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The bouba/kiki effect—the association of the nonce word boubawith a round
shape and kiki with a spiky shape—is a type of correspondence between
speech sounds and visual properties with potentially deep implications
for the evolution of spoken language. However, there is debate over the
robustness of the effect across cultures and the influence of orthography.
We report an online experiment that tested the bouba/kiki effect across
speakers of 25 languages representing nine language families and 10 writ-
ing systems. Overall, we found strong evidence for the effect across
languages, with bouba eliciting more congruent responses than kiki. Partici-
pants who spoke languages with Roman scripts were only marginally
more likely to show the effect, and analysis of the orthographic shape of
the words in different scripts showed that the effect was no stronger for
scripts that use rounder forms for bouba and spikier forms for kiki. These
results confirm that the bouba/kiki phenomenon is rooted in crossmodal cor-
respondence between aspects of the voice and visual shape, largely
independent of orthography. They provide the strongest demonstration
to date that the bouba/kiki effect is robust across cultures and writing
systems.

This article is part of the theme issue ‘Voice modulation: from origin and
mechanism to social impact (Part II)’.
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bouba kiki

Figure 1. Bouba and kiki shapes used in the experiment (the names were
not displayed in the online survey). The shapes were adapted from Bremner
et al. [37].
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1. Introduction
For decades, theoretical approaches and empirical data on the
evolution of spoken languages have been dominated by the
dogma of arbitrariness, according to which the forms of
words do not resemble their meanings [1–3]. For example,
there does not appear to be anything tree-like about the
sounds of the English word tree. The fact that other languages
have completely different forms for the same concept—such
as German Baum, Spanish arbor or Chinese shu—suggests
that form–meaning pairings are largely a matter of conven-
tion [4]. In line with the idea that arbitrariness prevails in
spoken language, iconicity—the resemblance between form
and meaning—has been thought to be largely confined to
onomatopoeias, such as words like bang and peep, which
imitate the sounds they denote.

In recent years, however, more and more research shows
that such iconicity plays important roles in the evolution,
acquisition and use of spoken language. First, growing evi-
dence suggests that iconicity shapes the vocabularies of
spoken languages far beyond the case of onomatopoeias.
This is revealed, for example, through iconic form–meaning
correspondences in basic vocabulary items [5–7], including
terms for size [8,9], colour [6], textural properties [10], spatial
deixis [11,12], shape [13] and more (e.g. [14,15]). On top of
this, a growing number of experimental studies suggest the
possibility that iconicity was important for the origins of
spoken language [16,17], and may continue to shape the evol-
ution of modern languages [18–21]. There also is evidence
that iconicity performs important functions in language
acquisition, with research showing that highly iconic words
are easier to learn [22–25]. Moreover, iconicity has been
shown to affect speech production [26–30]. For example,
speakers have been shown to raise/lower their fundamental
frequency when describing a small referent versus a big refer-
ent [28], or one that is positioned high versus low in space
[29,31]. Together, this research has led to a dedicated shift
in research, where iconicity is now recognized to be an
important part of all languages [32,33].

Experimental research on iconicity in speech has often
used pseudowords to probe what concepts certain sounds
evoke. For example, in a classic experiment, Sapir [34]
showed that English speakers matched pseudowords con-
taining high front vowels, such as mil, to small objects; by
contrast, they matched pseudowords with low back
vowels, such as mal, to large objects. In the former case,
the high fundamental frequency and high second formant
frequency of the high front vowel /i/ is thought to give
the impression of small size, given that small animals and
objects generally produce higher-frequency sounds than
large ones [35]. Hinton et al. [36] labelled these cases as
synaesthetic sound symbolism to capture that the mapping
between form and meaning cuts across sensory modalities
with speech sounds representing content from other modal-
ities, such as the visual or tactile properties of objects (e.g.
shape, size). This connects the study of iconicity to the
study of crossmodal correspondences [37–39], i.e. cases
where participants reliably match stimuli across sensory
domains. Iconicity in spoken languages, therefore, does
not only involve the resemblance between speech sounds
and auditory impressions but also resemblances between
speech sounds and other sensory impressions that are
mediated through crossmodal correspondences.
Perhaps one of the most widely studied findings on the
crossmodal associations evoked by speech sounds has been
the so-called bouba/kiki effect. When asked to name the two
shapes shown in figure 1 using the nonce words bouba and
kiki, experiments indicate that the majority of participants
will match bouba with the round shape and kiki with the
spiky one. This general phenomenon was first demonstrated
in Köhler’s [40] work with two comparable words, baluba and
takete, and in a later edition with maluma and takete [41]. The
phenomenon was popularized in the twenty-first century by
Ramachandran & Hubbard [42] with bouba and kiki. In each
instance, people’s matching behaviour demonstrates a corre-
spondence across sensory modalities—between features of
the visual shapes and features of the articulated sounds of
the words. Ramachandran & Hubbard [42, p. 19] hypoth-
esized that ‘the sharp changes in visual direction of the
lines in the right-hand figure [see figure 1] mimics the
sharp phonemic inflections of the sound kiki, as well as the
sharp inflection of the tongue on the palate’. By virtue of
this vocal mimicry—which renders a perceived resemblance
between aspects of the spoken word and its meaning—the
bouba/kiki effect is a prime example of iconicity in speech.

