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Despite evolutionary musicology's interdisciplinary nature, and the diverse methods it employs, the field has nevertheless tended to divide into two main positions. Some argue that music should be understood as a naturally selected adaptation, while others claim that music is a product of culture with little or no relevance for the survival of the species. We review these arguments, suggesting that while interesting and well-reasoned positions have been offered on both sides of the debate, the nature-or-culture (or adaptation vs. non-adaptation) assumptions that have traditionally driven the discussion have resulted in a problematic either/or dichotomy. We then consider an alternative “biocultural” proposal that appears to offer a way forward. As we discuss, this approach draws on a range of research in theoretical biology, archeology, neuroscience, embodied and ecological cognition, and dynamical systems theory (DST), positing a more integrated model that sees biological and cultural dimensions as aspects of the same evolving system. Following this, we outline the enactive approach to cognition, discussing the ways it aligns with the biocultural perspective. Put simply, the enactive approach posits a deep continuity between mind and life, where cognitive processes are explored in terms of how self-organizing living systems enact relationships with the environment that are relevant to their survival and well-being. It highlights the embodied and ecologically situated nature of living agents, as well as the active role they play in their own developmental processes. Importantly, the enactive approach sees cognitive and evolutionary processes as driven by a range of interacting factors, including the socio-cultural forms of activity that characterize the lives of more complex creatures such as ourselves. We offer some suggestions for how this approach might enhance and extend the biocultural model. To conclude we briefly consider the implications of this approach for practical areas such as music education.
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INTRODUCTION

The debate over the origins and meaning of music for the human animal is one of the most fascinating areas of inquiry across the sciences and humanities. Despite the diversity of perspectives on offer, however, this field has traditionally been guided by approaches that see adaptation by natural selection as the central mechanism driving evolutionary processes (Huron, 2001; for a discussion see Tomlinson, 2015). This extends to the brain, which is often understood as a computing machine that evolved to solve the kinds of problems faced by our prehistoric ancestors in their everyday lives (see Anderson, 2014). Importantly, this “adaptationist” orientation posits a rather strict separation between the products of natural selection (i.e., adaptations) and those of culture. Because of this, evolutionary musicologists have often been faced with something of a dichotomy: Music tends to be seen either as a naturally selected adaptation that has contributed directly to our survival as a species, or as a product of culture with little or no direct connection to our biological heritage (see van der Schyff, 2013a; Tomlinson, 2015; Killin, 2016a, 2017). Various arguments have emerged in support of each position (more on this below; see Pinker, 1997; Huron, 2001; Mithen, 2005; Patel, 2008; Honing et al., 2015). Moreover, the influence of the computational model of mind has tended to focus research and theory in music cognition toward a complex information-processing hierarchy limited to the brain (Sloboda, 1985; Deutsch, 1999; Huron, 2006; Levitin, 2006). This is sometimes discussed in terms of discrete cognitive modules that have been naturally selected to perform specific tasks related to the survival of the species (Fodor, 1983; Pinker, 1997; Coltheart, 1999), leading some scholars to postulate 1:1 mappings between anatomical brain regions and musical functions (Peretz and Coltheart, 2003; cf. Altenmüller, 2001). While this research has indeed produced a number of important insights, it has arguably tended to downplay the role of the environmentally situated body in the development of musicality as a cognitive domain (see Clarke, 2005; Johnson, 2007).

In recent years, new perspectives have emerged that place more focus on the embodied, ecological, and dynamical dimensions of musical cognition (e.g., Borgo, 2005; Clarke, 2005, 2012; Reybrouck, 2005, 2013; Leman, 2007; Jones, 2009; Krueger, 2013; Maes et al., 2014; Moran, 2014; Laroche and Kaddouch, 2015; Godøy et al., 2016; Schiavio and van der Schyff, 2016; Schiavio et al., 2016; Lesaffre et al., 2017). Recent research has also tended to weaken the modular hypothesis by emphasizing the plastic and self-organizing properties of the (musical) brain (Jäncke et al., 2001; Pantev et al., 2001; Münte et al., 2002; Lappe et al., 2008; Large et al., 2016). The past two decades have also seen the development of a “biocultural” hypothesis for the origins and nature of the musical mind that looks beyond the traditional nature-culture dichotomy (Cross, 1999, 2003; Killin, 2013, 2016a,b, 2017; van der Schyff, 2013a,b; Tomlinson, 2015). This approach draws on a range of research in theoretical biology, neuroscience, embodied and ecological cognition, and dynamical systems theory (DST), positing a more integrated model that sees biological and cultural dimensions as aspects of the same evolving system. Here the origin of music is not understood within a strict adaptationist framework. Rather, it is explained as an emergent phenomenon involving cycles of (embodied) interactivity with the social and material environment.

Our aim in the present article is to contribute to the theoretical discussion supporting the biocultural hypothesis by considering it through the lenses of the enactive approach to cognition. This perspective first emerged in the work of Varela et al. (1991) and has been developed more recently across a range of contexts (Thompson, 2007; Stewart et al., 2010; Colombetti, 2014; Di Paolo et al., 2017). Most centrally, the enactive approach posits a deep continuity between mind and life, where cognitive processes are explored in terms of how self-organizing living systems enact relationships with the environment that are relevant to their survival and well-being. It highlights the embodied and ecologically situated nature of living agents, as well as the active role they play in their own developmental processes. Importantly, the enactive approach sees cognitive and evolutionary processes as driven by a range of interacting factors, including the socio-cultural forms of activity that characterize the lives of more complex creatures such as ourselves (Malafouris, 2008, 2013, 2015). We suggest, therefore, that it may help to extend the biocultural hypothesis in various ways.

We begin by providing a brief overview of some key positions in the field of evolutionary musicology, discussing how many tend to adhere to the “nature-or-culture” dichotomy mentioned above. We then outline the biocultural hypothesis, reviewing supporting research and theory in theoretical biology, neuroscience, and ecological and embodied cognition. Here we place a special focus on Tomlinson's (2015) approach as, for us, it represents the current state of the art in the field. While we are largely in agreement with his position, we suggest that future work could benefit from exploring a wider range of perspectives in embodied-ecological cognition. With this in mind, we then discuss the enactive approach and consider how it might enhance the biocultural perspective. More specifically, we suggest that the enactive view could offer theoretical support and refinement to Tomlinson's claim that the origins of the musical mind should be sought for in the embodied dynamics of coordinated action that occurred within the developing socio-material environments of our ancestors—and not first in terms of cognitive processes involving (quasi-linguistic) representational mental content. Following this, we consider how the recently emerged 4E approach—which sees cognition as embodied, embedded, enactive, and extended—aligns with the biocultural perspective, offering some tentative possibilities for how this framework might guide future research associated with the biocultural approach. To conclude we briefly consider the implications this perspective may have for thought and action in practical musical contexts (e.g., music education). Before we begin, we would also like to note that although the enactive approach is being explored across several disciplines (see Stewart et al., 2010), it has only recently been adopted in musical contexts (Borgo, 2005; Silverman, 2012; Krueger, 2013, 2014; Matyja and Schiavio, 2013; Elliott and Silverman, 2015; Loaiza, 2016; Schiavio et al., 2016). Therefore, this article may also contribute to the development of the enactive perspective for musical research and theory more generally.

EVOLUTIONARY MUSICOLOGY AND THE DICHOTOMY OF ADAPTATION

An important point of discussion in evolutionary musicology concerns whether musicality can be considered as a bona fide adaptation, or if it is better understood as a product of culture (Huron, 2001; Davies, 2012; van der Schyff, 2013a; Lawson, 2014; Honing et al., 2015; Killin, 2016a, 2017). Some researchers (including Darwin, 1871) have drawn on comparisons with music-like behavior in other animals, suggesting an adaptive function for music in mate selection and territorial display in our prehistoric ancestors (see Miller, 2000). It has been argued, however, that although music-like behavior in non-human animals (e.g., bird song) may well be a product of natural selection, these traits are not homologous with human music making, but rather are analogous (Pinker, 1997; Hauser and McDermott, 2003). Because of this, it is claimed that comparative studies involving more phylogenetically distant species may not have great relevance for understanding the biological origins of human musicality (McDermott and Hauser, 2005; but see Fitch, 2006). Additionally, evidence of “musical” behaviors in our closest primate relatives is often understood to be sparse. For some scholars, this suggests there was no properly musical phenotype prior to modern humans in the hominin line (Huron, 2001; Justus and Hutsler, 2005; Patel, 2008).

Such arguments have been used to support claims that music should not be conceived of as an adaptation, but rather as a product of culture (e.g., Sperber, 1996; Pinker, 1997). Here it is posited that music is dependent on cognitive structures (e.g., modules) and abilities that evolved to support properly adaptive functions in our ancestors (e.g., language, auditory scene analysis, habitat selection, emotion, and motor control—for a discussion see Trainor, 2015). Perhaps the strongest version of this approach is found in Pinker (1997), who argues that music is an “invention” designed to “tickle” these naturally selected aspects of our cognitive and biological nature. Music itself, however, has no adaptive meaning: From an evolutionary point of view, it is the auditory equivalent of “cheesecake”—a cultural invention that is pleasurable, but biologically useless. In line with this, it is suggested that music might be a kind of exaptation—where the original (i.e., adapted) function of a trait becomes co-opted to serve other purposes1 (Davies, 2012). Thus, as Sperber (1996) posits, music may be understood as “parasitic on a cognitive module the proper domain of which pre-existed music and had nothing to do with it” (p. 142).

By contrast, other researchers have suggested the existence of cognitive modules that appear to be specialized for musical functions. For example, Peretz (1993, 2006, 2012) research in acquired amusia has led her to (cautiously) posit an innate music-specific module for pitch processing, suggesting that music may be as “natural” as language (Peretz, 2006). Such claims are countered by Patel (2008), who argues that evidence indicating the existence of adapted music specific modules may in fact be explained by (ontogenetic) developmental processes, whereby cortical areas become specialized for certain functions through experience (e.g., via processes of “progressive modularization”; see Karmiloff-Smith, 1992). However, while Patel (2008, 2010) maintains that musicality in humans is not a “direct target” of natural selection, he also acknowledges the profound biological and social benefits associated with musical activity, claiming that music is a powerful “transformative technology of the mind” (Patel, 2008, p. 400–401). Here Patel discusses how musical experience may lead to long-lasting changes in brain structure and processing (e.g., though neuroendocrine effects). Interestingly, he also notes that the phenomenon of infant babbling, the anatomy of the human vocal tract, and the fixation of the FOXP2 gene, might be indicative of adaptations that originally supported both language and vocal music (Patel, 2008, p. 371–372). However, he suggests that because language appears to emerge more quickly and uniformly in humans, and because the lack of musical ability does not appear to entail significant biological costs, these factors are better understood to support the adaptive status of language. In brief, he posits that musical processing is a “by-product” of cognitive mechanisms selected for language and other forms of complex vocal learning (see also Patel, 2006, 2010, 2012).

These last claims are questioned by those who argue that they may reflect a rather narrow perspective on what musicality entails—e.g., the assumption that musical activity necessarily requires special forms of training, or that music is a pleasure product to be consumed at concerts or through recordings (for discussions see Small, 1999; Cross, 2003, 2010; van der Schyff, 2013a,b; Honing et al., 2015). With regard to this point, ethnomusicological and sociological research has revealed musical activity around the world to be central for human well-being—it is inextricable from work, play, social life, religion, ritual, politics, healing, and more (Blacking, 1973, 1995; Nettl, 1983, 2000; DeNora, 2000). Moreover, in many cultural environments music is highly improvisational in character, and the acquisition of musical skills begins in infancy and develops rapidly, often without the need for formal instruction (Blacking, 1973; Cross, 2003; Solis and Nettl, 2009). It has also been suggested that because certain physical and cognitive deficits need not hinder survival and well-being in modern Western society, certain “musical” impairments may go almost completely unnoticed (van der Schyff, 2013a). Likewise, music's relevance for human survival across evolutionary time has been considered in terms of its importance for bonding between infants and primary caregivers, and between members of social groups (Benzon, 2001; Tolbert, 2001; Dissanayake, 2010; Dunbar, 2012). Musical developmental processes appear to begin very early on in life (Parncutt, 2006) and researchers have demonstrated the universal and seemingly intuitive way caregivers create musical (or music-like) environments for infants through prosodic speech and lullabies (Dissanayake, 2000; Trehub, 2003; Falk, 2004). Along these lines, Trevarthen (2002) has proposed that humans possess an in-born “communicative musicality” that serves the necessity for embodied inter-subjectivity in highly social beings such as ourselves (see also Malloch and Trevarthen, 2010).

