related behaviours at one year. Scientific Reports 6:34997. Available at:
http://www.nature.com/articles/srep34997. [EAS]

Kana, R. K., Wadsworth, H. M. & Travers, B. G. (2011) A systems level analysis of
the mirror neuron hypothesis and imitation impairments in autism spectrum
disorders. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews 35(3):894–902. [LC]

Kanenishi, K., Hanaoka, U., Noguchi, J., Marumo, G. & Hata, T. (2013) 4D ultra-
sound evaluation of fetal facial expressions during the latter stages of the second
trimester. International Journal of Gynaecology and Obstetrics: The Official
Organ of the International Federation of Gynaecology and Obstetrics 121
(3):257–60. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2013.01.018. [rNK]

Kanold, P. O. & Luhmann, H. J. (2010) The subplate and early cortical circuits.
Annual Review of Neuroscience 33(1):23–48. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1146/annurev-neuro-060909-153244. [aNK]

Karasik, L. B., Tamis-LeMonda, C. S. & Adolph, K. E. (2011) Transition from
crawling to walking and infants’ actions with objects and people. Child Devel-
opment 82(4):1199–1209. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.
2011.01595.x. [KL]

Karasik, L. B., Tamis-LeMonda, C. S. & Adolph, K. E. (2014) Crawling and walking
infants elicit different verbal responses from mothers. Developmental Science
17(3):388–95. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12129. [KL]

Kärtner, J., Keller, H. & Yovsi, R. D. (2010) Mother-infant interaction during the
first 3 months: The emergence of culture-specific contingency patterns. Child
Development 81(2):540–54. [LM]

Keller, H. (2003) Socialization for competence: Cultural models of infancy. Human
Development 46(5):288–311. [KL]

Kelly, B. N., Huckabee, M.-L., Jones, R. D. & Frampton, C. M. A. (2007) The first
year of human life: Coordinating respiration and nutritive swallowing. Dys-
phagia 22(1):37–43. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00455-006-9038-3.
[aNK]

Kennedy-Costantini, S., Slaughter, V. & Nielsen, M. (2016) Why are you copying
me? Functional explanations for neonatal imitation. Poster presented at the
2016 International Conference on Infant Studies, New Orleans, Louisiana, May
26–28, 2016. [EAS]

Keven, N. & Akins, K. (2016) Neonatal imitation in context: Sensory-motor devel-
opment in the perinatal period. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 1–107. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X16000911. [MB, RC, LC, SK-C, GL]

Keysers, C. (2011) The empathic brain. Social Brain. [RB]
Keysers, C., Kaas, J. H. & Gazzola, V. (2010) Somatosensation in social perception.

Nature Reviews Neuroscience 11:417–28. [RB]
Khalilov, I., Minlebaev, M., Mukhtarov, M. & Khazipov, R. (2015) Dynamic changes

from depolarizing to hyperpolarizingGABAergic actions during giant depolarizing
potentials in theneonatal rat hippocampus. Journal ofNeuroscience35(37):12635–
42. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1922-15.2015. [aNK]

Khazipov, R., Sirota, A., Leinekugel, X., Holmes, G. L., Ben-Ari, Y. & Buzsáki, G.
(2004) Early motor activity drives spindle bursts in the developing somatosen-
sory cortex. Nature 432(7018):758–61. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1038/
nature03132. [aNK]

Kier, W. M. (2012) The diversity of hydrostatic skeletons. The Journal of Experi-
mental Biology 215(Pt 8):1247–57. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.
056549. [aNK]

Kim, P., Feldman, R., Mayes, L. C., Eicher, V., Thompson, N., Leckman, J. F. &
Swain, J. E. (2011) Breastfeeding, brain activation to own infant cry, and
maternal sensitivity. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, and Allied
Disciplines 52(8):907–15. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.
2011.02406.x. [aNK]

Kirkby, L. A., Sack, G. S., Firl, A. & Feller, M. B. (2013) A role for correlated
spontaneous activity in the assembly of neural circuits. Neuron 80(5):1129–44.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.10.030. [aNK]

Kita, E. M., Scott, E. K. & Goodhill, G. J. (2015) The influence of activity on axon
pathfinding in the optic tectum. Developmental Neurobiology 75(6):608–20.
Available at: http:/doi.org/10.1002/dneu.22262. [aNK]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017) 51
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2007-992178
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.05.101
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.1970.sp009022
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn2024
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-9568.2011.07817.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00228155
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00228155
https://doi.org/10.2307/1129418
https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.200505-790OC
https://doi.org/10.1164/rccm.200505-790OC
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2014.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2014.10.009
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131603
https://doi.org/10.2307/1131603
https://doi.org/.1016/j.infbeh.2005.08.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2014.12.053
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2014.12.053
http://www.nature.com/articles/srep34997
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2013.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-060909-153244
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-060909-153244
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01595.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2011.01595.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/desc.12129
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00455-006-9038-3
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X16000911
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1922-15.2015
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03132
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03132
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.056549
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.056549
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2011.02406.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.2011.02406.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2013.10.030
http:/doi.org/10.1002/dneu.22262
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Kiverstein, J. & Clark, A. (2009) Introduction: Mind embodied, embedded, enacted:
One church or many? Topoi 28(1):1–7. [SZ]

Klein, P. J. & Meltzoff, A. N. (1999) Long-term memory, forgetting, and deferred
imitation in 12-month-old infants. Developmental Science 2:102–13. [ANM]

Koepke, J. E., Hamm, M. & Legerstee, M. (1983) Neonatal imitation: Two failures
to replicate. Infant Behavior and Development 6:97–102. [MB]

Kohda, E., Hisazumi, H. & Hiramatsu, K. (1994) Swallowing dysfunction and aspi-
ration in neonates and infants.ActaOtolaryngological (Suppl.), 517:11–16. [aNK]

Kolasinski, J., Takahashi, E., Stevens, A. A., Benner, T., Fischl, B., Zöllei, L. & Grant,
P. E. (2013) Radial and tangential neuronal migration pathways in the human
fetal brain: Anatomically distinct patterns of diffusion MRI coherence. Neuro-
image 79:412–22. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.04.
125. [DC]

Konur, S. & Ghosh, A. (2005) Calcium signaling and the control of dendritic
development. Neuron 46(3):401–5. [aNK]

Kozlov, A., Huss, M., Lansner, A., Kotaleski, J. H. & Grillner, S. (2009) Simple
cellular and network control principles govern complex patterns of motor
behavior. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences USA 106(47):20027–
32. [aNK]

Krauzlis, R. J., Basso, M. A. & Wurtz, R. H. (2000) Discharge properties of neurons
in the rostral superior colliculus of the monkey during smooth-pursuit eye
movements. Journal of Neurophysiology 84(2):876–91. [aNK]

Kroemer, N. B. & Small, D. M. (2016) Fuel not fun: Reinterpreting attenuated brain
responses to reward in obesity. Physiology and Behavior 162:37–45. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2016.04.020. [DAB]

Kugiumutzakis, G. (1999) Genesis and development of early infant mimesis to facial
and vocal models. In: Imitation in infancy, ed. L. Nadel & G. Butterworth, pp.
36–59. Cambridge University Press. [arNK]

Kuhl, P. K. (2000) A new view of language acquisition. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences USA 97(22):11850–57. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1073/pnas.97.22.11850. [aNK]

Kuhl, P. K. & Meltzoff, A. (1982) The bimodal perception of speech in infancy.
Science 218(4577):1138–41. [DC]

Kuhl, P. K. & Meltzoff, A. N. (1984) The intermodal representation of speech in
infants. Infant Behavior and Development 7(3):361–81. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0163-6383(84)80050-8. [rNK]

Kuhl, P. K. &Meltzoff, A. N. (1996) Infant vocalizations in response to speech: Vocal
imitation and developmental change. Journal of the Acoustic Society of America
100:2425–38. Available at: http://scitation.aip.org/content/asa/journal/jasa/100/
4/10.1121/1.417951. [ANM, EAS]

Kuhl, P. K., Ramirez, R. R., Bosseler, A., Lin, J. F. L. & Imada, T. (2014) Infant brain
responses to speech suggest analysis by synthesis. Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences USA 111(31):11238–45. [DC]

Kurjak, A., Azumendi, G., Andonotopo, W. & Salihagic-Kadic, A. (2007) Three- and
four-dimensional ultrasonography for the structural and functional evaluation of
the fetal face. American Journal of Obstetrics and Gynecology 196(1):16–28.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2006.06.090. [rNK]

Kurjak, A., Stanojevic, M., Andonotopo, W., Salihagic-Kadic, A., Carrera, J. M. & Azu-
mendi, G. (2004) Behavioral pattern continuity from prenatal to postnatal life – a
study by four-dimensional (4D) ultrasonography. Journal of Perinatal Medicine 32
(4), 346–53. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1515/JPM.2004.065. [aNK]

Kvarta, M. D., Harris-Warrick, R. M. & Johnson, B. R. (2012) Neuromodulator-
evoked synaptic metaplasticity within a central pattern generator network.
Journal of Neurophysiology 108(10):2846–56. [aNK]

LaGorio, L. A., Carnaby-Mann, G. D. & Crary, M. A. (2008) Cross-system effects of
dysphagia treatment on dysphonia: A case report.Cases Journal 1(1):1–67. [CM]

Laine, C. M., Nickerson, L. A. & Bailey, E. F. (2012) Cortical entrainment of human
hypoglossal motor unit activities. Journal of Neurophysiology 107(1):493–99.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00769.2011. [aNK]

Lakin, J. & Jefferis, V. (2003) The chameleon effect as social glue: Evidence for the
evolutionary significance of nonconscious mimicry. Journal of Nonverbal
Behaviour 27:145–62. [EPO]

Lakin, J. L., Jefferis, V. E., Cheng, C. M. & Chartrand, T. L. (2003) The chameleon
effect as social glue: Evidence for the evolutionary significance of nonconscious
mimicry. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior 27(3):145–62. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1023/A:1025389814290. [RC]

Lau, C., Smith, E. O. & Schanler, R. J. (2003) Coordination of suck-swallow and
swallow respiration in preterm infants. Acta Paediatrica 92(6):721–27. [aNK]

Lavelli, M. & Fogel, A. (2002) Developmental changes in mother-infant face-to-face
communication: Birth to 3 months. Developmental Psychology 38(2):288–305.
[aNK, LM]

Lavelli, M. & Fogel, A. (2005) Developmental changes in the relationship between
the infant’s attention and emotion during early face-to-face communication:
The 2-month transition. Developmental Psychology 41(1):265–80. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.1.265. [RC, LM]

Lavelli, M. & Fogel A. (2013) Interdyad differences in early mother-infant face-to-
face communication: Real-time dynamics and developmental pathways.
Developmental Psychology 49:2257–71. [LM]

Lavezzi, A. M., Corna, M., Mingrone, R. & Matturri, L. (2010) Study of the human
hypoglossal nucleus: Normal development and morpho-functional alterations in
sudden unexplained late fetal and infant death. Brain and Development (Special
Section: Developmental Neuropathology) 32(4):275–84. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.braindev.2009.05.006. [aNK]