Ramachandran & Hubbard [42] proposed that the bouba/
kiki effect and similar phenomena may provide a vital clue to
the origins of language. They suggested that such intuitive
mappings between aspects of the voice and certain visual
properties would place ‘natural constraints on the ways in
which sounds are mapped onto objects’ [41, p. 19]. Making
use of these perceived crossmodal correspondences, human
ancestors might have modulated their voice to meaningfully
draw attention to particular referents or qualities—a process
that could have bootstrapped the formation of the first
spoken words [23,43]. In the absence of stable conventions
within a linguistic community, a word that is perceived to
resemble its referent is more likely to be understood.

Notably, to the extent it is possible, this capacity to pro-
duce iconic signals with one’s voice undercuts a key point
of evidence in favour of accounts that see language as
having first arisen on the basis of manual gestures. Often
dubbed ‘gesture-first’ theories of language origins, propo-
nents of this hypothesis have long argued that manual
gestures—which can be used to show spatial relationships,
trace and depict shapes, and pantomime actions—have rich
potential for iconicity, and thus they are especially useful
for establishing meaningful communication when communi-
cators lack a shared vocabulary (e.g. [44–46]). By contrast, it is
argued that the voice does not offer the same iconic potential,
being limited mainly to the mimicry of animal and
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environmental sounds and to the expression of emotion. For
example, Hockett [47, p. 275] proposed that, ‘[w]hen a rep-
resentation of some four-dimensional hunk of life has to be
compressed into the single dimension of speech, most iconi-
city is necessarily squeezed out’. Indeed, if we restrict
iconicity to onomatopoeia alone, the capacity for iconic
expression in spoken language does appear to be quite lim-
ited. However, crossmodal correspondences such as the
bouba/kiki effect can extend the role of spoken iconicity to
include semantic domains that are not auditory in nature.

Stemming largely from its theoretical importance to ques-
tions of language evolution, the bouba/kiki effect has been
replicated and extended numerous times in wide-ranging
experiments, serving as a testbed for understanding the psy-
chology of crossmodal correspondence in communication
[48–55]. Moreover, while experiments using pseudowords
have often been criticized for having limited relevance to
spoken language vocabularies [56–58], recent evidence
shows that the effect may actually influence the vocabularies
of modern languages. Sidhu et al. [13] found that English
nouns for round objects, such as ball, globe, balloon and hoop,
are more likely to have round vowels and bilabial sounds
than nouns for more angular or spiky objects, such as spike,
fork, cactus and shrapnel, which are more likely to feature voi-
celess velar stops. Thus, in the same way that Sapir’s [34] mil/
mal experiment corresponds to iconicity for magnitude in
vocabularies [5,8,9], there now is evidence that bouba/kiki is
not confined to artificially created pseudowords. The poten-
tial for bouba/kiki to play a role in language evolution has
now also been lifted from the realm of speculation thanks
to new empirical evidence from iterated learning experiments
[20,21]. This work shows that when generations of partici-
pants learn and reproduce an artificial spoken vocabulary
that refers to visual stimuli such as those shown in figure 1,
the word forms that they produce evolve over iterations to
exhibit bouba/kiki-like iconicity. Taken together, this research
shows that crossmodal sound-symbolic mappings such as
in bouba/kiki could play an ongoing role in the development
of spoken language vocabularies. However, there remains
controversy regarding the source of the bouba/kiki effect, and
the extent to which the mapping between sound and shape
is consistent across cultures.
2. Source of the bouba/kiki effect
Since Köhler’s preliminary experiments, a primary line of
inquiry has investigated the specific sources of the bouba/kiki
effect—that is, the crossmodal correspondences between
auditory voice and visible shape that are involved. A
number of vocal cues have been proposed, which may
relate to both the acoustics of the speech sounds and the pro-
prioception of articulating them [38,59]. The pseudowords
bouba and kiki—and comparable forms like maluma and
takete—differ from each other along a number of phonetic/
phonological dimensions [48,52,60,61], yielding strikingly
different acoustic and articulatory profiles. These differences
relate to vowel formants, vowel-intrinsic fundamental frequency,
consonant-driven fundamental frequency perturbation, duration,
consonant voicing, voice onset time, vowel rounding and place
of articulation, all of which can influence the bouba/kiki
effect in some fashion or another [13,59,60,62,63]. For
example, voiced stops [60], round vowels and labial
consonants are associated with round shapes [13,60]. The
effect may also be owing to broader patterns in the spectral
envelopes of the words [54]. Abrupt spectral changes from
silent closure to high spectral frequencies caused by voiceless
stops may relate to spikiness in the visual domain. By con-
trast, continuous fundamental frequency, as is present in
words such as bouba and maluma, goes together with lower
frequency bands and less abrupt amplitude envelope modu-
lations, which may evoke a sense of smoothness in
perception, relating this to visually smoother, or rounder
objects. There are, therefore, clear ways in which phonetic/
phonological characteristics of bouba and kiki may be
associated with round and angular shapes, respectively [64].