In all, it is argued that the wide range of activities associated with the word “music” may have immediate and far-reaching implications for survival and socialization for many peoples of the world, as it may have had for our prehistoric ancestors (see Blacking, 1973; Mithen, 2005). And indeed, the archeological record shows evidence of musical activity (i.e., bone flutes) dating back at least 40,000 years (Higham et al., 2012; Morley, 2013). Such concerns drive the “musilanguage” theory put forward by Mithen (2005) and others (Brown, 2000; Lawson, 2014), where both music and language are understood to have developed from a “proto-musical ancestor” that evolved due to selective pressures favoring more complex forms of social behavior—e.g., enhanced types of communication associated with foraging and hunting, mate competition, increased periods of child rearing (soothing at a distance), and more complex forms of coordinated group activity (Dunbar, 1996, 2003, 2012; Cross, 1999, 2003; Falk, 2000, 2004; Balter, 2004; Bannan, 2012). Here it is also suggested that musical behavior may have contributed to the development of shared intentionality and Theory of Mind (ToM) in modern humans, which in turn permitted the rapid development of cultural evolution and the emergence of modern human cognition (Tomasello, 1999; Tomasello et al., 2005).

THE BIOCULTURAL HYPOTHESIS

Thus far, we have offered only a brief outline of some of the main positions in the discussion over the status of music in human evolution. We would like to suggest, however, that although many important and well-reasoned accounts have emerged on both sides of the debate, the nature-or-culture perspective that appears to frame this discussion renders both sides somewhat problematic. On one hand, arguing that music is primarily a product of culture may tend to downplay its deep significance for human well-being, as well as the rather rapid and intuitive ways it develops in many cultural contexts. Indeed, as we have just considered, these manifold developmental and social factors are taken to be indicative of the biological relevance of music for the human animal. On the other hand, arguments for music as an adaptation (e.g., Mithen, 2005; Lawson, 2014) often tend to posit a singular adaptive status for what is in fact a complex phenomenon that spans a wide range of biological, social, and cultural dimensions (Tomlinson, 2015).

In line with such concerns, other scholars (Cross, 1999, 2001, 2003; Killin, 2013, 2016a; van der Schyff, 2013a,b; Currie and Killin, 2016) have offered alternative “biocultural” approaches to the nature and origins of human musicality—where the question of whether either biology or culture should account for deeply social and universal human activities that require complex cognitive functions (e.g., music) is replaced by a perspective that integrates the two. For example, Cross (1999) suggests that musicality is an emergent activity—or “cognitive capacity”—that arises from a more fundamental human proclivity to search for relevance and meaning in our interactions with the world. It is claimed that because of its “multiple potential meanings” and “floating intentionality” music provides a means by which social activity may be explored in a “risk free” environment, affording the development of competencies between different domains of embodied experience and the (co)creation of meaning and culture (Cross, 1999, 2003). Tomlinson (2015) develops similar insights, arguing that what we now refer to as “language” and “music” began with more basic forms of coordinated socio-cultural activity that incrementally developed into more sophisticated patterns of thought, activity, and communication (see also Morley, 2013). Moreover, such activities are understood to have transformed environmental niches over time (Sterelny, 2014; Killin, 2016a, 2017) and with them the behavioral possibilities (affordances) of the hominines who inhabited them through recursive cycles of feedback and feedforward effects.

In all, this orientation suggests a way through the traditional nature-or-culture dichotomy discussed above. In doing so, however, it necessarily draws on models of evolution and cognition that differ from those that have traditionally guided evolutionary musicology. In line with this, Tomlinson's (2015) approach develops Neo-Peircean perspectives in semiotics (e.g., Deacon, 1997, 2010, 2012), exploring how embodied and indexical forms of communication may in fact underpin our linguistic and musical abilities both in evolutionary and ontogenetic terms. As we discuss below, this is further supported by work in theoretical biology associated with developmental systems theory, studies of musical and social entrainment (rhythm and mimesis), and insights from ecological psychology and embodied cognition.

Looking Beyond Adaptation

Tomlinson (2015) argues that although music-as-adaptation perspectives all reveal important aspects of why music is meaningful for the human animal, they are also problematic when they tend to assume a “unilateral explanation for a manifold phenomenon” (p. 33; see also Killin, 2016a). That is, because music takes on so many forms, involves such a wide range of behavior, and serves so many functions, it seems difficult to specify a single selective environment for it. And thus, these traits sit “uneasily side by side, their interrelation left unspecified” (p. 33). To be clear, this does not in any way negate the claims regarding the social and developmental meanings of music. These biologically relevant traits do exist, but they are just too numerous and complex to be properly described in terms of an adaptation (at least not in the orthodox sense of the term). Because of this, Tomlinson (2015) claims that we must be careful about how we frame evolutionary questions—and especially those regarding complex behaviors such as music and language—lest we fall into the reductive theorizing associated with “adaptationist fundamentalism.” He thus argues that dwelling on the question of the adaptive status of music has had the effect of “focusing our sights too narrowly on the question of natural selection alone—and usually a threadbare theorizing of it, at that” (p. 34).

With this in mind, the developmental systems approach to biological evolution posits a useful alternative perspective (see Oyama et al., 2001). In contrast to the one-directional schema that characterizes more traditional frameworks (where evolution is understood to involve adaptation to a given environment), developmental systems theory presents a more recursive and relational view, where organism and environment are understood as mutually influencing aspects of the same integrated system. Here evolutionary processes do not entail the adaptation of a species' phenotype to a fixed terrain, but rather “a dynamic interaction where other species and the non-living environment take part” (Tomlinson, 2015, p. 35). In other words, this approach explores the complex ways genes, organisms, and environmental factors—including behavior and (socio-cultural) experience—interact with each other in guiding the formation of phenotypes and the construction of environmental niches (Moore, 2003; Jablonka and Lamb, 2005; Richerson and Boyd, 2005; Malafouris, 2008, 2013, 2015; Laland et al., 2010; Sterelny, 2014). As such, it eschews the classic nature-nurture dichotomy, preferring instead to examine the interaction between organism and environment as a recursive or “dialectical” phenomenon (Lewontin et al., 1984; Pigliucci, 2001), where no single unit or mechanism is sufficient to explain all processes involved.

Importantly, the organism is understood here to play an active role in shaping the environment it coevolves with—its activities feedback into and alter the selective pressures of the environmental niche. This, in turn, affects the development of the organism, resulting in a co-evolutionary cycle that proceeds in an ongoing way. Socio-cultural developments add additional epicycles involving patterns of behavior that can sometimes hold stable over long periods of time (see Figure 1). These are passed on inter- and intra-generationally through embodied mimetic processes (more on this below; see also Sterelny, 2012). While such epicycles necessarily emerge from the coevolution cycle, they may, once established, develop into self-sustaining patterns of behavior that develop relatively independently. However, the effects of these cultural epicycles may feedforward into the broader coevolutionary system resulting in additional alterations to environmental conditions and shifts in biological configurations (e.g., gene expression and morphological changes—see Wrangham, 2009; Laland et al., 2010; Skinner et al., 2015; Killin, 2016a).
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FIGURE 1. Describes the cyclical process of biocultural coevolution (adapted with permission from Tomlinson, 2015, p. 46–47). Note that this depicts the most general level of description and does not show the more micro-level “cycles within cycles” that occur, for example, within the intra-organism milieu. These include the patterns of muscular, emotional-affective, neural, and metabolic activity that influence the expression of genes and gene groups over various timescales. This, in turn, helps to guide developmental processes and behavior that impacts the environmental niche.



The making and use of tools is offered as a primary example of what such cultural epicycles might entail (Tomlinson, 2015). The archeological record contains many examples of bi-face stone hand axes that were made by our Paleolithic ancestors. These tools are remarkably consistent in their functional and aesthetic qualities, implying method and planning in their manufacture (Wynn, 1996, 2002). However, it is now thought that the production of these axes entailed a “bottom up” process based on the morphology and motor-possibilities of the body, unplanned emotional-mimetic social interaction, and the affordances of the environment (Gamble, 1999; Davidson, 2002). In other words, it is argued that the emergence of Paleolithic technologies did not involve abstract or representational forms of thought (e.g., a mental template, or “top down” thinking)—a capacity these early toolmakers did not possess (but see Killin, 2016b, 2017). Nor were they the result of genetically determined developmental programs. Rather, they are thought to have originated, developed, and stabilized primarily through the dynamic interaction between living systems and the material environments they inhabited and shaped (Ingold, 1999). It is suggested that such self-organizing forms of social-technological behavior provided the grounding from which more complex cultural activities like music emerged much later (Tomlinson, 2015). To better understand how this could be so, we now consider the mimetic nature of these pre-human social environments, and how this may give clues to the origins of music in coordinated rhythmic behavior.

Mimesis, Entrainment, and the Origins of Music in Rhythm

In social animals, attention tends to be turned “outwards” toward the world and the activities of others (McGrath and Kelly, 1986). This entails the capacity to observe, understand, and emulate the actions of conspecifics. It is suggested that in our Paleolithic ancestors these mimetic processes allowed increasingly complex chains of actions to be passed on from one individual or generation to the next (Leroi-Gourhan, 1964/1993; Gamble, 1999; Ingold, 1999). This involved the enactment of culturally embedded “action loops” (see Donald, 2001; Tomlinson, 2015) that depended on a basic proclivity for forms of social entrainment.

The phenomenon of entrainment may be observed in many ways and over various timescales in both biological and non-biological contexts (de Landa, 1992; Clayton et al., 2005; Becker, 2011; Knight et al., 2017). Most fundamentally, it is understood in terms of the tendency for oscillating systems to synchronize with each other2. Accordingly, biological and social systems can be conceived of as dynamically interconnected systems of oscillating components (from metabolic cycles to life cycles, from single neuron firing to regional patterns of activity in the brain, from individual organisms to social groups and the broader biological and cognitive ecology; McGrath and Kelly, 1986; Oyama et al., 2001; Varela et al., 2001; Ward, 2003; Chemero, 2009). Importantly, the components of such systems influence each other in a non-linear or recursive way. As such, organism and environment are not separate domains, but rather aspects of “one non-decomposable system” that evolves over time (Chemero, 2009, p. 26). Moreover, the development of coupled systems is guided by local and global constraints that allow the system to maintain stability—to be resistant to perturbations, or to regain stability once a perturbation has occurred. This is, of course, crucial for living systems, which must maintain metabolic functioning within certain parameters if they are to survive.

Such self-organizing processes result in “emergent properties”—relationships, structures, and patterns of behavior that may remain consistent over long temporal periods, or that may be subject to transformation due to shifts in local and global constraints of the system. The mathematical techniques associated with DST have aided researchers in modeling such phenomena. Here patterns of convergence (stability) in the state of the system are contrasted with areas exhibiting entropy (instability; de Landa, 1992). This is often represented as a topographic “phase-space” that describes the possible states of a given system over time—periods of convergence in the trajectories of the system are represented as “basins of attraction” (Abraham and Shaw, 1985; Chemero, 2009). A “phase transition” occurs when new patterns of convergence arise (i.e., new attractor layouts). Researchers associated with developmental systems theory (above) use DST methods to model the evolutionary trajectories of coupled organism-environment systems, mapping dynamic patterns of stability and change as functions of constraint parameters (see Oyama et al., 2001).

DST is also used to examine how social animals bring their actions in line with those of other agents—and with other exogenous factors—by “dynamically attending” to the environment through sight, sound, movement, and touch (McGrath and Kelly, 1986; Large and Jones, 1999). This results in the enactment of coordinated forms of behavior that can occur both voluntarily and involuntarily. Emotional-affective aspects may also come into play here. For example, when a stable pattern is disrupted, entropy emerges in the system and a negative affect may result. The (living) system then self-organizes toward regaining stability, resulting in a positive effect. It is suggested that the action loops associated with Paleolithic toolmaking emerged from these forms of social entrainment—where dynamic couplings between various trajectories in the social environment led to increasingly stable patterns of behavior (basins of attraction) in the cultural epicycle. This permitted the mimetic transmission of cultural knowledge without the need for symbols, referentiality, or representation (see Tomlinson, 2015, p. 75).

Interestingly, the idea of dynamic attending has been explored empirically in the context of musical (i.e., metrical, rhythmic) entrainment (Large and Jones, 1999; Jones, 2009; Large et al., 2015). Tomlinson (2015) suggests that such dynamical models may help to reveal the distant origins of musical rhythm in the mimetic, emotional, and sonic-social environments jointly enacted by the coordinated (entrained) motor patterns of early toolmakers. This insight is supported by a range of current research into the evolution of rhythmic behavior (Fitch, 2012; Merchant and Bartolo, 2017; Ravignani et al., 2017). Indeed, evolutionary musicology has often tended to explore the origins of music in terms of its vocal dimensions (i.e., music as pitch/song production and its relationship to spoken language), and has thus had to wrestle with the issues associated with complex vocal learning, and its apparent absence in other primates. The focus on rhythm, however, has shown similarities between animal and human behavior (Fitch, 2010; Patel and Iversen, 2014; Merchant et al., 2015; Bannan, 2016; Iversen, 2016; Wilson and Cook, 2016). A large number of papers have also explored the deep relationship between rhythmic behavior and social cohesion in both human and non-human subjects (e.g., Large and Gray, 2015; Yu and Tomonaga, 2015; Tunçgenç and Cohen, 2016; Knight et al., 2017). Additionally, recent studies by Ravignani et al. (2016a) have modeled the cultural evolution of rhythm in the lab. This research shows how, when presented with random percussive sounds, participants tend to develop structured and recurrent rhythms from such information, and that these patterns continue to develop through subsequent generations of participants who are asked to imitate the rhythms of previous generations. Interestingly, the rhythmic patterns that emerged in this study display six statistical universals found across different musical cultures and traditions. This aligns with the conception of cultural transmission based on mimesis and entrainment just discussed. It also implies that the enactment of musical (or music-like) behavior may not be traceable solely to the genome, but rather arises due to a more general propensity to structure acoustical experience in certain ways (see also Fitch, 2017).