Leckman, J. F., Feldman, R., Swain, J. E., Eicher, V., Thompson, N. & Mayes, L. C.
(2004) Primary parental preoccupation: Circuits, genes, and the crucial role of
the environment. Journal of Neural Transmission (Vienna) 111(7):753–71.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00702-003-0067-x. [KL]

Legerstee, M. (1991) The role of person and object in eliciting early imitation.
Journal of Experimental Child Psychology 51(3):423–33. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(91)90086-8. [aNK]

Legerstee, M. & Varghese, J. (2001) The role of maternal affect mirroring on social
expectancies in three-month-old infants. Child Development 72(5):1301–13.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00349. [RC]

Leisman, G., Macahdo, C., Melillo, R. &Mualem, R. (2012) Intentionality and “free-
will” from a neurodevelopmental perspective. Frontiers in Integrative Neuro-
science 6:36. [GL]

Leopold, N. A. & Daniels, S. K. (2009) Supranuclear control of swallowing. Dys-
phagia 25(3):250–57. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00455-009-9249-5.
[aNK, DAB]

Lepage, J.-F. & Théoret, H. (2007) The mirror neuron system: Grasping others’
actions from birth? Developmental Science 10(5):513–23. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00631.x. [aNK, GL]

Lerner, R. M. (1988) Personality development: A life-span perspective. In: Child
development in life-span perspective, ed. E. M. Hetherington, R. M. Lerner &
M. Perlmutter, pp. 21–46. Erlbaum. [aNK]

Leroy, F., Glasel, H., Dubois, J., Hertz-Pannier, L., Thirion, B., Mangin, J. F. &
Dehaene-Lambertz, G. (2011) Early maturation of the linguistic dorsal pathway
in human infants. The Journal of Neuroscience 31(4):1500–506. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4141-10.2011. [DC]

Leslie, K. R., Johnson-Frey, S. H. & Grafton, S. T. (2004) Functional imaging of face
and hand imitation: Towards a motor theory of empathy. NeuroImage 21
(2):601–7. [aNK]

Levine, A., Zagoory-Sharon, O., Feldman, R. & Weller, A. (2007) Oxytocin during
pregnancy and early postpartum: Individual patterns and maternal-fetal
attachment. Peptides 28(6):1162–69. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
peptides.2007.04.016. [aNK]

Lewis, M. D. & Granic, I. (2002) Emotion, development, and self-organization:
Dynamic systems approaches to emotional development. Cambridge University
Press. [aNK]

Lewkowicz, D. J. (1986) Developmental changes in infants’ bisensory response to
synchronous durations. Infant Behavior and Development 9(3):335–53. Avail-
able at: https://doi.org/10.1016/0163-6383(86)90008-1. [aNK]

Lewkowicz, D. J. (1992) Infants’ response to temporally based intersensory equiv-
alence: The effect of synchronous sounds on visual preferences for moving
stimuli. Infant Behavior and Development 15(3):297–324. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1016/0163-6383(92)80002-C. [aNK]

Lewkowicz, D. J. (2014) Early experience and multisensory perceptual narrowing.
Developmental Psychobiology 56(2):292–315. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1002/dev.21197. [RC, rNK]

Lhermitte, F., Pillon, B. & Serdaru, M. (1986) Human autonomy and the frontal
lobes. Part I: Imitation and utilization behavior: A neuropsychological study of
75 patients. Annals of Neurology 19(4):326–34. [GL]

Lieberman, D. E., McCarthy, R. C., Hiiemae, K. M. & Palmer, J. B. (2001)
Ontogeny of postnatal hyoid and larynx descent in humans. Archives of Oral
Biology 46(2):117–28. [aNK]

Lieberman,P. (1968)On theacoustic analysisof primate vocalizations.BehaviorResearch
Methods & Instrumentation 1(5):169–74. doi: 10.3758/BF03207969. [aNK]

Lieberman, P. (1975) On the origins of language: An introduction to the evolution of
human speech. Macmillan. [aNK]

Lieberman, P. (1987) The biology and evolution of language. Harvard University
Press. [aNK]

Lieske, S. P., Thoby-Brisson, M., Telgkamp, P. & Ramirez, J. M. (2000) Reconfig-
uration of the neural network controlling multiple breathing patterns: Eupnea,
sighs and gasps.Nature Neuroscience 3(6):600–607. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1038/75776. [aNK]

Limbrock, G. J., Fischer-Brandies, H. & Avalle, C. (1991) Castillo-Morales’ orofacial
therapy: Treatment of 67 children with Down syndrome. Developmental
Medicine and Child Neurology 33(4):296–303. [aNK]

Linzenbold, W. & Himmelbach, M. (2012) Signals from the deep: Reach-related
activity in the human superior colliculus. Journal of Neuroscience 32(40):13881–
88. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0619-12.2012. [aNK]

Liszkowski, U., Brown, P., Callaghan, T., Takada, A. & de Vos, C. (2012) A prelin-
guistic gestural universal of human communication.Cognitive Science 36(4):698–
713. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1551-6709.2011.01228.x. [KL]

Loeb, G. E. (2012) Optimal isn’t good enough. Biological Cybernetics 106(11–
12):757–65. [CM]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

52 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.04.125
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2013.04.125
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2016.04.020
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.97.22.11850
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.97.22.11850
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(84)80050-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(84)80050-8
http://scitation.aip.org/content/asa/journal/jasa/100/4/10.1121/1.417951
http://scitation.aip.org/content/asa/journal/jasa/100/4/10.1121/1.417951
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajog.2006.06.090
https://doi.org/10.1515/JPM.2004.065
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00769.2011
https://doi.org/10.1023/A
https://doi.org/10.1023/A
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.1.265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.braindev.2009.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.braindev.2009.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00702-003-0067-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(91)90086-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(91)90086-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00349
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00455-009-9249-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00631.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00631.x
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.4141-10.2011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.peptides.2007.04.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.peptides.2007.04.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/0163-6383(86)90008-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0163-6383(92)80002-C
https://doi.org/10.1016/0163-6383(92)80002-C
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.21197
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.21197
https://doi.org/10.1038/75776
https://doi.org/10.1038/75776
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0619-12.2012
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1551-6709.2011.01228.x
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Longo, M. R., Kosobud, A. & Bertenthal, B. I. (2008) Automatic imitation of bio-
mechanically possible and impossible actions: Effects of priming movements
versus goals. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Per-
formance 34(2):489–501. [GL]

Lorenz, K. (1935) Der Kumpan in der Umwelt des Vogels. Der Artgenosse als
auslösendes Moment sozialer Verhaltensweisen. Journal für Ornithologie
83:137–215, 289–413. [MD]

LoTurco, J. J., Owens, D. F., Heath, M. & Davis, M. (1995) GABA and glutamate
depolarize cortical progenitor cells and inhibit DNA synthesis. Neuron 15
(6):1287–98. [aNK]

Lüchinger, A. B., Hadders-Algra, M., van Kan, C. M. & de Vries, J. I. P. (2008) Fetal
onset of general movements. Pediatric Research 63(2):191–95. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1203/PDR.0b013e31815ed03e. [aNK]

Luhmann, H. J., Kirischuk, S., Sinning, A. & Kilb, W. (2014) Early GABAergic
circuitry in the cerebral cortex. Current Opinion in Neurobiology 26:72–78.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2013.12.014. [aNK]

MacNeilage, P. (2008) The origin of speech. Oxford University Press. [CM]
Mahan, M. Y. & Georgopoulos, A. P. (2013) Motor directional tuning across brain

areas: Directional resonance and the role of inhibition for directional accuracy.
Frontiers in Neural Circuits 7, Article No. 92. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
3389/fncir.2013.00092. [aNK]

Mahmoudzadeh, M., Wallois, F., Kongolo, G., Goudjil, S. & Dehaene-Lambertz, G.
(2017) Functional maps at the onset of auditory inputs in very early preterm
human neonates. Cerebral Cortex 27(4):2500–12. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1093/cercor/bhw103. [DC]

Malas,K.,Trudeau,N.,Giroux,M.C.,Gauthier, L., Poulin, S.,McFarland,D.H. (2017)
Prior history of feeding-swallowing difficulties in children with language impair-
ment. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology 26(1):138–45. [CM]

Maratos, O. (1998) Neonatal, early and later imitation: Same order phenomena? In:
The development of sensory, motor and cognitive capacities in early infancy:
From perception to cognition, ed. F. Simion & G. Butterworth, pp. 145–60.
Psychology Press. [EAS]

Marder, E. (2012) Neuromodulation of neuronal circuits: Back to the future. Neuron
76(1):1–11. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2012.09.010. [aNK]

Marder, E. & Bucher, D. (2001) Central pattern generators and the control of
rhythmic movements. Current Biology 11(23):R986–96. [aNK]

Marder, E., O’Leary, T. & Shruti, S. (2014) Neuromodulation of circuits with variable
parameters: Single neurons and small circuits reveal principles of state-dependent
and robust neuromodulation. Annual Review of Neuroscience 37:329–46.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-071013-013958. [aNK]

Marder, E. & Taylor, A. L. (2011) Multiple models to capture the variability in
biological neurons and networks. Nature Neuroscience 14(2):133–38. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2735. [aNK]

Mareschal, D., Johnson, M. H., Sirois, S., Spratling, M., Thomas, M. &Westermann,
G. (2007) Neuroconstructivism, vol. I: How the brain constructs cognition.
Oxford University Press. [RC]

Marino, R. A., Levy, R. & Munoz, D. P. (2015) Linking express saccade occurrence
to stimulus properties and sensorimotor integration in the superior colliculus.
Journal of Neurophysiology 114(2):879–92. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1152/jn.00047.2015. [aNK]

Marlier, L., Schaal, B. & Soussignan, R. (1998) Neonatal responsiveness to the odor
of amniotic and lacteal fluids: A test of perinatal chemosensory continuity. Child
Development 69(3):611–23. [aNK]

Marschik, P. B., Prechtl, H. F. R., Prayer, D., Peyton, C. & Einspieler, C. (2013) An
antecedent of later developing communicative functions: The fetal index finger.
British Medical Journal 347:232. [KL]

Marshall, P. J. & Meltzoff, A. N. (2014) Neural mirroring mechanisms and imitation
in human infants. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological
Sciences 369:20130620. [ANM]

Marshall, P. J. & Meltzoff, A. N. (2015) Body maps in the infant brain. Trends in
Cognitive Sciences 19:499–505. [ANM]

Martin, J. H. (2005) The corticospinal system: From development to motor control.
The Neuroscientist 11(2):161–73. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1177/
1073858404270843. [aNK]

Martin, R. E., MacIntosh, B. J., Smith, R. C., Barr, A. M., Stevens, T. K., Gati, J. S. &
Menon, R. S. (2004) Cerebral areas processing swallowing and tongue move-
ment are overlapping but distinct: A functional magnetic resonance imaging
study. Journal of Neurophysiology 92(4):2428–43. [CM]

Masten, A. S. & Cicchetti, D. (2010) Developmental cascades. Development and
Psychopathology 22(3):491–95. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0954579410000222. [KL]