There is also reason to believe, however, that these
phonetic/phonological explanations do not provide a com-
plete account of the source of the effect. One can readily see
that the letters of the Roman alphabet used to represent kiki
〈k, i〉 are visually spikier than the more rounded letters for
bouba 〈b, o, u, a〉, and the same also characterizes the contrast
between words like takete and maluma. This raises the possi-
bility that many experiments demonstrating the bouba/kiki
phenomenon—the majority of which have been conducted
with literate Western participants—may be confounded by
the orthographic shape of the written words [65–68]. Impor-
tantly, because writing is a highly entrenched cognitive
process, orthographic representations can become automati-
cally activated even in completely auditory tasks [69–71].
This renders it plausible that orthography may be a confound
even when pseudowords are presented auditorily.

Evidence of this confound comes from Cuskley et al. [65],
which found that grapheme shape was a dominant source of
the effect for literate, English-speaking participants. Partici-
pants were asked to rate the goodness of fit of different
pseudowords with various rounded and spiky shapes, with
the word presented in either written or auditory form. Criti-
cally, the stimuli varied in phonemic characteristics (i.e.
voicing contrast) as well as orthographic angularity, allowing
the effects of these variables to be separated. The results
showed that orthographic angularity was the ruling factor
in the written task with no effect of phonology, whereas
both orthographic angularity and phonology played a signifi-
cant role in the auditory task. Notably, such an orthographic
confound may also extend beyond just Roman orthorgraphy.
Turoman & Styles [72] presented—to an international group
of English speakers—pairs of letters representing the speech
sounds /u/ and /i/ (i.e. the stressed vowels in bouba and
kiki) in 56 different scripts from across historical time and geo-
graphical space. They found that participants were
significantly better than chance at guessing which sound
each letter represented. These studies show that orthography
rather than crossmodal correspondences may drive the
bouba/kiki effect—in Roman orthography as well as many
other scripts.

While orthography can clearly play a role in the bouba/kiki
phenomenon, evidence from studies with different popu-
lations suggests that there is also some genuinely vocal basis
for the effect. For example, early blind individuals who have
no experience with the Roman alphabet show the effect
when feeling round and pointy shapes [73], although earlier
investigations failed to establish this [74]. While a few studies
have failed to find the bouba/kiki effect with pre-literate chil-
dren [75,76], several others have shown the effect in children,
including pre-literate ones [51,77–79]. However, given that
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sound-symbolic phenomena such as bouba/kiki generally
become stronger with age [34,78,80–82], more convincing evi-
dence for the idea that orthography is not the locus of bouba/
kiki comes from cross-cultural studies with speakers of non-lit-
erate societies. For example, speakers of Himba (a Bantu
language spoken in Namibia) showed the bouba/kiki effect
even though they were non-literate and hadminimal exposure
to Western culture [37]. Another study found that Taiwanese
participants showed similar bouba/kiki performance to
United States participants, despite the fact that their languages
are written in different scripts [83]. More generally, a meta-
analysis of 13 different bouba/kiki experiments with speakers
of six different languages (English, French, Italian, Himba,
Syuba and Hunjara) showed that across languages, 89% of
all responses were congruent with the phenomenon [84].
However, some exceptions have also been found: Syuba
speakers from the Himalayas in Nepal did not show the
effect [84], and neither did Hunjara speakers in Papua New
Guinea [85]. Styles & Gawne [84] suggested that the lack of
effect for these two groups may be because the nonce words
have some phonemes that do not occur in the respective
language or that some sounds are phonotactically/tonotacti-
cally illegal in the corresponding languages.

In this paper, we report, to our knowledge, the most
extensive experimental test of bouba/kiki to date, using a
diverse sample of speakers from 25 different languages and
nine different language families that use a total of 10 different
scripts. Our diverse sample of participants allowed us to use
variation in orthographic systems as a testbed to perform a
natural experiment on the influence of writing systems on
the bouba/kiki effect across languages. While previous meta-
analyses of cross-linguistic data suggest that bouba/kiki may
be cross-linguistically stable [84]—with some notable excep-
tions—our experiment tests the phenomenon under exactly
the same experimental conditions. Demonstrating that bouba/
kiki exists across speakers of multiple languages and is not
strongly affected by writing systems would show that the
effect is based on a genuine crossmodal correspondence
between sound and shape. Moreover, by demonstrating
cross-cultural stability and relative independence from ortho-
graphy, the phenomenon takes on greater relevance for
theories of the origins of spoken language.

