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Background & Motivation AnalysisMethod

▪ sound symbolism is a specific form of cross-

modal correspondence

certain sounds are associated with 

certain sensory information

▪ prominent examples of sound symbolism 

concern size [1-4] and shape [5-8]

▪ a diverse range of types of sensory 

information has been investigated

▪ however, barely any research on combinations 

of different types of sensory information

▪ RQ: Does one type of sensory information 

influence another type’s sound symbolic 

effect?

size associations: forced-choice task

▪ auditory stimuli: 96 CV.CV pseudowords

▪ visual stimuli: images of alien creatures [9]

▪ procedure: participants chose which one of 5 

differently sized versions of a visual stimulus 

matched the presented audio stimulus best

cuteness judgement task

▪ visual stimuli: images of alien-like creatures

▪ procedure: participants judged all visual 

stimuli for cuteness on a 5-point Likert scale

▪ 124 participants, 10319 data points

▪ ordinal logistic regression in generalised 

additive mixed models [10] with

▪ dependent variable: size association

▪ predictors of interest: vowel & cuteness

▪ also included: onset consonants, 

phonological neighbourhood density, age, 

L1, L2

▪ vowel and cuteness are introduced as 

interaction

we want to see whether cuteness 

influences the size sound symbolic 

effects of vowels

Discussion

▪ How can we explain this novel finding?

▪ /iː/ and /yː/

infants mostly produce high frequency 

vowel-like sounds [11-12] 

infant schema cuteness

▪ /aː/

infants have proportionally big heads and 

eyes [11-12]

infant schema cuteness

▪ cuteness influences the size sound symbolic 

effects of vowels

one type of sensory information 

influence another type’s sound symbolic 

effect

potential interactions of different types 

of sensory information must be 

considered in research on sound 

symbolism
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Stimuli

▪ nucleus

/aː, ɛː, eː, iː, oː, øː, uː, yː/

▪ onset

/d, f, j, k, ʁ/
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