Matson, J. L., Dempsey, T. & Fodstad, J. C. (2009) Stereotypies and repetitive/
restrictive behaviours in infants with autism and pervasive developmental dis-
order. Developmental Neurorehabilitation 12(3):122–27. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1080/17518420902936730. [KL]

Matsuo, K. & Palmer, J. B. (2008) Anatomy and physiology of feeding and
swallowing – Normal and abnormal. Physical Medicine and Rehabilitation
Clinics of North America 19(4):691–707. [aNK]

May, P. J. (2006) The mammalian superior colliculus: Laminar structure and con-
nections. Progress in Brain Research 151:321–78. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1016/S0079-6123(05)51011-2. [aNK]

McClung, J. R. & Goldberg, S. J. (2000) Functional anatomy of the hypoglossal
innervated muscles of the rat tongue: A model for elongation and protrusion of
the mammalian tongue. The Anatomical Record 260(4):378–86. Available at:
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/1097-0185(20001201)260:4%
3C378::AID-AR70%3E3.0.CO;2-A/full. [aNK]

McClung, J. R. & Goldberg, S. J. (2002) Organization of the hypoglossal motoneu-
rons that innervate the horizontal and oblique components of the genioglossus
muscle in the rat. Brain Research 950(1–2):321–24. [aNK]

McFarland, D. H. & Tremblay, P. (2006) Clinical implications of cross-system
interactions. Seminars in Speech and Language 27(4):300–9. [CM]

McGraw, M. B. (1943) Neuromuscular maturation of the human infant. Columbia
University Press. [GL]

McGue, M. & Bouchard, T. J., Jr. (1998) Genetic and environmental influences on
human behavioral differences. Annual Reviews in Neuroscience 21:1–24. [MD]

Meister, M., Wong, R. O., Baylor, D. A. & Shatz, C. J. (1991) Synchronous bursts of
action potentials in ganglion cells of the developing mammalian retina. Science
252(5008):939–43. [aNK]

Melillo, R. & Leisman, G. (2009) Neurobehavioral disorders of childhood: An evo-
lutionary perspective. Springer. [GL]

Meltzoff, A. N. (1988) Infant imitation and memory: Nine-month-olds in immediate
and deferred tests. Child Development 59:217–25. [ANM]

Meltzoff, A. N. (2002) Imitation as a mechanism of social cognition: Origins of
empathy, theory of mind, and the representation of action. In: Handbook of
childhood cognitive development, ed. U. Goswami, pp. 6–25. Blackwell. [SV]

Meltzoff, A. N. (2005) Imitation and other minds: The “like me” hypothesis. Per-
spectives on imitation: From neuroscience to social science 2:55–77. [SSJ]

Meltzoff, A. N. (2007) ‘Like Me’: A foundation for social cognition. Developmental
Science 10(1):126–34. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.
00574.x. [SZ, rNK]

Meltzoff, A. N. (2009) Roots of social cognition: The like-me framework. In: Min-
nesota symposia on child psychology: Meeting the challenge of translational
research in child psychology, vol. 35, ed. D. Cicchetti & M. R. Gunnar, pp. 29–
58. Wiley. [SV]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Borton, R. W. (1979) Intermodal matching by human neonates.
Nature 282(5737):403–4. [aNK]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Decety, J. (2003) What imitation tells us about social cognition: A
rapprochement between developmental psychology and cognitive neuroscience.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 358
(1431):491–500. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2002.1261. [aNK, LC]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Moore, M. K. (1977) Imitation of facial and manual gestures by
human neonates. Science 198(4312):75–78. Available at: http://science.scien-
cemag.org/content/198/4312/75. [aNK, MB, RC, LC, WTF, SK-C, ANM, RRP,
SV, SZ]

Meltzoff, A. N. &Moore, M. K. (1983) Newborn infants imitate adult facial gestures.
Child Development 54(3):702–9. Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/1130058.
[arNK, GL]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Moore, M. K. (1985) Cognitive foundations and social functions of
imitation and intermodal representation in infancy. In: Neonate cognition:
Beyond the blooming, buzzing confusion, ed. J. Mehler & R. Fox, pp. 139–56.
Erlbaum. [aNK]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Moore, M. K. (1989) Imitation in newborn infants: Exploring the
range of gestures imitated and the underlying mechanisms. Developmental
Psychology 25(6):954–62. [arNK]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Moore, M. K. (1992) Early imitation within a functional frame-
work: The importance of person identity, movement, and development. Infant
Behavior and Development 15(4):479–505. [arNK, ANM, SV]

Meltzoff, A. N. &Moore, M. K. (1994) Imitation, memory, and the representation of
persons. Infant Behavior and Development 17:83–99. Available at: http://www.
sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0163638394900248. [ANM, EAS, rNK]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Moore, M. K. (1995) A theory of the role of imitation in the
emergence of self. In: The self in infancy: Theory and research, vol. 112, ed. P.
Rochat, pp. 73–93. Elsevier. [SZ]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Moore, M. K. (1997) Explaining facial imitation: A theoretical
model. Early Development and Parenting 6(3–4):179–92. [SSJ, ANM, SV, SZ]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Moore, M. K. (1999a) Persons and representations: Why infant
imitation is important for theories of human development. In: Imitation in infancy,
ed. J. Nadel & G. Butterworth, pp. 9–35. Cambridge University Press. [MB]

Meltzoff, A. N. & Moore, M. K. (1999b) Resolving the debate about early imitation.
In: The Blackwell reader in developmental psychology, ed. A. Slater & D. Muir,
pp. 151–55. Blackwell. [ANM]

Meltzoff, A. N. &Moore, M. K. (2002) Imitation, memory, and the representation of
persons. Infant Behavior and Development 25(1):39–61. [rNK]

Meltzoff, A. N., Murray, L., Simpson, E. A., Heimann, M., Nagy, E., Nadel, J.,
Pederson, E. J., Brooks, R., Messinger, D., De Pascalis, L., Subiaul, F.,
Paukner, A. & Ferrari, P. F. (2017) Re-examination of Oostenbroek et al. (2016)

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017) 53
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1203/PDR.0b013e31815ed03e
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2013.12.014
https://doi.org/10.3389/fncir.2013.00092
https://doi.org/10.3389/fncir.2013.00092
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhw103
https://doi.org/10.1093/cercor/bhw103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2012.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-071013-013958
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.2735
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00047.2015
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00047.2015
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073858404270843
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073858404270843
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579410000222
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579410000222
https://doi.org/10.1080/17518420902936730
https://doi.org/10.1080/17518420902936730
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-6123(05)51011-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0079-6123(05)51011-2
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/1097-0185(20001201)260:4%3C378::AID-AR70%3E3.0.CO;2-A/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/1097-0185(20001201)260:4%3C378::AID-AR70%3E3.0.CO;2-A/full
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00574.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00574.x
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2002.1261
http://science.sciencemag.org/content/198/4312/75
http://science.sciencemag.org/content/198/4312/75
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130058
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0163638394900248
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/0163638394900248
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


– Evidence for neonatal imitation of tongue protrusion. Developmental Science.
Available at: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/desc.12609/full. [EAS]

Meredith, M. A. & Stein, B. E. (1986a) Spatial factors determine the activity of
multisensory neurons in cat superior colliculus. Brain Research 365(2):350–54.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(86)91648-3. [aNK]

Meredith, M. A. & Stein, B. E. (1986b) Visual, auditory, and somatosensory con-
vergence on cells in superior colliculus results in multisensory integration.
Journal of Neurophysiology 56(3):640–62. [aNK]

Mesman, J., van IJzendoorn, M. H. & Bakermans-Kranenburg, M. J. (2009) The
many faces of the Still-Face Paradigm: A review and meta-analysis. Develop-
mental Review 29:120–62. [LM]

Messinger, D. & Fogel, A. (2007) The interactive development of social smiling.
Advances in Child Development and Behavior 35:327–66. [aNK]

Metzinger, T. (2004) Being no one: The self-model theory of subjectivity. MIT/
Bradford. [aNK]

Mikolajczak, M. & Desseilles, M., ed. (2012) Handbook on emotion regulation. De
Boeck Supérieur. [MD]

Miller, A. (2002) Oral and pharyngeal reflexes in the mammalian nervous system:
Their diverse range in complexity and the pivotal roll of the tongue. Critical
Reviews in Oral Biology and Medicine 13(5):409–25. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1177/154411130201300505. [aNK]

Miller, J. L. (2003) Emergence of oropharyngeal, laryngeal and swallowing activity in
the developing fetal upper aerodigestive tract: An ultrasound evaluation. Early
Human Development 71(1):61–87. [aNK]

Mistry, S. & Hamdy, S. (2008) Neural control of feeding and swallowing. Physical
Medicine and Rehabilitation Clinics of North America 19(4):709–28, vii–viii.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pmr.2008.05.002. [aNK]

Mistry, S., Rothwell, J. C., Thompson, D. G. & Hamdy, S. (2006) Modulation of
human cortical swallowing motor pathways after pleasant and aversive taste
stimuli. The American Journal of Physiology-Gastrointestinal and Liver Physi-
ology 291(4):G666–71. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/ajpgi.00573.2005.
[aNK]

Mizuno, K. & Ueda, A. (2001) Development of sucking behavior in infants with
Down’s syndrome. Acta Paediatrica 90(12):1384–88. [aNK]

Mobini, S., Platts, R. G. & Booth, D. A. (2011) Haptic signals of texture while eating a
food. Multisensory cognition as interacting discriminations from norm. Appetite
56(2):386–93. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2010.12.024. [DAB]

Mohawk, J. A., Green, C. B. & Takahashi, J. S. (2012) Central and peripheral cir-
cadian clocks in mammals. Annual Review of Neuroscience 35(1):445–62.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-060909-153128. [aNK]

Moody, E. J. & McIntosh, D. N. (2006) Autism and mimicry: Bases and conse-
quences of rapid, automatic matching behavior. In: Imitation and the social
mind: Autism and typical development, ed. S. J. Rogers & J. Williams, pp. 71–
95. Guilford. [RC]

Moore, G. A. & Calkins, S. D. (2004) Infants’ vagal regulation in the still-face par-
adigm is related to dyadic coordination of mother-infant interaction. Develop-
mental Psychology 40(6):1068. [rNK]

Morton, J. & Johnson, M. H. (1991) CONSPEC and CONLERN: A two-process
theory of infant face recognition. Psychological Review 98(2):164. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.164. [RC, rNK]

Mukamel, R., Ekstrom, A. D., Kaplan, J., Iacoboni, M. & Fried, I. (2010) Single-
neuron responses in humans during execution and observation of actions.
Current Biology 20:750–56. [RB]

Müller, F. & O’Rahilly, R. (2011) The initial appearance of the cranial nerves and
related neuronal migration in staged human embryos. Cells Tissues Organs 193
(4):215–38. [aNK]

Müller, J. R., Philiastides, M. G. & Newsome, W. T. (2005) Microstimulation of the
superior colliculus focuses attention without moving the eyes. Proceedings of the
National Academy of Sciences USA 102(3):524–29. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1073/pnas.0408311101. [aNK]