Here it should be noted that the biocultural approach also develops a theory about the origins of vocal musicality, albeit one that is deeply connected to the rhythmic factors just described. This entails the development of a repertoire of “gesture-calls” similar to those found in modern primates and many mammalian species (grunts, pants-hoots, growls, howls, barking, and so on; see Tomlinson, 2015, p. 89–123). These do not involve the abstract, symbolic-representational, and combinatorial properties employed by modern languages. Rather, they are tightly coupled with the same mimetic, emotional, and embodied forms of communication that characterize pre-human tool-making. It is suggested that the vocal expressions associated with these gesture-calls reflected the sonic aspects (rhythmic and timbral) of these environments, the motor-patterns of production, as well as the gestural and social rhythms (e.g., turn taking, social entrainment) that developed within the cultural ecology. In line with this, studies show connections between rhythmic capacities and the development of vocal forms of communication, including language (Cummins and Port, 1996; Cummins, 2015; Bekius et al., 2016; Ravignani et al., 2016b). As an aside, it is also posited that the process of knapping may have resulted in specific forms of listening (Morley, 2013, p. 120), and that the resonant and sometimes tonal qualities of stones and flakes may have afforded music-like play with sound (Zubrow et al., 2001; Killin, 2016a,b)3. In brief, these rhythmic forms of behavior may have led to proto-musical and proto-linguistic forms of communication that arose simultaneously.

However, as Tomlinson (2015) notes, “half a million years ago there was no language or musicking” (p. 127). While many music-relevant anatomical features were in place by this period, there is no evidence that these hominins possessed the more complex forms of combinatorial thinking required for the hierarchical structuring of rhythm, timbre, and pitch associated with musical activity (i.e., the kind of thinking that is also needed to build tools specifically intended for musical use, such as bone flutes). Rather, it is posited that proto-musical and proto-linguistic communications were initially limited to deictic co-present interactions (in-the-moment face-to-face encounters that integrated gesture and a limited number of vocal utterances) that incrementally developed into more complex sequences of communicative behavior. Over time, this led to the enactment of increasingly sophisticated forms of joint action and social understanding (Dunbar, 1996, 2003; Knoblich and Sebanz, 2008; Sterelny, 2012). Such developments in the cultural loop fed forward into the coevolutionary cycle, allowing the environmental niche to be explored in new ways, affording previously unrecognized modes of engagement with it. This, in turn, altered selective pressures, leading to incremental phase transitions in the dynamics of the system, where previous constraints were weakened and new behavioral-cognitive phenotypes became possible. By the Upper Paleolithic period, the growing influence of the cultural epicycle favored an enhanced capacity to understand the actions and intentions of others and the related capacity to think “offline,” “top down,” or “at a distance” from immediate events (Bickerton, 1990, 2002; Carruthers and Smith, 1996; Tomasello, 1999). These developments allowed for the marshaling of material and social resources in new ways, leading to the creation of more complex artifacts (e.g., musical instruments), as well as more sophisticated types of cultural activity (e.g., ritual) and communication, including the hierarchical and combinatorial forms required for language and music as we know them today4.

Plastic Brains

The biocultural approach sees (musical) cognition as an emergent property of situated embodied activity within a developing socio-material environment. Because of this, it requires a rather different view of cognition than the information-processing model associated with an adapted (modular) brain (e.g., Fodor, 1983, 2001; Tooby and Cosmides, 1989, 1992; Pinker, 1997; Barrett and Kurzban, 2006). Indeed, if evolutionary processes do not involve adaption to a pre-given environment, but rather require the active participation of organisms in shaping the environments they coevolve with—where “selection” and “adaptation” are now understood in a contingent and dynamically cyclical context—then it seems reasonable to suggest that cognitive processes might not depend on genetically programmed responses or be reducible to a collection of fixed information-processing mechanisms in the brain. Rather, they might entail more plastic and perhaps non-representational characteristics that reflect the dynamic integration of brains, bodies, objects, and socio-cultural environments (for similar arguments see Malafouris, 2008, 2013, 2015).

In line with such concerns, scholars are questioning whether the notion of modularity continues to have much relevance for understanding the complexities of the human brain (e.g., Uttal, 2001; Doidge, 2007; Anderson, 2014). For example, it is suggested that brain regions that appear to consistently correlate with specific processes, such as Broca's area and syntax, represent vast areas of the cortex that may in fact develop multiple overlapping or interlacing networks, the manifold functions of which may appear evermore fine-grained and plastic as neural imaging technology becomes more refined (Hagoort, 2005; Poldrack, 2006; Tettamanti and Weniger, 2006; Grahn, 2012). In relation to this, recent research suggests the existence of “global systems” that function in a flexible and context-dependent manner (see Besson and Schön, 2012, p. 289–290). These do not work independently of any other information available to the brain and are thus non-modular (i.e., they are not discrete). Additionally, research into various levels of biological organization is showing that biological and cognitive processes develop in interaction with the environment—e.g., that epigenetic factors play a central role in the expression of genes, and that the formation of neural connections unfolds as a function of context (Sur and Leamey, 2001; Uttal, 2001; Van Orden et al., 2001; Lickliter and Honeycutt, 2003; Panksepp, 2009). In short, the idea that brain and behavior are best understood as linear systems decomposable into discrete modules and corresponding functions is being replaced by more plastic5 and dynamically interactive perspectives. Such insights have contributed to the growing view that music cognition is the result of non-modular cognitive developmental processes that are driven by a more general attraction to coordinated forms of social behavior (Trehub, 2000; Trehub and Nakata, 2001-2002; Trehub and Hannon, 2006; see also Drake et al., 2000).

Because of this, recent decades have seen researchers turn to “connectionist” models to account for essential cognitive functions such as (musical) perception and learning (see Desain and Honing, 1991, 2003; Griffith and Todd, 1999; Clarke, 2005). Likewise, Tomlinson discusses the connectionist approach as a way of understanding how the embodied-ecological processes of mimesis and social entrainment contributed to the development of music and language. Put simply, the connectionist strategy does not rely on the idea of fixed modules, but rather on the fact that when simple devices (such as individual neurons) are massively interconnected in a distributed way such connections may change and grow through “experience”—when neurons tend to become active together, their connections are reinforced and vice versa (Hebb, 1949). Such connectivity is thought to result in the emergence of complex sub-systems of activity as well as global convergences that produce system wide properties. This is often modeled using DST and can also be understood in terms of the oscillatory dynamics mentioned above (see Chemero, 2009).

Embodied Minds

While the connectionist approach was initially seen as an alternative to the computational orientation, more recent modeling has revealed the ability of complex connectionist networks to simulate syntactic, representational, and combinatorial cognitive processes (see Smolensky, 1990; Bechtel, 2008)—i.e., those required by the “adapted brain” hypothesis. Such developments are attractive for some researchers as they allow for the assumed computational-representational nature of cognition to remain while accommodating the growing evidence around brain plasticity and dynamism (Chalmers, 1990; Smolensky, 1990; Dennett, 1991; Clark, 1997; on compositionality see van Gelder, 1990). However, others maintain that because the brain's connectivity cannot be separated from its dynamic history of coupling with the body and the environment, living cognition is not best understood as strictly limited to in-the-brain computations and representational content (Varela et al., 1991; Thompson, 2007; Chemero, 2009; Hutto and Myin, 2012).

To better understand what this means for the biocultural approach to music's origins, it may be useful to consider Tomlinson's (2015, p. 129–139) reading of Cheney and Seyfarth's (2008) research into the social lives of baboons. As Tomlinson notes, observations of baboon vocal and gestural interactions lead Cheney and Seyfarth to suggest that the social behavior of these animals is indicative of an underlying hierarchical and syntactic-representational cognitive structure—one that is continuous with the Fodorian notion of “the language of thought” or “mentalese” (a process of non- or pre-conscious symbolic manipulation in the brain according to syntactic rules). This, they suggest, may reveal a deep evolutionary connection between linguistic processing and social intelligence—where linguistic-computational processes are thought to underpin social cognition even if no spoken or symbolic language is present (as with baboons and our pre-human ancestors; cf. Barrett, forthcoming). However, Cheney and Seyfarth also hint at another possibility, where a more plastic and dynamic connectionist framework comes into play. The idea here is that once a system learns to organize itself in various ways, the patterns it develops can be recognized by the system in association with various things and relationships and thus may be said to “represent” them6. For this reason, connectionist processes are sometimes thought to be “sub-symbolic” in that they provide a link between biological processes at lower levels and representational processes at higher ones (Varela et al., 1991, p. 100; Smolensky, 1988). In line with this, Cheney and Seyfarth (2008) suggest that as animals engage with their environments neural networks could be reinforced leading to multimodal forms of “distributed neural representation” (p. 241; see also Barsalou, 2005; Tomlinson, 2015, p. 133). As Tomlinson (2015) points out, this implies something less abstract and more concretely embodied and ecological:

[A] quite literal re-representing, a solidifying, affirming, salience-forming set of neural tautologies. There is no reliance on abstracted social identities such as those humans conceive, on a mysterious language of mind that does the representing, or on baboon comprehension of causality, proposition, and predication. In their place are the accretion of intrabrain and interbrain networks and the responses they enable in face of situations that are both familiar and less so. Networks are, within sheer biological constraints, products of environmental affordances, forged through the repeated patterns of an organism's interaction with the socio material surroundings. […] All the intricacy Cheney and Seyfarth find in baboon sociality may well be explained […] without recourse to anything like mentalese (p. 135–136; italics original).

Similarly, when Tomlinson (2015) refers to the mimetic nature of the developing proto-musical environments, he clarifies that the action loops associated with this may indeed be representational, but not in the sense of mental templates or propositions. Rather, following Donald (2001), Tomlinson comments that the notion of “representation” employed here may entail little more “than the rise to salience of an aspect of a hominin's environment—in this case an enacted sequence of physical gestures imprinting itself in neural networks that fire again when repeated. Or […] a set of interconnected neural oscillations” (p. 73–74).

It is suggested that this revised conception of representation might be more conducive to understanding cognition across a wider range of developmental and phylogenetic contexts. The problem with applying the more traditional approach associated with computational psychology is that it tends to encourage a kind of “reverse engineering, retrospectively projecting human capacities onto earlier hominins or onto nonhuman species understood as proxies for our ancestors” (Tomlinson, 2015, p. 138). This critique resonates with the work of Barrett (2011), who discusses our tendency to construct highly anthropomorphic views of other life forms and how this can lead to false understandings—not only of their cognitive capacities, but also of the nature and origins of human minds. Similarly, it is argued that the traditional assumption that “cognition” necessarily involves some form of linguistic competence (syntax, propositional thought, symbolic representation, and other forms of abstract “mental gymnastics”) has tended to overshadow the more fundamental embodied and emotional aspects of living meaning making in human cognition (Johnson, 2007). This extends to music, which over the past three decades has been examined with a special emphasis on its relationship to linguistic capacities in cognitive and evolutionary contexts (Patel, 2008; Rebuschat et al., 2012; van der Schyff, 2015).

Now, all of this is not meant to imply that research into the (cognitive and evolutionary) relationship between music and language should be abandoned. This is an important area of inquiry and should continue to be investigated. However, other developmental and socio-cultural factors are receiving growing attention from researchers. This includes accounts that explore the dynamic, ecological, and embodied nature of musical experience (e.g., Large and Jones, 1999; Reybrouck, 2005; Leman, 2007; Krueger, 2013; van der Schyff, 2015; Godøy et al., 2016). As we began to consider above, while music and language both involve hierarchical and combinatorial forms of thought, it may be that both emerge from more domain general capacities and proclivities related to the ways embodied-affective relationships are generated within socio-material environments (Johnson, 2007). For some scholars, this implies that the symbolic-representational and propositional forms of cognition associated with language may be derivative rather than primary (see Hutto and Myin, 2012, 2017). As such, the origins of cognition might not be found in brain-bound computations and symbolic representations, but rather in the self-organizing dynamics associated with biological development itself—in the cycles of action and perception that are directly linked to an organism's ongoing history of embodied engagement with its environment. This recalls the coevolution cycle discussed above, but it may also be considered in the context of ontogenesis—e.g., how infants enact meaningful realities through embodied and affective interactivity with their socio-material niche (see Bateson, 1975; Service, 1984; Dissanayake, 2000; Reddy et al., 2013).

Such insights are not lost on Tomlinson (2015), who highlights the continuity between the embodied activities of Paleolithic tool makers and cognition as such—where cognition might in fact be rooted in interactions with the environment that over time result in increasingly complex extensions of individual embodied minds into the broader cognitive ecology (e.g., via mimesis and social “rhythmic” entrainment). Here Tomlinson also entertains the possibility that the self-organizing (or “self-initiating” as he sometimes refers to it) nature of the activities discussed above might not need to be understood in representational terms at all. However, he does not go much further than this general suggestion. This is perhaps somewhat surprising as he does, here and there, draw on the notion of “affordances” and the field of ecological psychology it is associated with—an explicitly non-representational approach to cognition in its original version (Gibson, 1966, 1979; more on this shortly).