In contrast to other investigations that have explored a
range of pseudowords with different phonological properties
or a range of different visual stimuli [52,59–61,86], we followed
Bremner and colleagues’ investigation of Himba speakers [37]
and focused on the specific pseudowords bouba and kiki. In
using these two stimuli across a large opportunity sample of
languages, we increased our statistical power to generalize
across languages and cultures. For this, we used standard stat-
istical methods from linguistic typology, namely, mixed-effects
models with random effects for language family (e.g. [87–89]),
which help us to avoid ‘Galton’s problem’ of erroneously treat-
ing different languages/cultures as independent [90,91]. Thus,
our goal was not to demonstrate that bouba/kiki is universally
obeyed by all speaking populations in an absolute sense, i.e.
that speakers from each and every language exhibit the
phenomenon (cf. [92]). We expected exceptions, and given
that our data collection method involved an opportunity
sample with unequal data points for different language
groups, our goal was also not to make precise claims about
speakers from specific cultural groups. Rather, our aim was
to assess the extent to which the bouba/kiki effect—and the
crossmodal sound-shape correspondence that underlies it—is
a widespread cross-cultural phenomenon.
3. Methods
(a) Participants
We collected data from a total of 976 participants. This was an
opportunity sample, with data collected via snowballing. Partici-
pants were recruited by contacting native speakers of each
language and asking them to distribute the survey among other
native speakers. The distribution of the questionnaires took place
between August and December 2018. We aimed to obtain at
least 20 participants per language, but this proved not to be poss-
ible for several languages. Sample size decisions were made
independently of the results. Participation was voluntary and
self-motivated, and participants received no compensation (with
the exception of Zulu speakers).

Data were then excluded from participants who did not com-
plete both the bouba and the kiki trials or who indicated that they
did not speak the language of the respective survey. Data from
speakers of two languages—Malagasy and Tamil—were
excluded because we had only one and two participants respect-
ively for these groups, meaning that survey distribution
effectively failed.1 Using these criteria together, a total of 59 par-
ticipants (6%) were excluded. The remaining sample contained
data from 917 participants of 25 languages from nine different
language families, shown in table 1. The 25 languages included
10 different scripts. The Roman script was shared by many differ-
ent languages (e.g. English, German, French). On top of that,
there were nine languages that dominantly use scripts other
than the Roman script: Armenian, Farsi, Georgian, Greek,
Japanese, Korean, Mandarin Chinese, Russian and Thai.

Our survey asked participants to report any foreign languages
that they speak. Eighty six per cent of our participants indicated
they spoke a second language, with 80% speaking English as a
first (L1) or second language (L2). This left 179 participants who
did not speak English. Of the 293 participants who did not
speak a first language with a Roman script, our sample included
55 participants who also did not speak a second language with a
Roman script. As noted by Grosjean [94], at least half of the
world’s population speaks more than one language, and a more
recent survey of countries of the European Union [95] found that
on average 63% people speak another language, ranging from
74% in people aged 25 to 34 years to 47% in people aged 55 to
64 years. Thus, our sample has a relatively large percentage of
people speaking a foreign language, especially English. The large
percentage of speakers of English as a foreign language could
stem from the fact that the sample was snowballed using the
authors’ownsocialnetworks.Moreover, the internet-baseddistribution
method probably taps into a more educated population.

(b) Materials
The rounded and spike shapes, shown in figure 1, were adapted
from the cross-cultural experiment conducted by Bremner et al.
[37]. The bouba and kiki stimuli were spoken by the first author,
a female native speaker of Polish who is a trained phonetician.
Bouba was rendered as [ 0bu:ba], and kiki as [ 0khikhi], both with
initial stress. Figure 2 shows spectrograms and oscillograms of
the recording for each word. The stimuli are accessible via the fol-
lowing Open Science Framework (OSF) repository: https://osf.
io/w7crs.

(c) Procedure
Our data were collected as part of a larger cross-linguistic com-
puter survey administered online using the Percy software [96].

https://osf.io/w7crs
https://osf.io/w7crs
https://osf.io/w7crs


Table 1. Counts of participants (and bouba-first trials) per language and language family, ordered alphabetically by language name within family and genus
(based on [93]); Italics-faced languages marked by * dominantly use scripts without Roman letters.

family genus language n of participants (n of bouba-first trials)

Indo-European Albanian Albanian 10 (6)

Armenian Armenian* 22 (13)

Germanic Danish 18 (10)

English 41 (16)

German 87 (45)

Swedish 21 (13)

Greek Greek 40 (19)

Iranian Farsi* 22 (13)

Romance French 57 (25)

Italian 54 (33)

Portuguese 59 (30)

Romanian 33 (16)