Murray, L., Cooper, P. J., Creswell, C., Schofield, E. & Sack, C. (2007) The effects of
maternal social phobia on mother-infant interactions and infant social respon-
siveness. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 48:45–52. [LM]

Murray, L., De Pascalis, L., Bozicevic, L., Hawkins, L., Sclafani, V. & Ferrari, P. F.
(2016) The functional architecture of mother-infant communication, and the
development of infant social expressiveness in the first two months. Scientific
Reports 6: Article No. 39019. [LM]

Murray, L., Fiori-Cowley, A., Hooper, R. & Cooper, P. J. (1996) The impact of
postnatal depression and associated adversity on early mother-infant interac-
tions and later infant outcome. Child Development 67:2512–26. [LM]

Murray, L. & Trevarthen, C. (1985) Emotional regulations of interactions between
two-month-olds and their mothers. In: Social perception in infants, ed. T. M.
Field & N. Fox, pp. 177–97. Ablex. [LM]

Myowa, M. (1996) Imitation of facial gestures by an infant chimpanzee. Primates 37
(2):207–13. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02381408. [aNK]

Myowa-Yamakoshi, M., Tomonaga, M., Tanaka, M. & Matsuzawa, T. (2004) Imita-
tion in neonatal chimpanzees (Pan troglodytes). Developmental Science 7
(4):437–42. [aNK, WTF]

Nachmanovitch, S. (1982) Gregory Bateson: Old men ought to be explorers.
CoEvolution Quarterly, Fall, pp. 34–45. [KJA]

Nadel, J., Carchon, I., Kervella, C., Marcelli, D. & Reserbat-Plantey, D. (1999)
Expectancies for social contingency in 2-month-olds. Developmental Science
2:164–73. [LM]

Nagy, E. &Molnar, P. (2004) Homo imitans or homo provocans? Human imprinting
model of neonatal imitation. Infant Behavior and Development 27(1):54–63.
[aNK, EPO]

Nagy, E., Pal, A. & Orvos, H. (2014) Learning to imitate individual finger movements
by the human neonate. Developmental Science 17:841–57. [ANM]

Nagy, E., Pilling, K., Orvos, H. &Molnar, P. (2013) Imitation of tongue protrusion in
human neonates: Specificity of the response in a large sample. Developmental
Psychology 49(9):1628–38. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031127.
[aNK, ANM, EAS]

Needham, A., Barrett, T. & Peterman, K. (2002) A pick-me-up for infants’ explor-
atory skills: Early simulated experiences reaching for objects using ‘sticky
mittens’ enhances young infants’ object exploration skills. Infant Behavior and
Development 25(3):279–95. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383
(02)00097-8. [KL]

Neil, P. A., Chee-Ruiter, C., Scheier, C., Lewkowicz, D. J. & Shimojo, S. (2006)
Development of multisensory spatial integration and perception in humans.
Developmental Science 9(5):454–64. [aNK]

Nijhuis, J. G., Prechtl, H. F., Martin, C. B. & Bots, R. S. (1982) Are there behavioural
states in the human fetus? Early Human Development 6(2):177–95. [aNK]

Nishimura, T. (2003) Comparative morphology of the hyo-laryngeal complex in
anthropoids: Two steps in the evolution of the descent of the larynx. Primates 44
(1):41–49. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10329-002-0005-9. [aNK]

Nishimura, T., Mikami, A., Suzuki, J. & Matsuzawa, T. (2003) Descent of the larynx
in chimpanzee infants. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences USA
100(12):6930–33. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1231107100. [aNK]

Nishimura, T., Mikami, A., Suzuki, J. & Matsuzawa, T. (2006) Descent of the hyoid
in chimpanzees: Evolution of face flattening and speech. Journal of Human
Evolution 51(3):244–54. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhevol.2006.03.
005. [aNK]

Nishimura, T., Oishi, T., Suzuki, J., Matsuda, K. & Takahashi, T. (2008) Develop-
ment of the supralaryngeal vocal tract in Japanese macaques: Implications for
the evolution of the descent of the larynx. American Journal of Physical
Anthropology 135(2):182–94. https://doi.org/10.1002/ajpa.20719. [aNK]

Ockleford, E. M., Vince, M. A., Layton, C. & Reader, M. R. (1988) Responses of
neonates to parents’ and others’ voices. Early Human Development 18(1):27–
36. [aNK]

O’Donovan, M. J. (1999) The origin of spontaneous activity in developing networks
of the vertebrate nervous system. Current Opinion in Neurobiology 9(1):94–
104. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4388(99)80012-9. [aNK]

Onishi, K. H. & Baillargeon, R. (2005) Do 15-month-old infants understand false
beliefs? Science 308:255–58. [MB]

Oostenbroek, J., Slaughter, V., Nielsen, M. & Suddendorf, T. (2013) Why the con-
fusion around neonatal imitation? A review. Journal of Reproductive and Infant
Psychology 31(4):328–41. [arNK, MB, SK-C]

Oostenbroek, J., Suddendorf, T., Nielsen, M., Redshaw, J., Kennedy-Costantini, S.,
Davis, J., Clark, S. & Slaughter, V. (2016) Comprehensive longitudinal study
challenges the existence of neonatal imitation in humans. Current Biology 26
(10):1334–38. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2016.03.047. [arNK,
KJA, RC, LC, SSJ, SK-C, EPO, EAS, SV]

Oster, H. (1997) Facial expression as a window on sensory experience and affect in
newborn infants. In: What the face reveals: Basic and applied studies of spon-
taneous expression using the facial action coding system (FACS), ed. P. Ekman
& E. L. Rosenberg, pp. 320–27. Oxford University Press. [KJA]

O’Sullivan, E. P., Bijvoet-van den Berg, S. & Caldwell, C. A. (under review) Auto-
matic imitation effects are influenced by experience of synchronous action in
children. [EPO]

Over, H., Carpenter, M., Spears, R. & Gattis, M. (2013) Children selectively trust
individuals who have imitated them. Social Development 22(2):215–24. [EPO]

Palmer, J. B., Rudin, N. J., Lara, G. & Crompton, A. W. (1992) Coordination of
mastication and swallowing. Dysphagia 7(4):187–200. [aNK]

Parma, V., Bulgheroni, M., Tirindelli, R. & Castiello, U. (2013) Body odors promote
automatic imitation in autism. Biological Psychiatry 74(3):220–26. [LC]

Patterson, M. L. & Werker, J. F. (2003) Two-month-old infants match phonetic
information in lips and voice. Developmental Science 6(2):191–96. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00271. [DC, rNK]

Paukner, A., Ferrari, P. F. & Suomi, S. J. (2011) Delayed imitation of lipsmacking
gestures by infant rhesus macaques (Macaca mulatta). PLoS ONE 6(12):
e28848. Available at: http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/
journal.pone.0028848. [WTF, EAS]

Paukner, A., Pederson, E. J. & Simpson, E. A. (2017) Testing the arousal hypothesis of
neonatal imitation in infant rhesus macaques. PLoS ONE 12(6):e0178864. [EAS]

Paukner, A., Simpson, E. A., Ferrari, P. F., Mrozek, T. & Suomi, S. J. (2014) Neo-
natal imitation predicts how infants engage with faces. Developmental Science

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

54 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/desc.12609/full
https://doi.org/10.1016/0006-8993(86)91648-3
https://doi.org/10.1177/154411130201300505
https://doi.org/10.1177/154411130201300505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pmr.2008.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1152/ajpgi.00573.2005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2010.12.024
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-neuro-060909-153128
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.164
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0408311101
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0408311101
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02381408
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031127
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(02)00097-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(02)00097-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10329-002-0005-9
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1231107100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhevol.2006.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhevol.2006.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4388(99)80012-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2016.03.047
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00271
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0028848
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0028848
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


17:833–40. Available at: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/desc.12207/
full. [EAS]

Paulus, M., Hunnius, S., Vissers, M. & Bekkering, H. (2011) Imitation in infancy:
Rational or motor resonance? Child Development 82:1047–57. [MB]

Pawlby, S. (1977) Imitative interaction. In: Studies in mother-infant interaction, ed.
H. Schaffer, pp. 203–33. Academic Press. [EPO]

Perani, D., Saccuman, M. C., Scifo, P., Anwander, A., Spada, D., Baldoli, C., Polo-
niato, A., Lohmann, G. & Friederici, A. D. (2011) Neural language networks at
birth. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences USA 108(38):16056–61.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1102991108. [DC]

Philipp, R. & Hoffmann, K.-P. (2014) Arm movements induced by electrical
microstimulation in the superior colliculus of the macaque monkey. Journal of
Neuroscience 34(9):3350–63. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEURO-
SCI.0443-13.2014. [aNK]

Piaget, J. (1962) Play, dreams and imitation in childhood, transl. C. Attegno & F. M.
Hodgson. Norton. [aNK, ANM, EPO]

Piek, J. P. & Carman, R. (1994) Developmental profiles of spontaneous movements
in infants. Early Human Development 39(2):109–26. [aNK]

Pikovsky, A., Rosenblum, M. & Kurths, J. (2001) Synchronization: A universal
concept in nonlinear sciences. Cambridge University Press. [SV]

Pitti, A., Kuniyoshi, Y., Quoy, M. & Gaussier, P. (2013) Explaining neonate facial
imitation from the sensory alignment in the superior colliculus. Paper pre-
sented at the 2013 IEEE International Conference on Development and
Learning and Epigenetic Robotics, Osaka, Japan, August 18–22, 2013. Avail-
able at: http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/lpdocs/epic03/wrapper.htm?arnum-
ber=6652544. [aNK]

Pittman, L. J. & Bailey, E. F. (2009) Genioglossus and intrinsic electromyographic
activities in impeded and unimpeded protrusion tasks. Journal of Neurophysi-
ology 101(1):276–82. [aNK]

Poeppel, D. (2012) The maps problem and the mapping problem: Two challenges
for a cognitive neuroscience of speech and language. Cognitive Neuropsychol-
ogy 29(1–2):34–55. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.
710600. [DC]

Polani, P. E. & MacKeith, R. C. (1960) Foreword. In: The neurological examination of
the infant, ed. André-Thomas, Y. Chesni & S. S.-A. Dargassies. Little Club Clinics
Developmental Medicine 1:2. [KJA]

Pracy, R. (1983) The infant larynx. The Journal of Laryngology and Otology 97
(10):933–47. [aNK]

Praud, J.-P. & Reix, P. (2005) Upper airways and neonatal respiration. Respiratory
Physiology and Neurobiology 149(1–3):131–41. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.resp.2005.04.020. [aNK]

Prechtl, H. (1974) The behavioural states of the newborn infant (a review). Brain
Research 76:185–212. [aNK]

Prechtl, H. F. (1985) Ultrasound studies of human fetal behaviour. Early Human
Development 12(2):91–98. [aNK]

Prechtl, H. F. (1993) The effect of behavioural state on general movements in
healthy full-term newborns. A polymyographic study. Early Human Develop-
ment 35(1):63–79. [aNK]

Prechtl, H. F. R., ed. (1984) Continuity of neural functions from prenatal to post-
natal life. Spastics International Medical Publications. [KL]

Prechtl, H. F. R. (1986) Prenatal motor development. In: Motor development in
children: Aspects of coordination and control, ed. M. G. Wade & H. T. A.
Whiting, pp. 53–64. Martinus Nijhoff. [GL]

Preston, S. D. & de Waal, F. B. M. (2002) Empathy: Its ultimate and proximate
bases. Behavioral and Brain Sciences 25(01):1–20. [aNK]

Provine, R. R. (1972) Ontogeny of bioelectric activity in the spinal cord of the chick
embryo. Brain Research 41:365–78. [RRP]

Provine, R. R. (1986) Yawning as a stereotyped action pattern and releasing stimulus.
Ethology 72:109–22. [RRP]

Provine, R. R. (1989a) Contagious yawning and infant imitation. Bulletin of the
Psychonomic Society 27:125–26. [RRP]

Provine, R. R. (1989b) Faces as releasers of contagious yawning: An approach to face
detection using normal human subjects. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society
27:211–14. [RRP]

Provine, R. R. (1992) Contagious laughter: Laughter is a sufficient stimulus for
laughs and smiles. Bulletin of the Psychonomic Society 30:1–4. [RRP]

Provine, R. R. (2000) Laughter: A scientific investigation. Viking. [RRP]
Provine, R. R. (2005) Yawning. American Scientist 93:532–39. [RRP]
Provine, R. R. (2012) Curious behavior: Yawning, laughing, hiccupping, and beyond.