Once Tomlinson outlines the deeply embodied, ecological, and socially interactive precursors of musical behavior, he then turns to explain music cognition using generative (e.g., Lerdahl and Jackendoff, 1983) and prediction- or anticipation-based models (e.g., Huron, 2006) that focus on the (internal) processing of musical stimuli and the behavioral responses they lead to. These approaches are relevant to the discussion as they focus on the more abstract and combinatorial ways the modern human mind processes musical events. We would like to suggest, however, that future contributions might benefit by exploring a wider range of perspectives drawn from embodied cognitive science and related perspectives in music cognition. With this in mind, we now turn to discuss how insights associated with the enactive approach to cognition might help to support and advance many of the claims made by Tomlinson (2015) and the biocultural approach more generally.

THE ENACTIVE PERSPECTIVE

The enactive approach to cognition was originally introduced by Varela et al. (1991) as a counter to the then dominant information-processing model of mind and the adaptationist approach to biological evolution7. Like the biocultural model, it develops the insights of developmental systems theory and DST, and is inspired by the work of Gibson (1966, 1979). Gibson's “ecological psychology” asks us to rethink the relationship between cognitive systems and their environment. As Chemero (2009) discusses, this can be understood in terms of three main tenets. The first posits that perception is direct (i.e., it is not mediated by representational mental content). The second argues that perception is not first and foremost for information gathering, but is for the guidance of action—for actively engaging with the world. Following from these, the third tenet claims that perception is of “affordances”—or the possibilities for action offered by the environment in relation to the corporeal complexity of the perceiving organism (e.g., a chair affords sitting for a child or an adult, but not for an infant or a fish; Gibson, 1979).

While sympathetic with the three core tenets of the Gibsonian approach, some scholars suggest that the conception of affordances associated with it is problematic when it implies that they are intrinsic features of the environment (e.g., Varela et al., 1991, p. 192–219; for a discussion see Chemero, 2009, p. 135–162). This, it is argued, does not give enough attention to the active role living creatures play in shaping the worlds they inhabit, leading “to a research strategy in which one attempts to build an ecological theory of perception entirely from the side of the environment. Such a research strategy ignores not only the structural unity of the animal but also the codetermination of animal and environment” (Varela et al., 1991, p. 204–205). In brief, the enactivist perspective posits a revised interpretation of affordances that more clearly integrates corporeal dimensions and the engaged perceptual activity of cognitive agents (Varela et al., 1991; see also Nöe, 2006; Chemero, 2009; Barrett, 2011; Schiavio, 2016). As we discuss next, this approach allows for a view of cognition that is not wholly driven by the environment—nor by internal representations—but rather by the embodied activity of living agents. As such, it may allow us to further develop the corporeal and ecological concerns that drive the biocultural model.

Where There Is Life There Is Mind

One of the most central claims of the enactive perspective concerns the deep continuity between mind and life, where cognition is understood to originate in the self-organizing activity of living biological systems (Maturana and Varela, 1980, 1984; Varela et al., 1991; Thompson, 2007; Di Paolo et al., 2017). Most primarily, this involves the development and maintenance of a bounded metabolism (Jonas, 1966; Bourgine and Stewart, 2004; Thompson, 2007), but it also requires the (meta-metabolic) ability of the organism to move and interact with the environment in ways that are relevant to its survival (van Duijn et al., 2006; Egbert et al., 2010; Di Paolo et al., 2017; Barrett, forthcoming). Furthermore, because such fundamental life-processes occur under precarious conditions (Kyselo, 2014), they cannot be fully understood in an indifferent way. Rather, basic cognitive activity is characterized by a “primordial affectivity” that motivates relevant action (Colombetti, 2014). By this view, a living creature “makes sense” of the world through affectively motivated action-as-perception and, in the process, constructs a viable niche (Weber and Varela, 2002; Di Paolo, 2005; Reybrouck, 2005, 2013; Colombetti, 2010; Di Paolo et al., 2017). This involves the enactment of affordances—which are conceived of as emergent properties associated with the dynamic (evolutionary and ontogenetic) history of structural coupling between organisms and their environments8 (Varela, 1988; Varela et al., 1991; Chemero, 2009; Barrett, 2011; Schiavio, 2016). Importantly, such basic sense-making processes do not involve the representational recovery of an external reality in the head (i.e., mental content). Rather, they are rooted in direct embodied engagement with the environment (Varela et al., 1991; Thompson, 2007)9.

In brief, the enactive approach explores cognition in terms of the self-organizing and adaptive sense-making activities by which organisms enact survival-relevant relationships and possibilities for action (i.e., affordances) within a contingent milieu (Thompson, 2007). This constitutes the fundamental cognitive behavior of living embodied minds. Moreover, this perspective traces a continuity between the basic affectively motivated sense-making of simpler organisms and the richer manifestations of mind found in more complex biological forms (Di Paolo et al., 2017). In other words, where the meaningful actions of single-celled and other simple creatures are associated with factors related to nutrition and reproduction, more complicated creatures will engage in ever richer forms of sense making activity and thus exhibit a wider range of cognitive-emotional behaviors (Froese and Di Paolo, 2011). For social animals, this may include “participatory” forms of sense-making that involve the enactment of emotional-affective and empathic modes of communication between agents and social groups (mimesis), and that coincide with the development of shared repertoires of coordinated action (entrainment; see De Jaegher and Di Paolo, 2007; Di Paolo, 2009). With this in mind, we suggest that an enactive framework may provide a useful way of understanding human musical activities as continuous with, but not reducible to, the fundamental forms of self-organizing and emotionally driven action-as-perception that characterize living (participatory) sense-making more generally (van der Schyff, 2015; Loaiza, 2016; Schiavio and De Jaegher, 2017)10. As such, it appears to be well positioned to support and extend the biocultural model.

Enactivism Meets the Biocultural Perspective

The enactive approach to cognition aligns with the biocultural model in several ways. Both draw on developmental systems theory and DST. And both embrace a circular and co-emergent view of organism and environment, as well as a deeply embodied perspective on cognition. Because the enactive approach traces cognition to the fundamental biological concerns shared by all forms of life, it may also help us avoid the anthropomorphizing tendencies noted above (e.g., imposing language-like capacities on non- or pre-human animals; but see De Jesus, 2015, 2016; Cummins and De Jesus, 2016), and thus better understand how cognitive capacities rooted in bodily action might ground the development of music and other cultural activities (Barrett, 2011; Tomlinson, 2015).

In connection with this, researchers drawing on enactivist theory are using DST models to examine bio-cognitive processes in terms of the non-linear couplings that occur between:

(i) the body—the development of muscular linkages and repertoires of corporeal articulation.

(ii) the brain—the emergence of patterned or recurrent (i.e., convergent) trajectories in neural activity.

(iii) the environment—the enactment of stable relationships and coordinated behavior within the socio-material ecology.

This approach is being explored across a range of areas (see Fogel and Thelen, 1987; Laible and Thompson, 2000; Hsu and Fogel, 2003; Camras and Witherington, 2005), including, for example, emotion research (Lewis and Granic, 2000; Colombetti, 2014), studies of social cognition and inter subjectivity (for a detailed discussion see Froese, forthcoming), and musical creativity (Walton et al., 2014, 2015). We suggest that similar approaches might be employed in conjunction with existing knowledge of early hominin anatomical and social structure, evidence from the archeological record, as well as comparative studies with other species and existing musical activities. This could also be developed alongside recent studies of how musical environments and behavior affect the expression of genes and gene groups, and how this might recursively influence behavioral and ecological factors (see Bittman et al., 2005, 2013; Schneck and Berger, 2006; Laland et al., 2010; Kanduri et al., 2015; Skinner et al., 2015).

Additionally, while recent theory associated with “radical enactivism” (Hutto and Myin, 2012) argues that so-called “basic minds” do not themselves possess any form of representational content, it also suggests that culture and language impose certain constraints that result in cognitive activities that may be understood as content bearing (this echoes the suggestion introduced above regarding the possible non-primary or “secondary” status of representational cognition; see Hutto and Myin, 2017). The explanatory advantages of this approach are currently a subject of debate. Nevertheless, the insights that arise from this discussion might shed new light on the cultural epicycles discussed above. As Tomlinson (2015) points out, although musical activity is not fundamentally symbolic or representational itself, it necessarily occurs and develops within cultural worlds of symbols and language. Put simply, the debate surrounding radical enactivism could offer new perspectives on how, over various developmental periods, cultural being might simultaneously constrain, and be driven by, the non-symbolic, social-affective, and embodied forms of cognition that characterize musical activity.

Another important possibility for how the enactive orientation might contribute to the biocultural approach involves the recently developed 4E framework, which sees cognition in terms of four overlapping dimensions—embodied, embedded, enactive, and extended (Menary, 2010a; Newen et al., 2017). The embodied dimension explores the central role the body plays in driving cognitive processes. This is captured, for example, in the description of the early Paleolithic tool making societies, where the reciprocal influences of sight, sound, and coordinated movement lead to the production of artifacts with specific characteristics. Such forms of embodied activity also formed the basis from which more complex forms of thought and communication emerged later. As we also considered, the biocultural model explores how such embodied factors arise in specific environments, leading to stable and recurrent patterns of activity where bodily, neural, and ecological trajectories converge. This highlights the embedded dimension, which concerns the ecological and socio-cultural factors that co-constitute situated cognitive activity. The biocultural model explores this in terms of the sonic, visual, tactile and emotional-mimetic nature of the niches enacted by our early ancestors, as well as the growing influence of the cultural epicycle on the cognitive ecology. The enactive dimension, as we have seen, concerns the self-organizing nature of living systems, and describes the active role organisms play in shaping the environments they inhabit. Such modes of activity (which are described as “sense-making”) are explored over a range of timescales (brief encounters, ontogenesis, evolutionary development), closely aligning with the coevolutionary feedback cycle discussed above. As enactivists equate “sense-making” with “cognition” (Thompson, 2007; De Jaegher, 2013), it may be argued that mental life cannot be limited to the brains or bodies of organisms: It extends into the environments in which cognitive processes play out. In line with this, the extended dimension explores how many cognitive processes involve coupling with other agents (mimesis, social entrainment, participatory sense-making) or with non-biological objects or cultural artifacts (tools, notebooks, musical instruments; see Menary, 2010b; Malafouris, 2013, 2015). While Tomlinson (2015) makes no mention of enactivism or this 4E framework, he does, as we have seen, discuss how cognitive processes emerged and developed in our Paleolithic ancestors through embodied activity that was situated within a milieu that they actively shaped. He also argues that such activity necessarily involved the coordination of multiple agents and the “extension” of individual minds into the socio-material environment. We suggest, therefore, that a 4E approach might be useful in terms of organizing theoretical concepts and for framing and interpreting relevant empirical research.

The 4E framework is currently being developed by a handful of scholars in association with musical cognition (e.g., Krueger, 2014, 2016; Schiavio and Altenmüller, 2015; van der Schyff, 2017; Linson and Clarke, forthcoming). It is also explored in biological contexts by Barrett (2011, 2015a,b, forthcoming) as an alternative to the brain bound (and arguably anthropomorphizing) approach of traditional computationalism. Additionally, the 4E approach aligns with, and could be used to integrate, the corporeal, neural, and environmental levels of investigation associated with contemporary DST research in musical contexts. Therefore, it could help model how these factors contributed to the development of musical behavior in pre- and early human societies. Likewise, this approach might also have interesting implications for the laboratory modeling of cultural rhythmic transmission. As we began to discuss above, experiments by Ravignani et al. (2016a) examine how individuals trying to imitate random drumming sequences learn from each other in independent transmission chains—where the attempts of one participant become the training set for the next subject. This research aligns with the biocultural and enactive perspectives when it suggests that cultural development is not the product of genetic programming, but is guided by more general dynamical processes and constraints that allow for a range of possibilities. A 4E approach might develop the parameters of such studies to include the manipulation of social environmental (i.e., embedded + extended) factors—possibly exploring how groups of participants (rather than chains of individual drummers) collaboratively make sense of their sonic environments and develop rhythmic patterns in real time, and how the shared environments that result are transmitted and developed (enacted) by the following cohort. Additionally, it might be interesting to introduce different instruments and methods of sound making it to the environment to see how this affects the results. Lastly, a 4E approach could also include the analysis of video and audio recordings to better understand the relationship between the (embodied) motor, sonic, and socio-material factors involved in the enactment of “rhythmic cultures”11. If it is indeed the case that it is joint bodily action that drove cognitive and cultural processes in our ancestors, then it would be interesting to see how drumming movements shape shared learning environments, and how they develop into new more structured ones (more efficient and easier to imitate) as the rhythmic patterns are transmitted.