Spanish 35 (21)

Slavic Polish 52 (26)

Russian* 49 (25)

Japanese Japanese Japanese* 55 (35)

Kartvelian Kartvelian Georgian* 14 (8)

Korean Korean Korean* 22 (13)

Atlantic-Congo Bantu Zulu 20 (10)

Sino-Tibetan Chinese Mandarin Chinese* 49 (23)

Tai-Kadai Kam-Tai Thai* 20 (8)

Turkic Turkic Turkish 38 (18)

Uralic Finnic Estonian 46 (27)

Finnish 19 (11)

Ugric Hungarian 35 (19)
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The bouba/kiki task was completed at the end of the roughly
15 min survey, whose results are reported elsewhere [16]. Partici-
pants viewed the rounded and spiky shapes as they listened to
the spoken words bouba and kiki in two successive trials. The
stimuli were presented to each participant in random order
(resulting in 52.5% of participants listening to bouba first;
table 1). On each trial, after listening to the word, they selected
which of the two shapes they thought better corresponded to
the word (a forced-choice task). Participants were instructed to
look at the two shapes and to listen to the sound. They were
then asked: ‘which shape corresponds to the sound?’ This
approach differs from the frequently used two-alternative
forced-choice task, which has been shown to amplify the bouba/
kiki effect [52,57,86].

The survey was distributed in 25 different languages, trans-
lated by native speakers of the respective languages. The
languages were chosen to facilitate a sample as diverse as poss-
ible based on the availability of researchers able and willing to
collaborate on the project.

(d) Analysis
Our main analysis examined the proportion of bouba/kiki-congru-
ent responses across both trials. For this, we counted only those
participants who matched bouba to the round shape, and cru-
cially, who also matched kiki to the spiky shape. If one of the
two trials was misaligned with bouba/kiki, the response was
treated as incongruent. This measure of the effect thus treats par-
tial matches as mismatches. By treating the data like this, the
individual participant becomes the unit of analysis (each partici-
pant contributes one data point). To determine the overall
strength of the effect across languages, we fitted a mixed Baye-
sian logistic regression model; the intercept of this model
estimates the average proportion of participants who responded
with a ‘matching’ word-to-shape alignment. This proportion was
compared to a conservative baseline of one-half = 50%, assuming
complete dependence of the two trials (even though chance-level
would be one-quarter = 25% if the two trials were treated as inde-
pendent). The model also included two fixed effects: order
(whether bouba or kiki was the first trial) and script (whether
the language predominantly uses the Roman alphabet or a differ-
ent script). As the order-fixed effect was effectively balanced
(approximately half of the trials were kiki-first; half were bouba-
first), we contrast-coded kiki as −0.5 and bouba as +0.5. For
script, our sample was biased towards the Roman alphabet,
and, therefore, we used weighted effect coding to adjust for
sample size differences (+1 for Roman alphabet, −2.12 for differ-
ent alphabet). This contrast coding scheme of our fixed effects
ensured that the intercept was interpretable as the grand mean.

We included random intercepts for language and language
family. The language isolates Japanese and Korean were treated
as separate families. In addition, we added random slopes for
within-language and within-family variation in the order effect.
We did not add random slopes for the script effect, because
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only the Indo-European languages showed variation with
respect to the script factor. All other language families in our
sample were of only one script. We set Normal(0, 1) weakly infor-
mative priors on the intercept. This prior choice was guided by
recommendations for logistic regression models in Lemoine
[97]. Under a logit transform, the prior builds in mild skepticism,
slightly favouring values closer to chance performance ( p = 0.5)
and punishing high values close to 0 or 1. For all beta coefficients,
we use a Cauchy prior with scale = 2.5 [98]. The model was esti-
mated via Markov chain Monte Carlo sampling with four chains,
each with 6000 samples (of which a total of 4000 were discarded
as warm-up samples), making for a total of 8000 posterior
samples used for inference. All data and code are accessible via
the following OSF repository: https://osf.io/w7crs.

(e) Additional analysis of orthography
We also investigated the more general possibility that a bias in the
orthographic shape of the words in the respective writing scripts—
that is, beyond the known bias of the Roman script—could drive
the bouba/kiki effect across cultures. To assess the orthographic
bias for each script used by our participants, we conducted a sub-
sidiary study to generate a measure of how much each script is
biased towards bouba/kiki congruency. We asked an independent
set of participants to match the written representation of bouba
and kiki in each script to the corresponding rounded/spiky
shapes based only on visual similarity. Participants were instructed
to match each bit of text ‘to the shape that you think looks most
similar to the text.’ It was emphasized that they should focus
only on the visual appearance of the text and shapes.

While it is possible to compute the visual similarity between
letters via objective computational techniques [99], we decided to
use a behavioural measure of orthography bias because what
arguably matters more for the bouba/kiki paradigm is the
perceived, rather than physical, spikiness and roundedness of
shapes. Any computational measure would have to be indepen-
dently calibrated via additional studies to assure that it taps into
people’s perceptions of spikiness/roundedness.