Belknap Press. [RRP]
Provine, R. R. (2016) Laughter as a scientific problem: An adventure in sidewalk

neuroscience. Journal of Comparative Neurology 524:1532–39. [RRP]
Provine, R. R. (2017) Laughter as an approach to vocal evolution: The bipedal

theory. Psychonomic Bulletin and Review 24(1): 238–44. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.3758/s13423-016-1089-3. [RRP]

Provine, R. R. & Rogers, L. (1977) Development of spinal cord bioelectric activity in
spinal chick embryos and its behavioral implications. Journal of Neurobiology
8:217–28. [RRP]

Qureshi, M. A., Vice, F. L., Taciak, V. L., Bosma, J. F. &Gewolb, I. H. (2002) Changes
in rhythmic suckle feeding patterns in term infants in the first month of life.
Developmental Medicine and Child Neurology 44(1):34–39. [aNK]

Ramirez, J. M. & Pearson, K. G. (1988) Generation of motor patterns for walking and
flight in motoneurons supplying bifunctional muscles in the locust. Journal of
Neurobiology 19(3):257–82. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/neu.
480190307. [aNK]

Ray, E. & Heyes, C. (2011) Imitation in infancy: The wealth of the stimulus.
Developmental Science 14(1):92–105. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1467-7687.2010.00961.x. [aNK, SSJ, SK-C, ANM, EPO, SV]

Rayson, H., Bonaiuto, J., Ferrari, P. & Murray, L. (2016) Mu desynchronization
during observation and execution of facial expressions in 30-month-old children.
Developmental Cognitive Neuroscience 19:279–87. [LM]

Rayson, H., Bonaiuto, J. J., Ferrari, P. F. & Murray, L. (2017) Early maternal mir-
roring predicts infant motor system activation during facial expression obser-
vation. Scientific Reports 7(1):11738. Available at: https://www.pubfacts.com/
detail/28916786/Early-maternal-mirroring-predicts-infant-motor-system-acti-
vation-during-facial-expression-observatio. [LM]

Redgrave, P., McHaffie, J. G. & Stein, B. E. (1996a) Nociceptive neurones in rat
superior colliculus. I. Antidromic activation from the contralateral predorsal
bundle. Experimental Brain Research 109(2):185–96. [aNK]

Redgrave, P., Simkins, M., McHaffie, J. G. & Stein, B. E. (1996b) Nociceptive
neurones in rat superior colliculus. II. Effects of lesions to the contralateral
descending output pathway on nocifensive behaviours. Experimental Brain
Research 109(2):197–208. [aNK]

Reissland, N., Francis, B. & Mason, J. (2012) Development of fetal yawn com-
pared with non-yawn mouth openings from 24–36 weeks gestation. PLoS
ONE 7(11):e50569. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.
0050569. [rNK]

Reissland, N., Francis, B. & Mason, J. (2013) Can healthy fetuses show facial
expressions of “pain” or “distress”? PLoS ONE 8(6):e65530. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0065530. [rNK]

Reissland, N., Francis, B., Mason, J. & Lincoln, K. (2011) Do facial expressions
develop before birth? PLoS ONE 6(8):e24081. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1371/journal.pone.0024081. [rNK]

Reix, P., St-Hilaire, M. & Praud, J.-P. (2007) Laryngeal sensitivity in the neonatal
period: From bench to bedside. Pediatric Pulmonology 42(8):674–82. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1002/ppul.20645. [aNK]

Richardson, K. (1998) The origins of human potential: Evolution, development, and
psychology. Psychology Press. [aNK]

Richardson, P. A. & Bailey, E. F. (2010) Tonically discharging genioglossus motor
units show no evidence of rate coding with hypercapnia. Journal of Neuro-
physiology 103(3):1315–21. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00686.2009.
[aNK]

Rizzolatti, G., Fadiga, L., Gallese, V. & Fogassi, L. (1996) Premotor cortex and the
recognition of motor actions. Cognitive Brain Research, Mental Representations
of Motor Acts 3(2):131–41. [aNK]

Rizzolatti, G. & Sinigaglia, C. (2010) The functional role of the parieto-frontal mirror
circuit: Interpretations and misinterpretations. Nature Reviews Neuroscience 11
(4):264–74. [LC]

Rochat, P. (1989) Object manipulation and exploration in 2-to 5-month-old infants.
Developmental Psychology 25(6):871. [aNK]

Rodenstein, D. O., Perlmutter, N. & Sta ̆nescu, D. C. (1985) Infants are not oblig-
atory nasal breathers. The American Review of Respiratory Disease 131(3):343–
47. [aNK]

Roitman, M. F., Wheeler, R. A. & Carelli, R. M. (2005) Nucleus accumbens neurons
are innately tuned for rewarding and aversive taste stimuli, encode their pre-
dictors, and are linked to motor output. Neuron 45(4):587–97. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2004.12.055. [DAB]

Rolison, M. J., Naples, A. J. & McPartland, J. C. (2015) Interactive Social Neuro-
science to Study Autism Spectrum Disorder. Yale Journal of Biology and
Medicine 88(1):17–24. [KJA]

Ronconi, L., Molteni, M. & Casartelli, L. (2016) Building blocks of others’ under-
standing: A perspective shift in investigating social-communicative deficit in
autism. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience 10:144. [LC]

Rosenberg, S. S. & Spitzer, N. C. (2011) Calcium signaling in neuronal development.
Cold Spring Harbor Perspectives in Biology 3(10):a004259. [aNK]

Rovee, C. K. & Rovee, D. T. (1969) Conjugate reinforcement of infant exploratory
behavior. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology 8(1):33–9. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(69)90025-3. [KL]

Ruangkittisakul, A., Schwarzacher, S. W., Secchia, L., Ma, Y., Bobocea, N., Poon, B.
Y., Funk, D. G. & Ballanyi, K. (2008) Generation of eupnea and sighs by a
spatiochemically organized inspiratory network. Journal of Neuroscience 28
(10):2447–58. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1926-07.2008.
[aNK]

Saby, J. N., Meltzoff, A. N. & Marshall, P. J. (2013) Infants’ somatotopic neural
responses to seeing human actions: I’ve got you under my skin. PLoS ONE 8
(10):e77905. [ANM]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017) 55
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/desc.12207/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/desc.12207/full
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1102991108
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0443-13.2014
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0443-13.2014
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/lpdocs/epic03/wrapper.htm?arnumber=6652544
http://ieeexplore.ieee.org/lpdocs/epic03/wrapper.htm?arnumber=6652544
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.710600
https://doi.org/10.1080/02643294.2012.710600
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resp.2005.04.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.resp.2005.04.020
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-016-1089-3
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-016-1089-3
https://doi.org/10.1002/neu.480190307
https://doi.org/10.1002/neu.480190307
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.00961.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.00961.x
https://www.pubfacts.com/detail/28916786/Early-maternal-mirroring-predicts-infant-motor-system-activation-during-facial-expression-observatio
https://www.pubfacts.com/detail/28916786/Early-maternal-mirroring-predicts-infant-motor-system-activation-during-facial-expression-observatio
https://www.pubfacts.com/detail/28916786/Early-maternal-mirroring-predicts-infant-motor-system-activation-during-facial-expression-observatio
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0050569
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0050569
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0065530
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0065530
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0024081
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0024081
https://doi.org/10.1002/ppul.20645
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00686.2009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2004.12.055
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(69)90025-3
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1926-07.2008
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Saby, J. N., Meltzoff, A. N. & Marshall, P. J. (2015) Neural body maps in human
infants: Somatotopic responses to tactile stimulation in 7-month-olds. Neuro-
Image 118:74–78. [ANM]

Sakamoto, K., Nakata, H., Inui, K., Perrucci, M. G., Del Gratta, C., Kakigi, R. &
Romani, G. L. (2010) A difference exists in somatosensory processing between
the anterior and posterior parts of the tongue. Neuroscience Research 66
(2):173–79. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neures.2009.10.013. [aNK]

Sarnat, H. (2015) Functions of the corticospinal and corticobulbar tracts in the
human newborn. Journal of Pediatric Neurology 01(01):3–8. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0035-1557162. [aNK]

Sarnat, H. B. (1989) Do the corticospinal and corticobulbar tracts mediate functions
in the human newborn? The Canadian journal of neurological sciences.
Le Journal Canadien des Sciences Neurologiques 16(2):157–60. [aNK]

Sarnat, H. B. (2003) Functions of the corticospinal and corticobulbar tracts in
the human newborn. Journal of Pediatric Neurology 1(01):3–8. [aNK, DC, GL]

Sasaki, C. T., Levine, P. A., Laitman, J. T. & Crelin, E. S. (1977) Postnatal descent of
the epiglottis in man. A preliminary report. Archives of otolaryngology
(Chicago, Ill: 1960) 103(3):169–71. [aNK]

Sato, M., Kanenishi, K., Hanaoka, U., Noguchi, J., Marumo, G. &Hata, T. (2014) 4D
ultrasound study of fetal facial expressions at 20–24 weeks of gestation. Inter-
national Journal of Gynaecology & Obstetrics 126(3):275–79. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2014.03.036. [rNK]

Schaafsma, S. M., Pfaff, D. W., Spunt, R. P. & Adolphs, R. (2015) Deconstructing
and reconstructing theory of mind. Trends in Cognitive Sciences 19(2):65–72.
[LC]

Schaal, B. (2009) Mammary olfactory signalisation in females and odor processing in
neonates: Ways evolved by rabbits and humans. Behavioural Brain Research
200(2):346–58. [aNK]

Schaal, B., Marlier, L. & Soussignan, R. (1998) Olfactory function in the human
fetus: Evidence from selective neonatal responsiveness to the odor of amniotic
fluid. Behavioral Neuroscience 112(6):1438–49. [KJA]