CONCLUSION

We have offered here only a few tentative possibilities for how the enactive and 4E orientation might extend the biocultural approach to the origins and nature of human musicality. We hope that the ideas we have discussed here will inspire future work that explores this relationship more fully. Along these lines, readers may be interested to consider recent work by Malafouris (2008, 2013, 2015), who develops enactive and 4E principles to better understand how brains, bodies, and objects interact to form cognitive ecologies. Malafouris expands the idea of neural plasticity discussed above to include the domain of objects, tools, and culture. In doing so he posits a notion of “metaplasticity” that demands an “historical ontology” of different forms of material engagement (Malafouris, 2013, 2015). This is considered at the intersection of neuroscience, archeology, 4E cognition, and approaches to biological evolution that are closely aligned with developmental systems theory. In many ways, Malafouris' perspective sums up the interests and aspirations of the biocultural approach. He writes,

I propose to accept the fact that human cognitive and emotional states literally comprise elements in their surrounding material environment. Our attention, therefore, should shift from the distinction of “mind” and “matter” or “in” and “out,” toward developing common relational ways of thinking about the complex interactions among brain, body, and world. If we succeed, traditional ways of doing cognitive science should change, and the change will stretch far beyond the context of cognitive archaeology and human evolution (Malafouris, 2015, p. 366).

With this in mind, we would like to close by briefly mentioning some ontological and ethical implications an enactive-biocultural model might have for practical areas like music education. If music is neither a pleasure technology, nor the result of some strict adaptationist process—but rather a biocultural phenomenon rooted in the dynamics of joint action—then the ways we approach it in practice (e.g., music education, musicology, performance, music therapy, and so on) should reflect this fundamental existential reality. In other words, this approach opens a perspective on what it means to be and become musical that is no longer based in prescriptive developmental processes, adapted cognitive modules, and correspondence to pre-given stimuli (e.g., music as the reproduction of a score; see Small, 1999). Instead, it highlights the plastic, creative, situated, participatory, improvisational, embodied, empathic, and world-making nature of human musicality. It may therefore offer support to a growing number of theorists who argue that we have tended to rely on disembodied, depersonalized, and highly “technicist” approaches to musical learning (Regelski, 2002, 2016; Borgo, 2007; Elliott and Silverman, 2015), and that this orientation has reduced the ontological status of music students, teachers, listeners, and performers to mere responders, consumers, and reproducers (van der Schyff et al., 2016). Although this cannot be explored in detail here, it is an example of how alternative perspectives on the evolution and nature of human (musical) cognition could inspire new ways of thinking in practical areas. In all, then, we hope that the biocultural and enactive approaches will continue to be developed in musical contexts to gain richer understandings of the origins and meaning of musicality for the human animal.
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FOOTNOTES

1The term “exaptation” refers to changes in the function of a given physiological or behavioral trait in the process of the biological evolution of an organism. The classic example is bird feathers, which originally evolved for thermoregulation, but were later co-opted for mating-territorial display, catching insects, and then flight. The developmental systems approach discussed below complicates the causal relation of adaptations and exaptations. Here they stand not in a linear sequence, but rather in a cyclical relationship, where the new uses of an adaptation associated with the exaptation may lead to secondary adaptations and so on (see Gould and Vrba, 1982; Anderson, 2007). Referring to the relationship between adaptations and exaptations Tomlinson (2015) writes, “the first are not necessarily prior to the second, since behaviors originating as exaptations might alter selective pressures in ways leading to new adaptations” (p. 36).

2A simple example of this is found in the way wall mounted pendulums mutually constrain one another, resulting in synchronization or “entrainment” over time (see Clark, 2001).

3Readers may be interested to consider the studies that examine the “musical” properties of stone artifacts and acoustical characteristics of Paleolithic environments (see Blake and Cross, 2008).

4This involves the integration of phonemes and words into grammatical structures and the development of a generative syntax that provides the “rules” for such processes—or, likewise the organization of discrete sets of sounds, tones, and pitches into rhythmic/formal hierarchies that could be consciously repeated or manipulated (e.g., melodies and drumming patterns).

5For studies on music and brain plasticity (see Large and Jones, 1999; Jäncke et al., 2001; Pantev et al., 2001; Schlaug, 2001; Münte et al., 2002; Gaser and Schlaug, 2003; Lappe et al., 2008). Additionally, clinical studies have demonstrated music's deep effects on the body as well as its capacity to transform or reorganize neural structures (e.g., Bunt, 1994; Standley, 1995; Nayak et al., 2000; Tomaino, 2009; Jovanov and Maxfield, 2011).

6See Toiviainen (2000) for a discussion of this in the context of music AI.

7It should be noted enactivism also has an antecedent in work by Bruner (1964) who coined the term.

8The symbiotic and co-emergent relationship between honeybees and flowers is an excellent example of this. Here autonomous organisms exist as environments to each other—the development of their phenotypes are inextricably enmeshed over evolutionary time (Varela et al., 1991; Hutto and Myin, 2012).

9This, of course, is not to say that the brain does not play an important role cognitive processes. However, from the enactive perspective, cognition is not limited to the brain—brain, body, and world are different aspects of an integrated cognitive system that functions in a non-linear way. Barrett (2011, p. 57–93) offers many examples that show how creatures with simple neural organizations are nevertheless able to engage in complex intelligent behaviours by using their bodies and environmental features as part of their cognitive systems (see also Brooks, 1991). In line with this, DST research into forms of problem solving and cognitive development associated with coordinated bodily activity have revealed that many of these processes can also be accurately described without necessarily having to recruit representational content (Thelen and Smith, 1994; Kelso, 1995; Chemero, 2009). Indeed, the DST equations employed to model such phenomena are neutral regarding representations. It is argued, therefore, that evoking representation may introduce unnecessary complications (see Chemero, 2009, p. 68–75).

10Among other things, this orientation has begun to offer insights into the ways the basic goal directed and self-organizing dynamics discussed above might be extended to living musical situations that are not life threatening in the literal sense, but that nevertheless require constant care and attention to maintain. For example, think of a performing string quartet. Each member must continuously adapt to the evolving musical environment, drawing on different forms of embodied, emotional-affective/cognitive capacities to communicate, develop shared affordances, and maintain the musical ecology they co-create (this example is developed in detail by Salice et al., 2017; see also Krueger, 2014; Schiavio and Høffding, 2015). Similar studies by Walton et al. (2014, 2015) draw on enactive and dynamical systems theory to better understand the real-time dynamics of interacting musical agents in creative improvisational contexts.

11A relevant example of approaches involving the integration of video and audio documentation, and DST/4E analysis, may be found in the recent work by Walton et al. (2014, 2015) that examines perceptions of creativity in interacting musical improvisers (see also Borgo, 2005; Laroche and Kaddouch, 2015). Note that these studies also include a phenomenological dimension that incorporates first-person accounts of the participants.

REFERENCES

 Abraham, R., and Shaw, C. (1985). Dynamics: The Geometry of Behaviour, Vol. 3. Santa-Cruz, CA: Aerial Press.

 Altenmüller, E. (2001). How many music centers are in the brain? Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 930, 273–280. doi: 10.1111/j.1749-6632.2001.tb05738.x

 Anderson, M. (2007). Massive redeployment, exaptation, and the functional integration of cognitive operations. Synthese 159, 329–345. doi: 10.1007/s11229-007-9233-2

 Anderson, M. L. (2014). After Phrenology: Neural Reuse and the Interactive Brain. Cambridge, MA; London: MIT Press.

 Balter, M. (2004). Seeking the key to music. Science 306, 1120–1122. doi: 10.1126/science.306.5699.1120

 Bannan, N. (ed.). (2012). Music, Language, and Human Evolution. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press. doi: 10.1093/acprof:osobl/9780199227341.001.0001

 Bannan, N. (2016). Darwin, music and evolution: new insights from family correspondence on The Descent of Man. Mus. Sci. 21, 3–25. doi: 10.1177/1029864916631794

 Barrett, H. C., and Kurzban, R. (2006). Modularity in cognition: framing the debate. Psychol. Rev. 113, 628–647. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.113.3.628

 Barrett, L. (2011). Beyond the Brain: How Body and Environment Shape Animal and Human Minds. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

 Barrett, L. (2015a). A better kind of continuity. South. J. Philos. Spind. Suppl. 53, 28–49. doi: 10.1111/sjp.12123

 Barrett, L. (2015b). Why brains aren't computers, why behaviourism isn't Satanism and why dolphins aren't aquatic apes. Behav. Anal. 39, 9–23. doi: 10.1007/s40614-015-0047-0

 Barrett, L. (forthcoming). “The evolution of cognition: a 4E perspective,” in The Oxford Handbook of 4e Cognition, eds A. Newen, L. De Bruin, and S. Gallagher (New York, NY: Oxford University Press).

 Barsalou, L. W. (2005). Continuity of the conceptual system across species. Trends Cogn. Sci. (Regul. Ed). 9, 309–311. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2005.05.003

 Bateson, M. C. (1975). “Mother infant exchanges: the epigenesis of conversational interaction,” in Annals of the New York Academy of Sciences: Developmental Psycholinguistics and Developmental Disorders, Vol. 263, eds D. Aronson and R. W. Reiber (New York, NY: New York Academy of Sciences), 101–113.

 Bechtel, W. (2008). Mental Mechanisms: Philosophical Perspectives on Cognitive Neuroscience. New York, NY: Routledge.

 Becker, J. (2011). “Rhythmic entrainment and evolution,” in Music, Science and the Rhythmic Brain: Cultural and Clinical Implications, eds J. Berger and G. Turow (London: Routledge), 49–72.

 Bekius, A., Cope, T. E., and Grube, M. (2016). The beat to read: a cross-lingual link between rhythmic regularity perception and reading skill. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 10:425. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2016.00425

 Benzon, W. L. (2001). Beethoven's Anvil: Music in Mind and Culture. New York, NY: Basic Books.

 Besson, M., and Schön, D. (2012). “What remains of modularity?” in Language and Music as Cognitive Systems, eds P. Rebuschat, M. Rohrmeier, J. Hawkins, and I. Cross (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 283–291.

 Bickerton, D. (1990). Language and Species. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

 Bickerton, D. (2002). “Foraging versus social intelligence in the evolution of protolanguage,” in The Transition to Language, ed A. Wray (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 207–225.

 Bittman, B., Berk, L., Shannon, M., Sharaf, M., Westengard, J., Guegler, K. J., et al. (2005). Recreational music-making modulates the human stress response: a preliminary individualized gene expression strategy. Med. Sci. Monit. 11, 31–40.

 Bittman, B., Croft, D. T. Jr., Brinker, J., van Laar, R., Vernalis, M. N., and Ellsworth, D. L. (2013). Recreational music-making alters gene expression pathways in patients with coronary heart disease. Med. Sci. Monit. 19, 139–147. doi: 10.12659/MSM.883807

 Blacking, J. (1973). How Musical is Man? London: Faber.

 Blacking, J. (1995). Music, Culture, and Experience. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

 Blake, E. C., and Cross, I. (2008). “Flint tools as portable sound-producing objects in the upper palaeolithic context: an experimental study,” in Experiencing Archaeology by Experiment, eds P. Cunningham, J. Heeb, and R. Paardekooper (Oxford: Oxbow Books), 1–19.

 Borgo, D. (2005). Sync or Swarm: Improvising Music in a Complex Age. New York, NY: Continuum.

 Borgo, D. (2007). Free jazz in the classroom: an ecological approach to music education. Jazz Perspect. 1, 61–88. doi: 10.1080/17494060601061030

 Bourgine, P., and Stewart, J. (2004). Autopoiesis and cognition. Artif. Life, 10, 327–345. doi: 10.1162/1064546041255557

 Brooks, R. (1991). Intelligence without representation. Artif. Intell. 47, 139–159. doi: 10.1016/0004-3702(91)90053-M

 Brown, S. (2000). “The ‘musilanguage’ model of human evolution,” in The Origins of Music, eds N.L. Wallin, B. Merker, and S. Brown (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press), 271–300.

 Bruner, J. S. (1964). The course of cognitive growth. Amer. Psychol. 19, 1–15. doi: 10.1037/h0044160

 Bunt, L. (1994). Music Therapy: An Art Beyond Words. London: Routledge. doi: 10.4324/9780203359716

 Camras, L. A., and Witherington, D. C. (2005). Dynamical system approaches in emotional development. Dev. Rev. 25, 328–350. doi: 10.1016/j.dr.2005.10.002

 Carruthers, P., and Smith, P. K. (1996). Theories of Theories of Mind. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511597985

 Chalmers, D. (1990). “Why Fodor and Pylyshyn were wrong: the simplest refutation,” in Proceedings of the 12th Annual Conference of the Cognitive Science Society (Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum).

 Chemero, A. (2009). Radical Embodied Cognitive Science. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

 Cheney, D., and Seyfarth, R. (2008). Baboon Metaphysics: The Evolution of a Social Mind. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

 Clark, A. (1997). Being there: Putting Brain Body and World Together. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Clark, A. (2001). Mindware: An Introduction to the Philosophy of Cognitive Science. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Clarke, E. F. (2005). Ways of Listening: An Ecological Approach to the Perception of Musical Meaning. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

 Clarke, E. F. (2012). “What's going on: music, psychology and ecological theory,” in The Cultural Study of Music, eds M. Clayton, T. Herbert, and R. Middleton (London: Routledge), 333–342.