For this subsidiary study, we recruited German participants
(n = 97) and Mandarin Chinese participants (n = 78) via snowbal-
ling, and English participants (n = 78) via Amazon Mechanical
Turk (table 2). Each participant viewed the words bouba and kiki
written in each of the nine non-Roman scripts. On each trial, awrit-
ten word was presented above the two shapes, which were
presented beside each other. Participants then selected one shape
or the other. Trials were paired by language, and in analogy to
our main experiment, the written stimuli were shown sequentially.
We randomized the order of languages, the order of bouba/kiki, and
theorderof the shapes (rounded-left or spiky-left).After completing
the task, we asked participants to report any knowledge of the cor-
responding scripts or languages they saw, excluding any trials for
which this was the case. This led to the exclusion of 10% of the
total trials, from 3538 individual trials down to 3192.

To determine the effect of orthographic bias in the main (audi-
tory) experiment, we averaged the proportions of congruent
responses across the three different languages to get an aggregate
measure of orthography bias.2 These average values were included
as a predictor into an additional model, where we regressed the
proportion of bouba/kiki congruent responses in the auditory task
on the orthography bias score from the subsidiary study.
4. Results
(a) Bouba/kiki effect across languages
The estimated posterior mean proportion of bouba/kiki
matches across languages was 72%, with a 95% credible

https://osf.io/w7crs
https://osf.io/w7crs


Table 2. Orthographic representations of bouba and kiki written in the scripts of the languages that were included in the survey; the additional columns
show the percentage of bouba/kiki congruent matches for each script by speakers of English, German and Mandarin Chinese. The average of the three
language groups was used as a predictor in the main experiment (the auditory task).

language bouba kiki
English
(n = 51)

German
(n = 97)

Mandarin Chinese
(n = 78) average

Armenian 45% 56% 59% 53%

Cyrillic script буба кики 74% 82% 71% 76%

Farsi ابوب یکیک 48% 44% 51% 48%

Georgian 50% 48% 48% 49%

Greek μπούμπα κίκι 69% 70% 70% 70%

Hangul script (Korean) 부바 키키 43% 49% 71% 54%

Japanese (Katakana) ブーバ キキ 49% 52% 62% 54%

Mandarin Chinese 布巴 奇奇 58% 56% — 57%

Roman script bouba kiki — — — —

Thai 51% 44% 41% 45%

average 54% 55% 59% 56%
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interval ranging from 56% to 82%. The logit coefficient of the
intercept was above zero (+0.93, s.e. = 0.31), with the 95%
credible interval not including zero: [+0.26, +1.53]. The pos-
terior distribution of this coefficient is shown in figure 3
(top). The estimated posterior probability of the logit inter-
cept being above zero (=chance level) was very high
(p(b0 . 0) ¼ 0:99).

When analysed by individual languages, the descriptive
percentages ranged from 100% (Swedish) to 36% (Roma-
nian). Figure 4 shows the posterior estimates for each
language with corresponding 95% credible intervals. Using
these credible intervals as a heuristic cut-off point, 17 out
of 25 languages showed a bouba/kiki effect that was reliably
above 50%. However, it should be noted that this measure
is rather conservative, as, for most languages, the bulk of
the posterior distribution was above zero. In terms of
descriptive averages, only three languages—Romanian,
Mandarin Chinese and Turkish—had lower than 50%
matches though the 95% credible intervals included chance
level performance.

Languages that predominantly use the Roman script had
numerically higher bouba/kiki matches (descriptive average:
75%) than languages that use other scripts (63%). The
model indicated that there was a weak trend for languages
with the Roman script (versus other) to have a higher pro-
portion of matches (logit coefficient: +0.21, s.e. = 0.13), the
posterior estimate of which is shown in figure 3 (bottom
panel). The 95% credible interval for this coefficient over-
lapped with zero: [−0.05, +0.46]. The posterior probability of
the script effect being above zero was relatively high
(p(b0 . 0) ¼ 0:95), but much less so than the posterior prob-
ability of the overall accuracy effect being above zero. In
addition, for those participants who did not speak a language
with the Roman script as an L1, we analysed whether speak-
ing a language as an L2 that did not use the Roman script
changed the proportion of bouba/kiki matches. There was no
evidence that this was the case, with the coefficient of the L2
script effect close to zero (+0.08, s.e. = 0.66), and its wide
95% credible interval being centred on zero: [−1.31, +1.35]
(figure 5a).
(b) Additional analysis of script
Next, we turn to our perceptual measure of orthography bias
from the subsidiary study. Across the nine non-Roman scripts,
participants, on average,matched thewrittenwords to the cor-
responding shapes in a manner that was congruent with the
bouba/kiki phenomenon 56% of the time (English: 54%,
German: 55%, Mandarin Chinese: 59%). As shown in table 2,
there is clear variation in the orthographic shape bias across
scripts, ranging from the lowest of Thai (45%) to the highest of
Greek (70%) and Cyrillic (76%). The high scores for Greek and
Cyrillic are perhaps unsurprising given that the scripts are
related to the Roman alphabet. Moreover, the orthographic ren-
ditions of the pseudowords bouba and kiki in these scripts share
someof the samecharacters as theorthographic renditions in the
Roman alphabet. The results were fairly similar between the
three language groups. English and German speakers’ average
proportion of congruent responses correlated very highly (r =
0.88), as did German and Mandarin Chinese speakers’ average
(r = 0.7). The correlation was still positive but weaker between
English and Mandarin Chinese (r = 0.43).