Schaal, B., Marlier, L. & Soussignan, R. (2000) Human foetuses learn odours from
their pregnant mother’s diet. Chemical Senses 25(6):729–37. [KJA]

Schilbach, L. (2015) Eye to eye, face to face and brain to brain: Novel approaches to
study the behavioral dynamics and neural mechanisms of social interactions.
Current Opinion in Behavioral Sciences 3:130–35. [KJA]

Schilbach, L., Timmermans, B., Reddy, V., Costall, A., Bente, G., Schlicht, T. &
Vogeley, K. (2013) Toward a second-person neuroscience. Behavioral and
Brain Sciences 36(4):393–414. [KJA]

Schiller, P. H., Sandell, J. H. & Maunsell, J. H. (1987) The effect of frontal eye field
and superior colliculus lesions on saccadic latencies in the rhesus monkey.
Journal of Neurophysiology 57(4):1033–49. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1152/jn.00304.2015. [aNK]

Schneider, S. A., Aggarwal, A., Bhatt, M., Dupont, E., Tisch, S., Limousin, P. &
Bhatia, K. P. (2006) Severe tongue protrusion dystonia: Clinical syndromes and
possible treatment. Neurology 67(6):940–43. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1212/01.wnl.0000237446.06971.72. [aNK]

Sclafani, V., Paukner, A., Suomi, S. & Ferrari, P. F. (2014) Imitation promotes
affiliation in infant macaques at risk for impaired social behaviors. Develop-
mental Science pp. 1–8. [LM]

Sears, V. W., Castell, J. A. & Castell, D. O. (1990) Comparison of effects of upright
versus supine body position and liquid versus solid bolus on esophageal pres-
sures in normal humans. Digestive Diseases and Sciences 35(7):857–64. Avail-
able at: https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01536799. [aNK]

Serrano, J. M., Iglesias, J. & Loeches, A. (1992) Visual discrimination and recognition
of facial expressions of anger, fear, and surprise in 4- to 6-month-old infants.
Developmental Psychobiology 25(6):411–25. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1002/dev.420250603. [aNK]

Shake-speare, W. (1603) The Tragicall Historie of Hamlet, Prince of Denmarke. Ling
& Trundell. [KJA]

Shamay-Tsoory, S. G., Fischer, M., Dvash, J., Harari, H., Perach-Bloom, N. &
Levkovitz, Y. (2009) Intranasal administration of oxytocin increases envy and
schadenfreude (gloating). Biological Psychiatry 66(9):864–70. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2009.06.009. [RB]

Shapiro, B. L., Gorlin, R. J., Redman, R. S. & Bruhl, H. H. (1967) The palate and
Down’s syndrome. New England Journal of Medicine 276(26):1460–63. Avail-
able at: https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM196706292762603. [aNK]

Shapiro, L. (2010) Embodied cognition. Routledge. [SZ]
Shatz, C. J. (2012) Dynamic interplay between nature and nurture in brain wiring.

L’annuaire du Collège de France (111):894–96. [aNK]
Shatz, C. J., Chun, J. & Luskin, M. B. (1988) The role of the subplate in the

development of the mammalian telencephalon.Cerebral Cortex 7:35–58. [aNK]
Shepherd, S. V., Lanzilotto, M. & Ghazanfar, A. A. (2012) Facial muscle coordina-

tion in monkeys during rhythmic facial expressions and ingestive movements.
Journal of Neuroscience 32(18):6105–116. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1523/
JNEUROSCI.6136-11.2012. [rNK]

Shettleworth, S. J. (2010) Clever animals and killjoy explanations in comparative
psychology. Trends in Cognitive Sciences 14(11):477–81. [SZ]

Siegel, F., Heimel, J. A., Peters, J. & Lohmann, C. (2012) Peripheral and central
inputs shape network dynamics in the developing visual cortex in vivo. Current
Biology 22(3):253–58. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2011.12.026.
[aNK]

Simpson, E. A., Miller, G. M., Ferrari, P. F., Suomi, S. J. & Paukner, A. (2016)
Neonatal imitation and early social experience predict gaze following abilities in
infant monkeys. Scientific Reports 6:20233. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1038/
srep20233. [LC, EAS]

Simpson, E. A., Murray, L., Paukner, A. & Ferrari, P. F. (2014a) The mirror neuron
system as revealed through neonatal imitation: Presence from birth, predictive
power and evidence of plasticity. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal
Society B: Biological Sciences 369(1644):20130289. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1098/rstb.2013.0289. [arNK, LC, SK-C, ANM, LM, EAS]

Simpson, E. A., Paukner, A., Sclafani, V., Suomi, S. J. & Ferrari, P. F. (2013) Lip-
smacking imitation skill in newborn macaques is predictive of social partner
discrimination. PLoS ONE 8:1–6. Available at: http://journals.plos.org/plosone/
article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0082921. [EAS]

Simpson, E. A., Paukner, A., Suomi, S. J. & Ferrari, P. F. (2014b) Visual attention
during neonatal imitation in newborn macaque monkeys. Developmental Psy-
chobiology 56:864–70. Available at: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/
dev.21146/full. [EAS]

Simpson, E. A., Paukner, A., Suomi, S. J. & Ferrari, P. F. (2015) Neonatal imitation
and its sensorimotor mechanism. In:New frontiers in mirror neuron research, ed.
P. F. Ferrari & G. Rizzolatti, pp. 296–314. Oxford University Press. [SSJ, EAS]

Smith, J. C., Abdala, A. P. L., Rybak, I. A. & Paton, J. F. R. (2009) Structural and
functional architecture of respiratory networks in the mammalian brainstem.
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences 364
(1529):2577–87. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2009.0081. [aNK]

Smith, J. C., McClung, J. R. & Goldberg, S. J. (2005) Postnatal development of
hypoglossal motoneurons that innervate the hyoglossus and styloglossus muscles
in rat. The Anatomical Record Part A, Discoveries in Molecular, Cellular, and
Evolutionary Biology 285A(1):628–33. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/ar.a.
20204. [aNK]

Smith, K. K. & Kier, W. M. (1985) Tongue tentacles and trunks: The biomechanics
of movement in muscular hydrostats. Zoological Journal of the Linnean Society
83(4):307–324. [aNK]

Smith, K. K. & Kier, W. M. (1989) Trunks, tongues, and tentacles: Moving with
skeletons of muscle. American Scientist 77(1):28–35. [aNK]

Sörös, P., Inamoto, Y. & Martin, R. E. (2009) Functional brain imaging of swallowing:
An activation likelihood estimation meta-analysis. Human Brain Mapping 30
(8):2426–39. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.20680. [aNK]

Sörös, P., Lalone, E., Smith, R., Stevens, T., Theurer, J., Menon, R. S. & Martin, R.
E. (2008) Functional MRI of oropharyngeal air-pulse stimulation. Neuroscience
153(4):1300–308. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2008.02.079. [aNK]

Soussignan, R., Nadel, J., Canet, P. & Gerardin, P. (2006) Sensitivity to social con-
tingency and positive emotion in 2-month-olds. Infancy 10(2):123–44. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327078in1002_2. [RC]

Southgate, V. & Vernetti, A. (2014) Belief-based action prediction in preverbal
infants. Cognition 130:1–10. [MB]

Sparks, D. L. & Hartwich-Young, R. (1989) The deep layers of the superior colli-
culus. Reviews of Oculomotor Research 3:213–55. [aNK]

Spitzer, N. C. (2012) Activity-dependent neurotransmitter respecification. Nature
Reviews Neuroscience 13(2):94–106. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1038/
nrn3154. [aNK]

Spitzer, N. C. & Borodinsky, L. N. (2008) Implications of activity-dependent neu-
rotransmitter-receptor matching. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal
Society B: Biological Sciences 363(1495):1393–99. Available at: https://doi.org/
10.1098/rstb.2007.2257. [aNK]

Spitzer, N. C., Gu, X. & Olson, E. (1994) Action potentials, calcium transients and
the control of differentiation of excitable cells. Current Opinion in Neurobiol-
ogy 4(1):70–77. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/0959-4388(94)90034-5.
[aNK]

Spitzer, N. C., Root, C. M. & Borodinsky, L. N. (2004) Orchestrating neuronal differ-
entiation: Patterns of Ca2+ spikes specify transmitter choice. Trends in Neurosci-
ences 27(7):415–21. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2004.05.003. [aNK]

Sretavan, D. W. & Shatz, C. J. (1986) Prenatal development of retinal ganglion cell
axons: Segregation into eye-specific layers within the cat’s lateral geniculate
nucleus. The Journal of Neuroscience 6(1):234–51. [aNK]

Sretavan, D. W., Shatz, C. J. & Stryker, M. P. (1988) Modification of retinal ganglion
cell axon morphology by prenatal infusion of tetrodotoxin. Nature 336
(6198):468–71. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1038/336468a0. [aNK]

Stavness, I., Lloyd, J. E. & Fels, S. S (2012) Automatic prediction of tongue muscle
activations using a finite element model. Journal of Biomechanics 45(16):2841–
48. [CM]

Steiner, J. E., Glaser, D., Hawilo, M. E. & Berridge, K. C. (2001) Comparative
expression of hedonic impact: Affective reactions to taste by human infants and
other primates. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews 35:53–74. Available
at: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7634(00)00051-8. [DAB]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

56 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neures.2009.10.013
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0035-1557162
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijgo.2014.03.036
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00304.2015
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00304.2015
https://doi.org/10.1212/01.wnl.0000237446.06971.72
https://doi.org/10.1212/01.wnl.0000237446.06971.72
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01536799
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.420250603
https://doi.org/10.1002/dev.420250603
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsych.2009.06.009
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM196706292762603
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.6136-11.2012
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.6136-11.2012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2011.12.026
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep20233
https://doi.org/10.1038/srep20233
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0289
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0289
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0082921
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.0082921
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/dev.21146/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/dev.21146/full
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2009.0081
https://doi.org/10.1002/ar.a.20204
https://doi.org/10.1002/ar.a.20204
https://doi.org/10.1002/hbm.20680
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327078in1002_2
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3154
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrn3154
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2007.2257
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2007.2257
https://doi.org/10.1016/0959-4388(94)90034-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2004.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1038/336468a0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-7634(00)00051-8
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Stevenson, M. B., Ver Hoeve, J. N., Roach, M. A. & Leavitt, L. A. (1986) The
beginning of conversation: Early patterns of mother-infant vocal responsive-
ness. Infant Behavior and Development 9(4):423–40. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1016/0163-6383(86)90016-0. [KL]

St-Hilaire, M., Samson, N., Nsegbe, E., Duvareille, C., Moreau-Bussière, F.,
Micheau, P. & Praud, J.-P. (2007) Postnatal maturation of laryngeal chemore-
flexes in the preterm lamb. Journal of Applied Physiology 102(4):1429–38.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.00977.2006. [aNK]

Streri, A. (1993) Seeing, reaching, touching: The relations between vision and
touch in infancy, trans. T. Pownall & S. Kingerlee. Harvester Wheatsheaf.
[aNK]