 Clayton, M., Sager, R., and Will, U. (2005). In time with the music: the concept of entrainment and its significance for ethnomusicology. Eur. Meet. Ethnomusicol. 11, 3–142.

 Colombetti, G. (2010). “Enaction, sense-making and emotion,” in Enaction: Toward a New Paradigm for Cognitive Science, eds J. R. Stewart, O. Gapenne, and E. A. Di Paolo (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press), 145–164.

 Colombetti, G. (2014). The Feeling Body: Affective Science Meets the Enactive Mind. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

 Coltheart, M. (1999). Modularity and cognition. Trends Cogn. Sci. 3, 115–120. doi: 10.1016/S1364-6613(99)01289-9

 Cross, I. (1999). “Is music the most important thing we ever did? Music, development and evolution,” in Music, Mind and Science, ed Suk Won Yi (Seoul: Seoul National University Press), 10–39. Available online at: http://www-personal.mus.cam.ac.uk/~ic108/MMS/index.html

 Cross, I. (2001). Music, mind and evolution. Psychol. Music 29, 95–102. doi: 10.1177/0305735601291007

 Cross, I. (2003). “Music and biocultural evolution,” in The Cultural Study of Music, eds M. Clayton, T. Herbert, and R. Middleton (London: Routledge), 17–27.

 Cross, I. (2010). “The evolutionary basis of meaning in music: some neurological and neuroscientific implicationsm,” in The Neurology of Music, ed F. Clifford (London: Imperial College Press), 1–15.

 Cummins, F. (2015). “Rhythm and speech,” in Blackwell Handbooks in Linguistics. The Handbook of Speech Production, 1st Edn., ed M. A. Redford (Hoboken, NY: Wiley), 158–177. doi: 10.1002/9781118584156.ch8

 Cummins, F., and De Jesus, P. (2016). The loneliness of the enactive cell: towards a bio-enactive framework. Adapt. Behav. 24, 149–159. doi: 10.1177/1059712316644965

 Cummins, F., and Port, R. F. (1996). “Rhythmic commonalities between hand gestures and speech,” in Proceedings of the Eighteenth Annual Conference of the Cognitive Science Society (London: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates), 415–419.

 Currie, A., and Killin, A. (2016). Musical pluralism and the science of music. Eur. J. Philos. Sci. 6, 9–30. doi: 10.1007/s13194-015-0123-z

 Darwin, C. R. (1871). The Descent of Man, and Selection in Relation to Sex. London: John Murray.

 Davidson, I. (2002). “The ‘finished artefact fallacy’: Acheulean handaxes and language origins,” in Transitions to Language, ed A. Wray (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 180–203.

 Davies, S. (2012). The Artful Species: Aesthetics, Art, and Evolution. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 De Jaegher, H. (2013). Embodiment and sense-making in autism. Front. Integr. Neurosci. 7:15. doi: 10.3389/fnint.2013.00015

 De Jaegher, H., and Di Paolo, E. A. (2007). Participatory sense-making: an enactive approach to social cognition. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 6, 485–507. doi: 10.1007/s11097-007-9076-9

 De Jesus, P. (2015). Autopoietic enactivism, phenomenology and the deep continuity between life and mind. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 15, 265–289. doi: 10.1007/s11097-015-9414-2

 De Jesus, P. (2016). Making sense of (autopoietic) enactive embodiment: a gentle appraisal. Phainomena 25, 33–56.

 de Landa, M. (1992). “Non organic life,” in Zone 6: Incorporations, eds J. Crary and S. Kwinter (New York, NY: Urzone), 129–167.

 Deacon, T. W. (1997). The Symbolic Species: The Co-evolution of Language and the Human Brain. London: Penguin.

 Deacon, T. W. (2010). On the Human: Rethinking the Natural Selection of Human Language. Available online at: https://nationalhumanitiescenter.org/on-the-human/2010/02/on-the-human-rethinking-the-natural-selection-of-human-language/

 Deacon, T. W. (2012). Incomplete Nature: How Mind Emerged from Matter. New York, NY: Norton.

 Dennett, D. (1991). Consciousness Explained. Boston, MA: Little, Brown.

 DeNora, T. (2000). Music in Everyday Life. New York, NY: Cambridge University Press. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511489433

 Desain, P., and Honing, H. (1991). “Quantization of musical time: a connectionist approach,” in Music and Connectionism, eds P. M. Todd and G. Loy (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press), 150–167.

 Desain, P., and Honing, H. (2003). The formation of rhythmic categories and metric priming. Perception 32, 341–365. doi: 10.1068/p3370

 Deutsch, D. (1999). “The processing of pitch combinations,” in The Psychology of Music (New York, NY: Academic Press), 349–411.

 Di Paolo, E. A. (2005). Autopoiesis, adaptivity, teleology, agency. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 4, 97–125. doi: 10.1007/s11097-005-9002-y

 Di Paolo, E. A. (2009). Extended life. Topoi 28, 9–21. doi: 10.1007/s11245-008-9042-3

 Di Paolo, E. A., Buhrmann, T., and Barandiaran, X. E. (2017). Sensorimotor Life: An Enactive Proposal. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

 Dissanayake, E. (2000). “Antecedents of the temporal arts in early mother-infant interaction,” in The Origins of Music, eds N. L. Wallin, B. Merker, and S. Brown (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press), 389–410.

 Dissanayake, E. (2010). “Root, leaf, blossom, or bole: concerning the origin and adaptive function of music,” in Communicative Musicality: Exploring the Basis of Human Companionship, eds S. Malloch and C.Trevarthen (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 17–30.

 Doidge, N. (2007). The Brain that Changes Itself: Stories of Personal Triumph from the Frontiers of Brain Science. New York, NY: Penguin.

 Donald, M. (2001). A Mind So Rare: The Evolution of Human Consciousness. New York, NY: Norton.

 Drake, C., Jones, M. R., and Baruch, C. (2000). The development of rhythmic attending in auditory sequences: attunement, referent period, focal attending. Cognition 77, 251–288. doi: 10.1016/S0010-0277(00)00106-2

 Dunbar, R. (1996). Grooming, Gossip and the Evolution of Language. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

 Dunbar, R. (2003). “The origin and subsequent evolution of language,” in Language Evolution, eds M.H. Christiansen and S. Kirby (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press). 219–234.

 Dunbar, R. (2012). “On the evolutionary function of song and dance,” in Music, Language, and Human Evolution, ed N. Bannan (Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press), 201–214.

 Egbert, M., Barandiaran, X., and Di Paolo, E. (2010). A minimal model of metabolism-based chemotaxis. PLoS Comput. Biol. 6:e1001004. doi: 10.1371/journal.pcbi.1001004

 Elliott, D. J., and Silverman, M. (2015). Music Matters: A Philosophy of Music Education, 2nd Edn. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

 Falk, D. (2000). “Hominid brain evolution and the origins of music,” in The Origins of Music, eds N. L. Wallin, B. Merker, and S. Brown (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press), 197–216.

 Falk, D. (2004). Prelinguistic evolution in early hominins: whence motherese? Behav. Brain Sci. 27, 450–491. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X04000111

 Fitch, W. T. (2006). The biology and evolution of music: a comparative perspective. Cognition 100, 173–215. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2005.11.009

 Fitch, W. T. (2010). The Evolution of Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Fitch, W. T. (2012). “The biology and evolution of rhythm: unraveling a paradox,” in Language and Music as Cognitive Systems, eds P. Rebuschat, M. Rohmeier, J. A. Hawkins, and I. Cross (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 73–95.

 Fitch, W. T. (2017). Cultural evolution: lab-cultured musical universals. Nat. Hum. Behav. 1, 1–2. doi: 10.1038/s41562-016-0018

 Fodor, J. A. (1983). The Modularity of Mind. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Fodor, J. A. (2001). The Mind Doesn't Work That Way: The Scope and Limits of Computational Psychology. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Fogel, A., and Thelen, E. (1987). Development of early expressive and communicative action: reinterpreting the evidence from a dynamical systems perspective. Dev. Psychol. 23, 747–761. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.23.6.747

 Froese, T. (forthcoming). “Searching for the conditions of genuine intersubjectivity: from agent-based models to perceptual crossing experiments,” in The Oxford Handbook of 4E Cognition, eds A. Newen, L. de Bruin, and S. Gallagher (New York, NY: Oxford University Press).

 Froese, T., and Di Paolo, E. A. (2011). The enactive approach: theoretical sketches from cell to society. Pragmat. Cogn. 19, 1–36. doi: 10.1075/pc.19.1.01fro

 Gamble, C. (1999). The Palaeolithic Societies of Europe. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

 Gaser, C., and Schlaug, G. (2003). Brain structures differ between musicians and non-musicians. J. Neurosci. 23, 240–245.

 Gibson, J. J. (1966). The Senses Considered as Perceptual Systems. Boston, MA: Houghton-Mifflin.

 Gibson, J. J. (1979). The Ecological Approach to Visual Perception. Boston, MA: Houghton-Mifflin.

 Godøy, R. I., Song, M., Nymoen, K., Haugen, M. R., and Jensenius, A. R. (2016). Exploring sound-motion similarity in musical experience. J. New Music Res. 45, 210–222. doi: 10.1080/09298215.2016.1184689

 Gould, S. J., and Vrba, E. S. (1982). Exaptation: a missing term in the science of form. Paleobiology 8, 4–15. doi: 10.1017/S0094837300004310

 Grahn, J. (2012). “Advances in neuroimaging techniques: implications for the shared syntactic resource hypothesis,” in Language and Music as Cognitive Systems, eds P. Rebuschat, M. Rohrmeier, J. Hawkins, and I. Cross (Oxford: Oxford, University Press), 235–241.

 Griffith, N., and Todd, P. (eds.). (1999). Musical Networks: Parallel Distributed Perception and Performance. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Hagoort, P. (2005). On Broca, brain, and binding: a new framework. Trends Cogn. Sci. (Regul. Ed)., 9, 416–423. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2005.07.004

 Hauser, M., and McDermott, J. (2003). The evolution of the music faculty: a comparative perspective. Nat. Neurosci. 6, 663–668. doi: 10.1038/nn1080

 Hebb, D. O. (1949). The Organization of Behavior. New York, NY: Wiley & Sons.

 Higham, T., Basell, L., Jacobi, R., Wood, R., Ramsey, C. B., and Conard, N. J. (2012). Testing models for the beginnings of the Aurignacian and the advent of figurative art and music: the radiocarbon chronology of Geißenklösterle'. J. Hum. Evol. 62, 664–676. doi: 10.1016/j.jhevol.2012.03.003

 Honing, H., ten Cate, C., Peretz, I., and Trehub, S. (2015). Without it no music: cognition, biology and evolution of musicality. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 370:20140088. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2014.0088

 Hsu, H.-C., and Fogel, A. (2003). Stability and transitions in mother-infant face-to- face communication during the first 6 months: a microhistorical approach. Dev. Psychol. 39, 1061–1082. doi: 10.1037/0012-1649.39.6.1061

 Huron, D. (2001). Is music an evolutionary adaptation? Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci. 930, 43–61. doi: 10.1111/j.1749-6632.2001.tb05724.x

 Huron, D. (2006). Sweet Anticipation: Music and the Psychology of Expectation. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Hutto, D., and Myin, E. (2012). Radicalizing Enactivism: Basic Minds Without Content. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

 Hutto, D., and Myin, E. (2017). Evolving Enactivism: Basic Minds Meet Content. Cambridge MA: The MIT Press.

 Ingold, T. (1999). Tools for the hand, language for the face: an appreciation of Leroi-Gourhan's Gesture and Speech. Stud. History Philos. Sci. C 30, 411–445. doi: 10.1016/S1369-8486(99)00022-9

 Iversen, J. R. (2016). “In the beginning was the beat: evolutionary origins of musical rhythm in humans,” in The Cambridge Companion to Percussion, ed R. Hartenberger (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 281–295.

 Jablonka, E., and Lamb, M. (2005). Evolution in Four Dimensions. Cambridge MA: MIT Press.

 Jäncke, L., Gaab, N., Wüstenberg, T., Scheich, H., and Heinze, H. J. (2001). Short-term functional plasticity in the human auditory cortex: an fMRI study. Brain Res. 12, 479–485 doi: 10.1016/S0926-6410(01)00092-1

 Johnson, M. (2007). The Meaning of the Body: Aesthetics of Human Understanding. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

 Jonas, H. (1966). The Phenomenon of Life. Chicago: IL: University of Chicago Press.

 Jones, M. R. (2009). “Musical time,” in Oxford Handbook of Music Psychology, 1st Edn., eds S. Hallam, I. Cross, and M. Thaut (Oxford: OxfordUniversity Press), 81–92.

 Jovanov, E., and Maxfield, M. C. (2011). “Entraining the brain and body,” in Music, Science and the Rhythmic Brain: Cultural and Clinical Implications, eds J. Berger and G. Turow (London: Routledge), 31–48.