To analyse the effect of this orthographic perceptual bias, we
used the average proportion of congruent orthography responses
from across the three languages as a predictor of bouba/kiki
matches in the auditory experiment. For this Bayesian regression
model, we only considered the subset of participants who spoke
languageswithnon-Romanscripts (n= 293).Thecoefficientof the
orthography bias measure was positive (logit: +0.74, s.e. = 1.90),
but associated with an exceedingly large 95% credible interval,
[−3.17, +4.41], that included zero, as shown in figure 5b. The pos-
terior probability of the effect being positive was inconclusive
(p(b1 . 0) ¼ 0:68), suggesting that this analysis does not indicate
a reliable effect of the orthography bias measure. This is the case
even if we exclude Greek and Russian from the analysis, given
that these two scripts are similar to the Roman alphabet
(p(b1 . 0) ¼ 0:51).

(c) Is bouba more round than kiki is spiky?
The main model reported above included an effect of order
(figure 3, middle). The logit coefficient of this order effect
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was positive (+0.56, s.e. = 0.29) indicating that matching
responses were produced somewhat more often for bouba-
first trials than for kiki-first trials (95% credible interval:
[−0.06, +1.10]). The posterior probability of this coefficient
being positive was relatively high (p(b1 . 0) ¼ 0:97). Recall
that for these results based on our main model, we con-
sidered a ‘match’ conservatively as cases where both trials
fit the bouba/kiki effect. To better assess the asymmetry
between bouba and kiki trials, we looked at first trials only
in a separate model with a fixed effect for condition (whether
the first trial was bouba or kiki). The logit coefficient of con-
dition was positive (more matches for bouba: +0.79, s.e. =
0.34), with a 95% credible interval that did not cover zero:
[0.08, 1.45]. Figure 6 visualizes the conditional effects.

Finally, we used the model fitted to first trials only to
assess the number of languages for which bouba trials were
above chance, compared to kiki trials. The corresponding
95% credible intervals for each language showed that bouba
was reliably matched with the round shape in 22 out of 25
languages, whereas kiki was reliably matched to the spiky
shape in only 11 out of 25 languages.
5. Discussion
We tested whether people from diverse cultural and linguistic
backgrounds exhibited the bouba/kiki effect, matching the
nonce word bouba to a round shape and kiki to a spiky one.
Our internet survey reached 917 participants who were
speakers of 25 languages from nine language families, includ-
ing 10 different writing systems. We found strong overall
evidence for the effect across participants, demonstrating a
clear cross-linguistic pattern. Notably, we demonstrated the
cross-cultural consistency of the bouba/kiki effect using a
more conservative measure of the phenomenon, requiring
participants to produce congruent matches for both bouba
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and kiki trials, and setting the comparison to chance level at
50% rather than 25%. In comparison to sequential presen-
tation, it has been suggested that the two-alternative forced-
choice task, where both nonce words and both shapes are
presented simultaneously, may artificially amplify the effect
size [52,57,86]. For example, when the stimulus images are
presented sequentially rather than simultaneously, the pro-
portion of congruent responses dropped from 80% to 60%
in [52]. Here, we found the overall proportion of congruent
responses to be 72%, indicating that the cross-cultural effect
is robust even in a sequential presentation format.

We also found some evidence consistent with the idea that
Roman orthography can play a role in enhancing the bouba/
kiki effect [65]: languages that predominantly used the
Roman alphabet showed a stronger effect than those that
did not. Overall, however, the biasing effect of orthography
was weak. Participants who used a script other than the
Roman alphabet were, on average, far above chance (63%)
in producing congruent responses. This was the case even
given our more conservative measure of full matches across
both trials. Moreover, for those participants who did not
use the Roman alphabet in their L1, speaking a second
language that used the Roman alphabet did not make the
bouba/kiki effect stronger. Finally, our subsidiary experiment
showed that the degree to which the forms of the words writ-
ten in non-Roman scripts were perceived to be rounder for
bouba and spikier for kiki also did not alter the results.