Streri, A. &Molina, M. (1994) Constraints on intermodal transfer between touch and
vision in infancy. In: The development of intersensory perception: Comparative
perspectives, ed. D. J. Lewkowicz & R. Lickliter, pp. 285–307. Lawrence
Erlbaum. [aNK]

Streri, A. & Pêcheux, M.-G. (1986) Vision-to-touch and touch-to-vision transfer of
form in 5-month-old infants. British Journal of Developmental Psychology 4
(2):161–67. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.1986.tb01007.x.
[aNK]

Striano, T. (2004) Direction of regard and the still-face effect in the first year: Does
intention matter? Child Development 75(2):468–79. [rNK]

Studdert-Kennedy, M. & Goldstein, L. (2003) Launching language: The gestural
origin of discrete infinity. In: Language evolution, ed. M. Christiansen & S.
Kirby, pp. 235–54. Oxford University Press. [CM]

Stuphorn, V., Bauswein, E. & Hoffmann, K.-P. (2000) Neurons in the primate
superior colliculus coding for arm movements in gaze-related coordinates.
Journal of Neurophysiology 83(3):1283–99. [aNK]

Suddendorf, T., Oostenbroek, J., Nielsen, M. & Slaughter, V. (2013) Is newborn
imitation developmentally homologous to later social-cognitive skills? Devel-
opmental Psychobiology 55:52–58. Available at: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/
doi/10.1002/dev.21005/full. [SK-C, EAS]

Szufnarowska, J., Rohlfing, K. J., Fawcett, C. & Gredebäck, G. (2014) Is ostension
any more than attention? Scientific Reports 4:5304. [MB]

Tailby, C., Cheong, S. K., Pietersen, A. N., Solomon, S. G. & Martin, P. R. (2012)
Colour and pattern selectivity of receptive fields in superior colliculus of mar-
moset monkeys. The Journal of Physiology 590(Pt. 16):4061–77. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2012.230409. [aNK]

Takemoto, H. (2001) Morphological analyses of the human tongue musculature for
three-dimensional modeling. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing
Research 44(1):95–107. [aNK]

Thach, B. (2010) Laryngeal chemoreflexes and development. Paediatric Respiratory
Reviews 11(4):213. [aNK]

Thach, B. T. (2001) Maturation and transformation of reflexes that protect the
laryngeal airway from liquid aspiration from fetal to adult life. American Journal
of Medicine 111 (Suppl. 8A):69S–77S. [aNK]

Thach, B. T. (2007) Maturation of cough and other reflexes that protect the fetal and
neonatal airway. Pulmonary Pharmacology and Therapeutics 20(4):365–70.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pupt.2006.11.011. [aNK]

Thelen, E. (1979) Rhythmical stereotypies in normal human infants. Animal
Behaviour 27(Pt. 3):699–715. [aNK, EPO, SV]

Thelen, E. (1981a) Kicking, rocking, and waving: Contextual analysis of rhythmical
stereotypies in normal human infants. Animal Behaviour 29(1):3–11. [EPO]

Thelen, E. (1981b) Rhythmical behavior in infancy: An ethological perspective.
Developmental Psychology 17(3):237–57. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1037/
0012-1649.17.3.237. [arNK, RC, SV]

Thelen, E., Fisher, D. M. & Ridley-Johnson, R. (1984) The relationship between
physical growth and a newborn reflex. Infant Behavior and Development 7
(4):479–93. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(84)80007-7.
[aNK]

Thelen, E., Schöner, G., Scheier, C. & Smith, L. B. (2001) The dynamics of
embodiment: A field theory of infant perseverative reaching. Behavioral and
Brain Sciences 24(01):1–34. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0140525X01003910. [aNK]

Thelen, E. & Ulrich, B. D. (1991) Hidden skills: A dynamic systems analysis of
treadmill stepping during the first year.Monographs of the Society for Research
in Child Development 56(1):i–103. Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/
1166099. [aNK]

Thexton, A. J. (1992) Mastication and swallowing: An overview. British Dental
Journal 173(6):197–206. [aNK]

Thexton, A. J. & Crompton, A. W. (1998) The control of swallowing. In: The scientific
basis of eating. Frontiers of Oral Biology, vol. 9, ed. R. W. A. Linden, pp. 168–
222. Karger. [aNK]

Thexton, A. J., Crompton, A. W. & German, R. Z. (2007) Electromyographic activity
during the reflex pharyngeal swallow in the pig: Doty and Bosma (1956) revis-
ited. Journal of Applied Physiology 102(2):587–600. Available at: doi.org/
10.1152/japplphysiol.00456.2006. [aNK]

Thompson, C. (1976) The palate in Down’s syndrome. Dental Assistant 45(10):16–
20. [aNK]

Thorndike, E. L. (1898) Animal intelligence: An experimental study of the associ-
ative processes in animals. In: The Psychological Review: Monograph Supple-
ments 2(4), ed. J. M. Cattell & J. M. Baldwin, pp. 1–109. MacMillan. [aNK]

Tinbergen, N. (1963) On aims and methods of ethology. Zeitschrift für Tierpsy-
chologie 20(4):410–33. [SZ]

Tolner, E. A., Sheikh, A., Yukin, A. Y., Kaila, K. & Kanold, P. O. (2012) Subplate
neurons promote spindle bursts and thalamocortical patterning in the neonatal
rat somatosensory cortex. Journal of Neuroscience 32(2):692–702. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1538-11.2012. [aNK]

Torborg, C. L. & Feller, M. B. (2005) Spontaneous patterned retinal activity and the
refinement of retinal projections. Progress in Neurobiology 76(4):213–35.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pneurobio.2005.09.002. [aNK]

Trevarthen, C. (1974) Conversations with a two-month-old. New Scientist 62
(896):230–35. [LM]

Trevarthen, C. (1979) Communication and cooperation in early infancy: A descrip-
tion of primary intersubjectivity. In: Before speech: The beginning of interper-
sonal communication, ed. M. Bullowa, pp. 321–47. Cambridge University Press.
[RB, LM]

Trevarthen, C. & Aitken, K. J. (2001) Infant intersubjectivity: Research, theory, and
clinical applications. Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry 42(1):3–48.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00701. [aNK, KJA, RB, LM]

Triplett, J. W. (2014) Molecular guidance of retinotopic map development in the
midbrain. Current Opinion in Neurobiology 24(1):7–12. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2013.07.006. [aNK]

Triplett, J. W., Phan, A., Yamada, J. & Feldheim, D. A. (2012) Alignment of multi-
modal sensory input in the superior colliculus through a gradient-matching
mechanism. Journal of Neuroscience 32(15):5264–71. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0240-12.2012. [aNK]

Tritsch, N. X., Yi, E., Gale, J. E., Glowatzki, E. & Bergles, D. E. (2007) The origin of
spontaneous activity in the developing auditory system. Nature 450(7166):50–
55. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06233. [aNK]

Tryba, A. K., Peña, F., Lieske, S. P., Viemari, J.-C., Thoby-Brisson, M. & Ramirez, J.-
M. (2008) Differential modulation of neural network and pacemaker activity
underlying eupnea and sigh-breathing activities. Journal of Neurophysiology 99
(5):2114–25. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.01192.2007. [aNK]

Tucker, D. M. (1981) Lateral brain function, emotion, and conceptualization. Psy-
chological Bulletin 89:19–46. [RB]

Ullal-Gupta, S., der Nederlanden, V. B., Christina, M., Tichko, P., Lahav, A. &
Hannon, E. E. (2013) Linking prenatal experience to the emerging musical
mind. Frontiers in Systems Neuroscience 7, Article No. 48. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.3389/fnsys.2013.00048. [KJA]

van Boxtel, M. P. J., Bosma, H., Jolles, J. & Vreeling, F. W. (2006) Prevalence of
primitive reflexes and the relationship with cognitive change in healthy adults: A
report from the Maastricht Aging Study. Journal of Neurology 253(7):935–41.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/s00415-006-0138-7. [aNK]

van der Maaten, L. J. P. & Hinton, G. E. (2008) Visualizing high dimensional data
using t-SNE. Journal of Machine Learning Research 9(11):2579–605. [CM]

Vanderwert, R. E., Simpson, E. A., Paukner, A., Suomi, S. J, Fox, N. & Ferrari, P. F.
(2015) Early social experience affects neural activity to affiliative facial gestures
in newborn nonhuman primates. Developmental Neuroscience 37:243–52.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1159/000381538. [LM, EAS]

Van Hooff, J. A. R. A. M. (1962) Facial expressions of higher primates. Symposium of
the Zoological Society of London 8:97–125. [LM]

Varela, F. & Thompson, E. E. & Rosch, E. (1991) The embodied mind. Cognitive
science and human experience. MIT. [SZ]

Varendi, H. & Porter, R. H. (2001) Breast odour as the only maternal stimulus elicits
crawling towards the odour source. Acta Paediatrica 90(4):372–75. [aNK]

Vincini, S. & Jhang, Y. (revised and resubmitted). Association but not recognition: An
alternative model for early imitation from 0 to 2 months. [SV]

Vincini, S., Jhang, Y., Buder, E. H. & Gallagher, S. (2017) Neonatal imitation:
Theory, experimental design, and significance for the field of social cognition.
Frontiers in Psychology 8:1323. Available at: doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01323.
[SV]

Vinter, A. (1986) The role of movement in eliciting early imitations. Child Devel-
opment 57(1):66–71. Available at: https://doi.org/10.2307/1130638. [aNK,
ANM]

Visalberghi, E. (1987) Acquisition of nut-cracking behavior by 2 capuchin monkeys
(Cebus apella). Folia Primatologic 49(3–4):168–81. [WTF]

Visalberghi, E. & Fragaszy, D. M. (1990) Do monkeys ape? In: “Language” and
intelligence in monkeys and apes: Comparative developmental perspectives, ed.
S. T. Parker & K. R. Gibson, pp. 247–73. Cambridge University Press. [WTF]

Voelkel, B. & Huber, L. (2000) True imitation in marmosets. Animal Behaviour 60
(2):195–202. [WTF]

Volpe, J. (2008) Neurology of the newborn infant, 5th ed. Saunders/Elsevier. [RC,
rNK]

vonHofsten, C. (1989)Mastering reaching and grasping: The development ofmanual
skills in infancy. In: Advances in psychology, vol. 61, Perspectives on the Coor-
dination of Movement, ed. S. A. Wallace, pp. 223–58. North-Holland. [aNK]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017) 57
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1016/0163-6383(86)90016-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/0163-6383(86)90016-0
https://doi.org/10.1152/japplphysiol.00977.2006
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-835X.1986.tb01007.x
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/dev.21005/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/dev.21005/full
https://doi.org/10.1113/jphysiol.2012.230409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pupt.2006.11.011
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.17.3.237
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.17.3.237
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(84)80007-7
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X01003910
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X01003910
https://doi.org/10.2307/1166099
https://doi.org/10.2307/1166099
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1538-11.2012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pneurobio.2005.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/1469-7610.00701
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2013.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2013.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0240-12.2012
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.0240-12.2012
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature06233
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.01192.2007
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnsys.2013.00048
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnsys.2013.00048
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00415-006-0138-7
https://doi.org/10.1159/000381538
https://doi.org/10.2307/1130638
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core