 Justus, T., and Hutsler, J. J. (2005). Fundamental issues in the evolutionary psychology of music: assessing innateness and domain-specificity. Music Percept. 23, 1–27. doi: 10.1525/mp.2005.23.1.1

 Kanduri, C., Kuusi, T., Ahvenainen, M., Philips, A. K., Lähdesmäki, H., and Järvelä, I. (2015). The effect of music performance on the transcriptome of professional musicians. Sci. Rep. 5:9506. doi: 10.1038/srep09506

 Karmiloff-Smith, A. (1992). Beyond Modularity: A Developmental Approach to Cognitive Science. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Kelso, S. (1995). Dynamic Patterns. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Killin, A. (2013). The arts and human nature: evolutionary aesthetics and the evolutionary staus of art behaviors. Biol. Philos. 28, 703–718. doi: 10.1007/s10539-013-9371-5

 Killin, A. (2016a). Rethinking music's status as adaptation versus technology: a niche construction perspective. Ethnomusicol. Forum 25, 210–233. doi: 10.1080/17411912.2016.1159141

 Killin, A. (2016b). Musicality and the evolution of mind, mimesis, and entrainment. Biol. Philos. 31, 421–434. doi: 10.1007/s10539-016-9519-1

 Killin, A. (2017). Plio-pleistocene foundations of Hominin musicality: coevolution of cogition, sociality, and music. Biol. Theor. doi: 10.1007/s13752-017-0274-6. [Epub ahead of print].

 Knight, S., Spiro, N., and Cross, I. (2017). Look, listen and learn: exploring effects of passive entrainment on social judgements of observed others. Psychol. Music 45, 99–115. doi: 10.1177/0305735616648008

 Knoblich, G., and Sebanz, N. (2008). Evolving intentions for social interaction: from entrainment to joint action. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 363, 2021–2031. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2008.0006

 Krueger, J. (2013). “Empathy, enaction, and shared musical experience: evidence from infant cognition,” in The Emotional Power of Music: Multidisciplinary Perspectives on Musical Expression, Arousal, and Social Control, eds T. Cochrane, B. Fantini, and K. Scherer (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 177–196.

 Krueger, J. (2014). Affordances and the musically extended mind. Front. Psychol. 4:1003. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2013.01003

 Krueger, J. (2016). “Musical worlds and the extended mind,” in Proceedings of A Body of Knowledge - Embodied Cognition and the Arts conference CTSA UCI. Available online at: https://ore.exeter.ac.uk/repository/handle/10871/28061

 Kyselo, M. (2014). The body social: an enactive approach to the self. Front. Psychol. 5:986. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00986

 Laible, D. J., and Thompson, R. A. (2000). “Attachment and self-organization,” in Emotion, Development, and Self-Organization: Dynamic Systems Approaches to Emotional Development, eds M. D. Lewis and I. Granic (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 298–323.

 Laland, K. N., Odling-Smee, J., and Myles, S. (2010). How culture shaped the human genome: bringing genetics and the human sciences together. Nat. Rev. Genet. 11, 137–148. doi: 10.1038/nrg2734

 Lappe, C., Herholz, S. C., Trainor, L. J., and Pantev, C. (2008). Cortical plasticity induced by short-term unimodal and multimodal musical training. J. Neurosci. 28, 9632–9639. doi: 10.1523/JNEUROSCI.2254-08.2008

 Large, E. W., and Gray, P. M. (2015). Spontaneous tempo and rhythmic entrainment in a Bonobo (Pan Paniscus). J. Comp. Psychol. 129, 317–328. doi: 10.1037/com0000011

 Large, E. W., and Jones, M. R. (1999). The dynamics of attending: how people track time-varying events. Psychol. Rev. 106, 119–159. doi: 10.1037/0033-295X.106.1.119

 Large, E. W., Herrera, J. A., and Velasco, M. J. (2015). Neural networks for beat perception in musical rhythm. Front. Syst. Neurosci. 9:159. doi: 10.3389/fnsys.2015.00159

 Large, E. W., Kim, J. C., Flaig, N., Bharucha, J., and Krumhansl, C. L. (2016). A neurodynamic account of musical tonality. Music Percept. 33, 319–331. doi: 10.1525/mp.2016.33.3.319

 Laroche, J., and Kaddouch, I. (2015). Spontaneous preferences and core tastes: embodied musical personality and dynamics of interaction in a pedagogical method of improvisation. Front. Psychol. 6:522. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00522

 Lawson, F. R. S. (2014). Is music an adaptation or a technology? Ethnomusicological perspectives from the analysis of Chinese Shuochang. Ethnomusicol. Forum 23, 3–26. doi: 10.1080/17411912.2013.875786

 Leman, M. (2007). Embodied Music Cognition and Mediation Technology. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Lerdahl, F., and Jackendoff, R. (1983). A Generative Theory of Tonal Music. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

 Leroi-Gourhan, A. (1964/1993). Gesture and Speech (Transl. by A. Bostock Berger, Intro. by R. White). Cambridge, MA; London: MIT Press.

 Lesaffre, M., Leman, M., and Maes, P. J. (eds.). (2017). The Routledge Companion to Embodied Music Interaction. New York, NY: Routledge.

 Levitin, D. (2006). This is Your Brain on Music: The Science of a Human Obsession. New York, NY: Penguin.

 Lewis, M. D., and Granic, I. (eds.). (2000). Emotion, Development, and Self-Organization: Dynamic Systems Approaches to Emotional Development. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

 Lewontin, R., Rose, S., and Kamin, L. (1984). Not in Our Genes: Biology, Ideology and Human Nature. New York, NY: Pantheon Books.

 Lickliter, R., and Honeycutt, H. (2003). Developmental dynamics: toward a biologically plausible evolutionary psychology. Psychol. Bull. 129, 819–835. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.129.6.819

 Linson, A., and Clarke, E. F. (forthcoming). “Distributed cognition, ecological theory, group improvisation,” in Distributed Creativity: Collaboration Improvisation in Contemporary Music, eds E. F. Clarke M. Doffman (New York, NY: Oxford University Press).

 Loaiza, J. M. (2016). Musicking, embodiment and the participatory enaction of music: outline and key points. Conn. Sci. 28, 410–422. doi: 10.1080/09540091.2016.1236366

 Maes, P.-J., Leman, M., Palmer, C., and Wanderly, M. (2014). Action-based effects on music perception. Front. Psychol. 4:1008. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2013.01008

 Malafouris, L. (2008). Beads for a plastic mind: the ‘blind man’s stick (BMS) hypothesis and the active nature of material culture. Cambridge Archaeol. J. 18, 401–414. doi: 10.1017/S0959774308000449

 Malafouris, L. (2013). How Things Shape the Mind: A Theory of Material Engagement. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

 Malafouris, L. (2015). Metaplasticity and the primacy of material engagement. Time Mind 8, 351–371 doi: 10.1080/1751696X.2015.1111564

 Malloch, S., and Trevarthen, C. (eds.). (2010). Communicative Musicality: Exploring the Basis of Human Companionship. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Maturana, H., and Varela, F. (1984). The Tree of Knowledge: The Biological Roots of Human Understanding. Boston, MA: New Science Library.

 Maturana, H., and Varela, F. (1980). Autopoiesis and Cognition: The Realization of the Living. Boston, MA: Reidel.

 Matyja, J., and Schiavio, A. (2013). Enactive music cognition. Background and research themes. Construct. Found. 8, 351–357.

 McDermott, J., and Hauser, M. D. (2005). The origins of music: innateness, development, and evolution. Music Percept. 23, 29–59. doi: 10.1525/mp.2005.23.1.29

 McGrath, J. E., and Kelly, J. R. (1986). Time and Human Interaction: Toward a Social Psychology of Time. New York, NY: Guilford Press.

 Menary, R. A. (2010a). Introduction to the special issue on 4E cognition. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 9, 459–463. doi: 10.1007/s11097-010-9187-6

 Menary, R. A. (ed.). (2010b). The Extended Mind. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

 Merchant, H., and Bartolo, R. (2017). Primate beta oscillations and rhythmic behaviors. J. Neural Transm. 124, 20–31 doi: 10.1007/s00702-017-1716-9

 Merchant, H., Grahn, J., Trainor, L., Rohrmeier, M., and Fitch, W. T. (2015). Finding the beat: a neural perspective across humans and non-human primates. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B 370:20140093. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2014.0093

 Miller, G. F. (2000). “Evolution of human music through sexual selection,” in The Origins of Music, eds N. L. Wallin, B. Merker, and S. Brown (Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press), 329–360.

 Mithen, S. (2005). The Singing Neanderthals: The Origins of Music, Language, Mind and Body. London: Weidenfeld & Nicholson.

 Moore, D. (2003). The Dependent Gene: The Fallacy of “Nature vs. Nurture.” New York, NY: Henry Holt.

 Moran, N. (2014). Social implications arise in embodied music cognition research which can counter musicological “individualism.” Front. Psychol. 5:676. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00676

 Morley, I. (2013). The Prehistory of Music: Human Evolution, Archeology, and the Origins of Musicality. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Münte, T. F., Altenmüller, E., and Jäncke, L. (2002). The musician's brain as a model of neuroplasticity. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 3, 473–478. doi: 10.1038/nrn843

 Nayak, S., Wheller, B. L., Shiflett, S. C., and Agostinelli, S. (2000). Effect of music therapy on mood and social interaction among individuals with acute traumatic brain injury and stroke. Rehabil. Psychol. 45, 274–283. doi: 10.1037/0090-5550.45.3.274

 Nettl, B. (1983). The Study of Ethnomusicology: Twenty-nine Issues and Concepts. Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press.

 Nettl, B. (2000). “An ethnomusicologist contemplates universals in musical sound and musical culture,” in The Origins of Music, eds N. L. Wallin, B. Merker, and S. Brown (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press), 463–472.

 Newen, A., de Bruin, L., and Gallagher, S. (2017). Oxford Handbook of 4E Cognition. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Nöe, A. (2006). Action in Perception. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

 Oyama, S., Griffiths, P., and Gray, R. (2001). Cycles of Contingency: Developmental Systems and Evolution. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Panksepp, J. (2009). The emotional antecedents to the evolution of music and language. Music. Sci. Special Issue 2009–2010, 229–259. doi: 10.1177/1029864909013002111

 Pantev, C., Engelien, A., Candia, V., and Elbert, T. (2001). Representational cortex in musicians: plastic alterations in response to musical practice. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. 930, 300–314. doi: 10.1111/j.1749-6632.2001.tb05740.x

 Parncutt, R. (2006). “Prenatal development,” in The Child as Musician: A Handbook of Musical Development, ed G. E. McPherson (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 1–31.

 Patel, A. D. (2006). Musical rhythm, linguistic rhythm, and human evolution. Music Percept. 24, 99–104. doi: 10.1525/mp.2006.24.1.99

 Patel, A. D. (2008). Music, Language and the Brain. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

 Patel, A. D. (2010). “Music, biological evolution, and the brain,” in Emerging Disciplines, ed M. Bailar (Houston, TX: Rice University Press), 91–144.

 Patel, A. D. (2012). “Language, music, and the brain: a resource-sharing framework,” in Language and Music as Cognitive Systems, eds P. Rebuschat, M. Rohrmeier, J. Hawkins, and I. Cross (Oxford: Oxford University Press), 204–223.

 Patel, A. D., and Iversen, J. R. (2014). The evolutionary neuroscience of musical beat perception: the Action Simulation for Auditory Prediction (ASAP) hypothesis. Front. Syst. Neurosci. 8:57. doi: 10.3389/fnsys.2014.00057

 Peretz, I. (1993). Audio atonalia for melodies. Cogn. Neuropsychol. 10, 21–56. doi: 10.1080/02643299308253455

 Peretz, I. (2006). The nature of music from a biological perspective. Cognition 100, 1–32. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2005.11.004

 Peretz, I. (2012). “Music, language and modularity in action,” in Language and Music as Cognitive Systems, eds P. Rebuschat, M. Rohrmeier, J. Hawkins, and I. Cross (Oxford: Oxford University Press) 254–268.

 Peretz, I., and Coltheart, M. (2003). Modularity of music processing. Nat. Neurosci. 6, 688–691. doi: 10.1038/nn1083

 Pigliucci, M. (2001). Phenotypic Plasticity: Beyond Nature and Nurture. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

 Pinker, S. (1997). How the Mind Works. New York, NY: Norton.

 Poldrack, R. A. (2006). Can cognitive processes be inferred from neruroimaging data? Trends Cogn. Sci. 10, 59–63. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2005.12.004

 Ravignani, A., Delgado, T., and Kirby, S. (2016a). Musical evolution in the lab exhibits rhythmic universals. Nat. Hum. Behav. 1:0007. doi: 10.1038/s41562-016-0007

 Ravignani, A., Fitch, W. T., Hanke, F. D., Heinrich, T., Hurgitsch, B., Kotz, S. A., et al. (2016b). What pinnipeds have to say about human speech, music, and the evolution of rhythm. Front. Neurosci. 10:274. doi: 10.3389/fnins.2016.00274

 Ravignani, A., Honing, H., and Kotz, S. A. (2017). Editorial: The evolution of rhythm cognition: timing in music and speech. Front. Hum. Neurosci. 11:303. doi: 10.3389/fnhum.2017.00303

 Rebuschat, P., Rohrmeier, M., Hawkins, J., and Cross, I. (2012). Language and Music as Cognitive Systems. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

 Reddy, V., Markova, G., and Wallot, S. (2013). Anticipatory adjustments to being picked up in infancy. PLoS ONE 8:e65289. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0065289

 Regelski, T. A. (2002). On “methodolatry” and music teaching as critical and reflective praxis. Philos. Music Educ. Rev. 10, 102–123. doi: 10.2979/PME.2002.10.2.102

 Regelski, T. A. (2016). Music, music education, and institutional ideology: a praxial philosophy of music sociality. Action Criticism Theory Music Educ. 15, 10–45.

 Reybrouck, M. (2005). “Body, mind and music: musical semantics between experiential cognition and cognitive economy,” in Trans: Transcultural Music Review, Vol. 9. Available online at: http://www.sibetrans.com/trans/articulo/180/body-mind-and-music-musical-semantics-between-experiential-cognition-and-cognitive-economy

 Reybrouck, M. (2013). From sound to music: an evolutionary approach to musical semantics. Biosemiotics 6, 585–606. doi: 10.1007/s12304-013-9192-6

 Richerson, P. J., and Boyd, R. (2005). Not by Genes Alone: How Culture Transformed Human Evolution. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

 Salice, A., Høffding, S., and Gallagher, S. (2017). Putting plural self-awareness into practice: the phenomenology of expert musicianship. Topoi doi: 10.1007/s11245-017-9451-2. [Epub ahead of print].

 Schiavio, A. (2016). Enactive affordances and the interplay of biological and phenomenological subjectivity. Construct. Found. 11, 315–317.

 Schiavio, A., and Altenmüller, E. (2015). Exploring music-based rehabilitation for Parkinsonism through embodied cognitive science. Front. Neurol. 6:217. doi: 10.3389/fneur.2015.00217

 Schiavio, A., and De Jaegher, H. (2017). “Participatory sense-making in joint musical practices,” in The Routledge Companion to Embodied Music Interaction, eds M. Lesaffre, M. Leman, and P. J. Maes (New York, NY; London: Routledge), 31–39.

 Schiavio, A., and Høffding, S. (2015). Playing together without communicating? A pre-reflective and enactive account of joint musical performance. Music. Sci. 19, 366–388. doi: 10.1177/1029864915593333

 Schiavio, A., and van der Schyff, D. (2016). Beyond musical qualia: reflecting on the concept of experience. Psychomusicology 26, 366–378. doi: 10.1037/pmu0000165

 Schiavio, A., van der Schyff, D., Cespedes-Guevara, J., and Reybrouck, M. (2016). Enacting musical emotions. sense-making, dynamic systems, and the embodied mind. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. doi: 10.1007/s11097-016-9477-8. [Epub ahead of print].

 Schlaug, G. (2001). The brain of musicians. A model for functional and structural adaptation. Ann. N.Y. Acad. Sci. 930, 81–99. doi: 10.1111/j.1749-6632.2001.tb05739.x

 Schneck, D. J., and Berger, D. S. (2006). The Music Effect: Music Physiology and Clinical Applications. London: Jessica Kingsley Publishers.

 Service, V. (1984). “Maternal styles and communicative development,” in Language Development, eds A. Lock and E. Fisher (London: Croom Elm), 132–140.

 Silverman, M. (2012). Virtue ethics, care ethics, and “The good life of teaching”. Action Critic. Theory Music Educ. 11, 96–122.

 Skinner, M. M., Stephens, N. B., Tsegai, Z. J., Foote, A. C., Nguyen, N. H., Gross, T., et al. (2015). Human-like hand use in Australopithecus africanus. Science 347, 395–399. doi: 10.1126/science.1261735

 Sloboda, J. A. (1985). The Musical Mind: The Cognitive Psychology of Music. Oxford: Clarendon.

 Small, C. (1999). Musicking: The Meaning of Performing and Listening. Middletown, CT: Wesleyan University Press.

 Smolensky, P. (1988). On the proper treatment of connectionism. Behav. Brain Sci. 11, 1–74. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X00052432

 Smolensky, P. (1990). Tensor product variable binding and the representation of symbolic structures in connectionist systems. Artif. Intell. 46, 159–216. doi: 10.1016/0004-3702(90)90007-M

 Solis, G., and Nettl, B. (2009). Musical Improvisation: Art, Education, and Society. Chicago, IL: University of Illinois Press.

 Sperber, D. (1996). Explaining Culture. Oxford: Blackwell.

 Standley, J. (1995). “Music as a therapeutic intervention in medical and dental treatment: research and applications,” in The Art and Science of Music Therapy: A Handbook, eds T. Wigram, B. Saperston, and R. West (Amsterdam: Harwood Academic Publishers), 3–22.

 Sterelny, K. (2012). The Evolved Apprentice: How Evolution Made Humans Unique. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Sterelny, K. (2014). “Constructing the cooperative niche,” in Entangled Life: History, Philosophy and Theory of the Life Sciences, Vol. 4, eds G. Barker, E. Desjardins, and T. Pearce (New York, NY: Springer), 261–279. doi: 10.1007/978-94-007-7067-6_13

 Stewart, J., Gapenne, O., and Di Paolo, E. A. (eds.). (2010). Enaction: Toward a New Paradigm for Cognitive Science. Cambridge: The MIT Press.

 Sur, M., and Leamey, C. A. (2001). Development and plasticity of cortical areas and networks. Na. Rev. Neurosci. 2, 251–262. doi: 10.1038/35067562

 Tettamanti, M., and Weniger, D. (2006). Broca's area: a supramodal hierarchical processor? Cortex 42, 491–494. doi: 10.1016/S0010-9452(08)70384-8

 Thelen, E., and Smith, L. B. (1994). A Dynamic Systems Approach to the Development of Cognition and Action. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 Thompson, E. (2007). Mind in Life: Biology, Phenomenology, and the Sciences of Mind. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

 Toiviainen, P. (2000). “Symbolic AI versus connectionism in music research,” in Readings in Music and Artificial Intelligence, ed E. R. Miranda (London: Routledge), 47–68.

 Tolbert, E. (2001). Music and meaning: an evolutionary story. Psychol. Music 29, 84–94. doi: 10.1177/0305735601291006

 Tomaino, C. M. (2009). “Clinical applications of music therapy in neurologic rehabilitation,” in Music that Works: Contributions of Biology, Neurophysiology, Psychology, Sociology, Medicine and Musicology, eds R. Haas and V. Brandes (Vienna: Springer), 211–220.

 Tomasello, M. (1999). The Cultural Origins of Human Cognition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

 Tomasello, M., Carpenter, M., Call, J., Behne, T., and Moll, H. (2005). Understanding and sharing intentions: the origins of cultural cognition. Behav. Brain Sci. 28, 675–691. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X05000129

 Tomlinson, G. (2015). A Million Years of Music: The Emergence of Human Modernity. New York, NY: Zone Books.

 Tooby, J., and Cosmides, L. (1989). Evolutionary psychology and the evolution of culture, part I. Ethol. Sociobiol. 10, 29–49. doi: 10.1016/0162-3095(89)90012-5

 Tooby, J., and Cosmides, L. (1992). “The psychological foundation of culture,” in The Adapted Mind, eds Barkow, L. Cosmides, and J. Tooby (Oxford: Oxford, University Press), 19–136.

 Trainor, L. J. (2015). The origins of music in auditory scene analysis and the roles of evolution and culture in musical creation. Philos. Trans. R. Soc. B 370:2014.0089. doi: 10.1098/rstb.2014.0089

 Trehub, S. E. (2000). “Human processing predispositions and musical universals,” in The Origins of Music, eds N. L. Wallin, B. Merker, and S. Brown (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press), 427–448.

 Trehub, S. E. (2003). “Musical predispositions in infancy: an update,” in The Cognitive Neuroscience of Music, eds I. Peretz and R. Zatorre (New York, NY: Oxford, University Press), 3–20.

 Trehub, S. E., and Hannon, E. E. (2006). Infant music perception: domain-general or domain-specific mechanisms? Cognition 100, 73–99. doi: 10.1016/j.cognition.2005.11.006

 Trehub, S. E., and Nakata, T. (2001-2002). Emotion music in infancy. Music. Sci. 6, 37–61. doi: 10.1177/10298649020050S103

 Trevarthen, C. (2002). “Origins of musical identity: evidence from infancy for musical social awareness,” in Musical Identities, eds R. A. R. MacDonald, D. J. Hargreaves, and D. Miell (Oxford: Oxford, U. P), 21–38.

 Tunçgenç, B., and Cohen, E. (2016). Movement synchrony forges social bonds across group divides. Front. Psychol. 7:782. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2016.00782

 Uttal, W. (2001). The New Phrenology. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

 van der Schyff, D. (2013a). Music, culture and the evolution of the human mind: looking beyond dichotomies. Hellenic J. Music Educ. Cult. 4, 5–15.

 van der Schyff, D. (2013b). Music, Meaning, and the Embodied Mind: Toward an Enactive Approach to Music Cognition. Unpublished MA thesis, University of Sheffield.

 van der Schyff, D. (2015). Music as a manifestation of life: exploring enactivism and the ‘eastern perspective’ for music education. Front. Psychol. 6:345. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00345

 van der Schyff, D. (2017). Refining the model for emotion research: a 4E perspective. Construct. Found. 12, 227–229.

 van der Schyff, D., Schiavio, A., and Elliott, D. J. (2016). Critical ontology for an enactive music pedagogy. Action Critic. Theory Music Educ. 15, 81–121. doi: 10.22176/act15.5.81

 van Duijn 2006 van Duijn, M., Keijzer, F., Franken, D., et al. (2006). Principles of minimal cognition: casting cognition as sensorimotor coordination. Adapt. Behav. 14, 157–170. doi: 10.1177/105971230601400207

 van Gelder, T. (1990). Compositionality: a connectionist variation on a classical theme. Cogn. Sci. 14, 355–384. doi: 10.1207/s15516709cog1403_2

 Van Orden, G. C., Pennington, B. F., and Stone, G. O. (2001). What do double disassociations prove? Modularity yields a degenerating research program. Cogn. Sci. 25, 111–117. doi: 10.1207/s15516709cog2501_5

 Varela, F. (1988). “Structural coupling and the origin of meaning in a simple cellular automata,” in The Semiotics of Cellular Communications in the Immune System, eds E. Secarez, F. Celada, N.A. Mitchinson, and T. Tada (New York, NY: Springer-Verlag), 151–161.

 Varela, F., Lachaux, J. P., Rodriguez, E., and Martinerie, J. (2001). The brainweb: phase synchronization and large-scale integration. Nat. Rev. Neurosci. 4, 229–239. doi: 10.1038/35067550

 Varela, F., Thompson, E., and Rosch, E. (1991). The Embodied Mind: Cognitive Science and Human Experience. Cambridge MA: MIT Press.

 Walton, A., Richardson, M. J., and Chemero, A. (2014). Self-organization and semiosis in jazz improvisation. Int. J. Signs Semiot. Syst. 3, 12–25. doi: 10.4018/IJSSS.2014070102

 Walton, A., Richardson, M. J., Langland-Hassan, P., and Chemero, A. (2015). Improvisation and the self-organization of multiple musical bodies. Front. Psychol. 1:313. doi: 10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00313

 Ward, L. M. (2003). Synchronous neural oscillations and cognitive processes. Trends Cogn. Sci. 12, 553–559. doi: 10.1016/j.tics.2003.10.012

 Weber, A., and Varela, F. J. (2002). Life after Kant: natural purposes and the autopoietic foundations of biological individuality. Phenomenol. Cogn. Sci. 1, 97–125. doi: 10.1023/A:1020368120174

 Wilson, M., and Cook, P. F. (2016). Rhythmic entrainment: why humans want to, fireflies can't help it, pet birds try, and sea lions have to be bribed. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 23, 1647–1659. doi: 10.3758/s13423-016-1013-x

 Wrangham, R. (2009). Catching Fire: How Cooking Made Us Human. London: Profile.

 Wynn, T. G. (1996). “The evolution of tools and symbolic behavior,” in Handbook of Human In Handbook of Human Symbolic Evolution, eds A. Lock and C. R. Peters (Oxford: Clarendon Press), 263–287.

 Wynn, T. G. (2002). Archaeology and cognitive evolution. Behav. Brain Sci. 25, 389–438. doi: 10.1017/S0140525X02000079

 Yu, L., and Tomonaga, M. (2015). Interactional synchrony in chimpanzees: examination through a finger-tapping experiment. Sci. Rep. 5:10218. doi: 10.1038/srep10218

 Zubrow, E., Cross, I., and Cowan, F. (2001). Musical behaviour and the archaeology of the mind. Archaeol. Polona 39, 111–126.

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2017 van der Schyff and Schiavio. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/cover.jpg
’ frontiers
in Neuroscience

Evolutionary Musicology Meets
Embodied Cognition: Biocultural
Coevolution and the Enactive
Origins of Human Musicality









OPS/images/crossmark.jpg
©

2

i

|





OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Neuroscience





OPS/images/fnins-11-00519-g001.gif
Environment

Organisms

foodback eyces

Cultual Epicycles
o W

leeconvaratoniche