Vouloumanos, A. & Werker, J. F. (2007) Listening to language at birth: Evidence for
a bias for speech in neonates.Developmental Science 10(2):159–64. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00549.x. [KL]

Vreeling, F., Houx, P. & Jolles, J. (1995) Primitive reflexes in Alzheimer’s disease and
vascular dementia. Journal of Geriatric Psychiatry and Neurology 8:111–17.
[aNK]

Vygotsky, L. S. (1978) Mind in society: The development of higher psychological
processes. Harvard University Press. [KL]

Wallace, M. T. & Stein, B. E. (1997) Development of multisensory neurons and
multisensory integration in cat superior colliculus. The Journal of Neuroscience:
The Official Journal of the Society for Neuroscience 17(7):2429–44. [aNK]

Wan, M. W., Green, J., Elsabbagh, M., Johnson, M., Charman, T. & Plummer, F.
(2013) Quality of interaction between at-risk infants and caregiver at 12–15
months is associated with 3-year autism outcome. The Journal of Child Psy-
chology and Psychiatry 54(7):763–71. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.
12032. [RC]

Wardle, J. & Carnell, S. (2009) Appetite is a heritable phenotype associated with
adiposity. Annals of Behavioral Medicine 38(S1):S25–S30. Available at: https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12160-009-9116-5. [DAB]

Warner, C. E., Kwan, W. C. & Bourne, J. A. (2012) The early maturation of visual
cortical area MT is dependent on input from the retinorecipient medial portion
of the inferior pulvinar. Journal of Neuroscience 32(48):17073–7085. [rNK]

Warp, E., Agarwal, G., Wyart, C., Friedmann, D., Oldfield, C. S., Conner, A., Dele
Bene, F., Arrenberg, A. B., Baier, H. & Isacoff, E. Y. (2012) Emergence of
patterned activity in the developing zebrafish spinal cord. Current Biology 22
(2):92–102. [aNK]

Warren, C. M., Eldar, E., van den Brink, R. L., Tona, K.-D., van der Wee, N. J.,
Giltay, E. J., van Noorden, M. S., Bosch, J. A., Wilson, R. C., Cohen, J. D. &
Nieuwenhuis, S. (2016) Catecholamine-mediated increases in gain enhance the
precision of cortical representations. Journal of Neuroscience 36(21):5699–708.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3475-15.2016. [DAB]

Wass, S. V. & Smith, T. J. (2014) Individual differences in infant oculomotor
behavior during the viewing of complex naturalistic scenes. Infancy 19(4):352–
84. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12049. [aNK]

Webb, A. R., Heller, H. T., Benson, C. B. & Lahav, A. (2015) Mother’s voice and
heartbeat sounds elicit auditory plasticity in the human brain before full gestation.
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences USA 112(10):3152–57. [KJA]

Weissengruber, G. E., Forstenpointner, G., Peters, G., Kübber-Heiss, A. & Fitch,
W. T. (2002) Hyoid apparatus and pharynx in the lion (Panthera leo), jaguar
(Panthera Onca), tiger (Panthera tigris), cheetah (Acinonyx jubatus) and
domestic cat (Felis silvestris F. catus). Journal of Anatomy 201(3):195–209.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-7580.2002.00088.x. [aNK]

Werker, J. F. & Hensch, T. K. (2015) Critical periods in speech perception: New
directions. Annual Review of Psychology 66:173–96. Available at: https://doi.
org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015104. [DC]

Werner, W., Dannenberg, S. & Hoffmann, K. P. (1997a) Arm-movement-related
neurons in the primate superior colliculus and underlying reticular formation:
Comparison of neuronal activity with EMGs of muscles of the shoulder, arm
and trunk during reaching. Experimental Brain Research 115(2):191–205.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00005690. [aNK]

Werner, W., Hoffmann, K.-P. & Dannenberg, S. (1997b) Anatomical distribution of
arm-movement-related neurons in the primate superior colliculus and under-
lying reticular formation in comparison with visual and saccadic cells. Experi-
mental Brain Research 115(2):206–16. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1007/
PL00005691. [aNK]

Whelan, P., Bonnot, A. & O’Donovan, M. J. (2000) Properties of rhythmic activity
generated by the isolated spinal cord of the neonatal mouse. Journal of Neu-
rophysiology 84(6):2821–33. [aNK]

Whiten, A. & Ham, R. (1992) On the nature and evolution of imitation in the animal
kingdom: Reappraisal of a century of research. Advances in the Study of
Behavior 21(1/2):239–83. [WTF]

Widmer, C. G., English, A. W. & Morris-Wiman, J. (2007) Developmental and
functional considerations of masseter muscle partitioning. Archives of Oral
Biology 52(4):305–08. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.archoralbio.2006.
09.015. [aNK]

Wiesel, T. N. &Hubel, D. H. (1963) Effects of visual deprivation on morphology and
physiology of cells in the cat’s lateral geninculate body. Journal of Neurophys-
iology 26:978–93. [aNK]

Wiesel, T. N. & Hubel, D. H. (1965) Comparison of the effects of unilateral and
bilateral eye closure on cortical unit responses in kittens. Journal of Neuro-
physiology 28(6):1029–40. [aNK]

Wolfram, V. & Baines, R. A. (2013) Blurring the boundaries: Developmental
and activity-dependent determinants of neural circuits. Trends in Neurosciences 36
(10):610–19. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2013.06.006. [aNK]

Wolpert, D. M., Ghahramani, Z. & Flanagan, J. R. (2001) Perspectives and problems
in motor learning. TRENDS in Cognitive Science 5(11):487–94. [CM]

Wong, R. O. L., Meister, M. & Shatz, C. J. (1993) Transient period of correlated
bursting activity during development of the mammalian retina. Neuron 11
(5):923–38. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/0896-6273(93)90122-8. [aNK]

Wörmann, V., Holodynski, M., Kärtner, J. & Keller, H. (2012) A cross-cultural
comparison of the development of the social smile: A longitudinal study of
maternal and infant imitation in 6-and 12-week-old infants. Infant Behavior and
Development 35(3):335–47. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2012.
03.002. [RC, LM]

Xu, J., Sun, X., Zhou, X., Zhang, J. & Yu, L. (2014a) The cortical distribution of
multisensory neurons was modulated by multisensory experience. Neuroscience
272:1–9. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2014.04.068. [aNK]

Xu, J., Yu, L., Rowland, B. A., Stanford, T. R. & Stein, B. E. (2014b) Noise-rearing
disrupts the maturation of multisensory integration. The European Journal of
Neuroscience 39(4):602–13. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.12423. [aNK]

Xu, J., Yu, L., Stanford, T. R., Rowland, B. A. & Stein, B. E. (2015) What does a
neuron learn from multisensory experience? Journal of Neurophysiology 113
(3):883–89. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00284.2014. [aNK]

Yamane, A. (2005) Embryonic and postnatal development of masticatory and tongue
muscles. Cell Tissue Research 322(2):183–89. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1007/s00441-005-0019-x. [aNK]

Yeung, H. H. &Werker, J. F. (2013) Lip movements affect infant audiovisual speech
perception. Psychological Science 24(5):603–12. Available at: https://doi.org/10.
1177/0956797612458802. [DC]

Yigiter, A. B. & Kavak, Z. N. (2006) Normal standards of fetal behavior assessed by
four-dimensional sonography. Journal of Maternal-Fetal Neonatal Medicine 19
(11):707–21. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1080/14767050600924129. [arNK]

Zelinka, V., Cojan, Y. & Desseilles, M. (2014) Hypnosis, attachment and oxytocin: An
integrative perspective. International Journal of Clinical and Experimental
Hypnosis 62(1):29–49. [MD]

Zukow-Goldring, P. (1997) A social ecological realist approach to the
emergence of the lexicon: Educating attention to amodal invariants in
gesture and speech. In: Evolving explanations of development, ed. C. Dent-
Reed & P. Zukow-Goldring, pp. 199–250. American Psychological Association.
[aNK]

References/Keven & Akins: Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period

58 BEHAVIORAL AND BRAIN SCIENCES, 40 (2017)
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Bilkent University Library, on 14 Dec 2017 at 03:26:03, subject to the Cambridge Core terms of use, available at

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2007.00549.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12032
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcpp.12032
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-009-9116-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12160-009-9116-5
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.3475-15.2016
https://doi.org/10.1111/infa.12049
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-7580.2002.00088.x
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015104
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010814-015104
https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00005690
https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00005691
https://doi.org/10.1007/PL00005691
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.archoralbio.2006.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.archoralbio.2006.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tins.2013.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/0896-6273(93)90122-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2012.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.infbeh.2012.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroscience.2014.04.068
https://doi.org/10.1111/ejn.12423
https://doi.org/10.1152/jn.00284.2014
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00441-005-0019-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00441-005-0019-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612458802
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612458802
https://doi.org/10.1080/14767050600924129
https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X17001923
https://www.cambridge.org/core

	Neonatal imitation in context: Sensorimotor development in the perinatal period
	Introduction
	The neonatal imitation controversy
	Human aerodigestive function
	3.1.#Aerodigestion: A dual system
	3.2.#The goal: Aerodigestion at birth

	The behavioural development of aerodigestion
	4.1.#Pre-natal aerodigestive development
	4.2.#Postnatal development
	4.3.#Defining the first period of aerodigestion: Safeguards during learning
	4.4.#Switching to solids: Why tongue protrusion ends

	Spontaneous tongue protrusion as rhythmic stereotypy
	Tongue protrusion and activity-dependent development
	6.1. The general phenomenon: Activity-dependent development
	6.2.#The neurophysiology of tongue control
	6.3.# The emergence and refinement of tongue protrusion
	6.4.#The interconnection and coordination of brainstem CPGs
	6.5.#The development of topographic maps in somatosensory cortex

	Rethinking neonatal imitation
	7.1.#Could there be a subcortical locus of NI?
	7.1.1. Answer

	7.2.#Can there be imitation without representation?
	7.2.1.#Answer

	7.3.#How to explain the neonatal imitation experimental data?
	7.3.1.#Answer


	Conclusion

	Open Peer Commentary
	head28
	head29
	head30
	head31
	head32
	head33
	head34
	head35
	head36
	head37
	head38
	head39
	head40
	head41
	head42
	head43
	head44
	head45
	head46
	head47
	head48
	Introduction
	The origins of speech
	R2.1.#What are the evolutionary origins of human speech?
	R2.2.#Is the aerodigestive development consistent with early, pre-linguistic behaviour of the infant?
	R2.3.#How might human speech develop out of neonatal stereotypies?

	Methodological issues and assumptions
	R3.1.#The cross-target methodology: Should we trust it?
	R3.2.#If your explanation is in terms of arousal, what explains the differential response?
	R3.3.#Is our argument for the aerodigestive theory a form of Occam's razor?
	R3.4.#Is neonatal imitation connected to later social skills?
	R3.5.#Given that your theory posits a dynamical system of aerodigestive CPGs, why did you dismiss imitation via entrainment in the target article? What about mirror neurons?

	Social engagement and infant automatons
	R4.1.#Social engagement
	R4.2.#Infants as automatons

	Conclusion