One qualification in interpreting our results is that most of
our participants spoke a foreign language (with English being
the modal foreign language), and most participants knew a
language that used the Roman alphabet. Even those partici-
pants who did not report speaking a language that used
the Roman alphabet would probably have had some experi-
ence with this script given our use of an internet-based
survey, e.g. Chinese speakers use Roman letters (Pinyin)
when interacting with computers. From this perspective,
then, it is important to see our results alongside the fact
that the bouba/kiki effect has also been found in congenitally
blind individuals [73], in at least some studies of pre-literate
children [51,77,79], as well as in some cultures that do not
use written language [37]. Taken together, this evidence con-
verges to indicate that bouba/kiki exists, to a substantial extent,
independently of orthography, and thus, appears to be rooted
in crossmodal correspondence between the spoken words
and visual shapes. However, as observed by [65,72], this
does not imply that the sound-symbolic correspondence
and the orthographic shapes connected to those sounds are
not deeply intertwined—in cultural evolution, as well as in
perceptual processing. Indeed, congruent orthographic
shapes for the sounds /i/ and /u/ in the Roman alphabet
and other scripts could be rooted historically in something
like the sound symbolism of bouba-kiki, today feeding back
into people’s behaviour in modern bouba-kiki experiments.

As we have only tested two pseudowords rather than a
whole set of words systematically varying in their phonetic
properties, we can only speculate about the sound-symbolic
root of the effect. As purely acoustic objects, we suggest
that the continued presence of voicing in bouba may play an
important role, especially as voicing has been shown to
have drastic effects on the overall amplitude and spectral
characteristics of spoken utterances [100]. Portions including
phonation have a lower average centre of gravity (a global
measure of frequencies with high amplitude) compared to
portions without phonation. Thus, as shown in figure 2,
this means that bouba has an overall lower spectral energy
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than kiki. Although acoustically, spectral energy is different
from fundamental frequency, people mentally associate
high spectral loci with high pitch [101]. Given previous find-
ings indicating that low pitch is associated with roundness
[102], this suggests that the overall spectral energy being
lower or higher—as a result of the consistent phonetic voicing
difference between the stimuli—may contribute to the effect.
In addition, the intermittency of voicing in vowels and voice-
lessness in the aspirated stops in kiki leads to clearly visible
spectral discontinuities (figure 2), which suggests that the
overall smoothness or abruptness of the sound may also be
an important factor (cf. discussion in [54]).

The sequential presentation format of our experiment
allowed us to compare the strengh of bouba to kiki correspon-
dence in a large cross-linguistic sample. The comparison of
bouba-first to kiki-first trials showed that, although congruent
responses to both words were well above chance, bouba
evoked a stronger shape correspondence than kiki. This is in
line with several studies which have now found that bouba
produces more consistent matching behaviour than kiki
[103,104], including a meta-analysis of language acquisition
studies involving bouba/kiki [78]. One possible explanation
for this asymmetry relates to the phonological properties of
the words: bouba [ 0bu:ba] arguably uses more of the acoustic
cues associated with round shapes than does kiki [ 0khikhi]
with spiky shapes [13,48,60,62]: /b/ is a voiced bilabial
stop, and /u:/ is rounded. All of these features (labial place
of articulations, voicing and lip rounding) have indepen-
dently been shown to be associated with round shapes
[13,48,60,62]. Moreover, all segments of the word bouba are
phonologically voiced, which is also visible phonetically in
the entire word by the continuous fundamental frequency
in figure 2. In comparison, kiki exhibits alternation between
phonologically voiced segments (vowels) and voiceless seg-
ments (plosives), phonetically visible as an interruption of
fundamental frequency. The word kiki, by virtue of combin-
ing phonologically voiced and voiceless sounds, can be
seen as involving conflicting cues for spikiness [60], at least
with respect to the phonetic dimension of voicing, ergo yield-
ing a weaker effect, as our results show. An additional
possibility is that our results reflect a general visual prefer-
ence for curved contours, which has been shown in
humans [105] as well as great apes [106]. This could have
the effect of amplifying congruent responses in bouba trials
and decreasing congruent responses in kiki trials, indepen-
dently of perceptual correspondence between word and
shape.

An interesting avenue for future exploration is whether
the bouba/kiki effect is expressed in iconic prosody. We
already know that during speaking, people sometimes
modulate their voice in iconic correspondence with visual
characteristics such as vertical position [29,31,107], motion
[30,108] and size [28]. Would speakers similarly modulate
their voice during speaking to express shape? A specific
prediction is that speakers should enhance their glottal
vibration (low frequency energy) when talking about
round objects than talking about angular objects. They
may also emphasize high frequency energy (by using stron-
ger bursts) when talking about angular objects. Notably,
such iconic modulations could, over historical time, lead to
sound-symbolic vocabulary, including, for example, the stat-
istical tendency for bouba/kiki sound symbolism in English
nouns [13].
Future research is necessary to understand why speakers
of a few languages tended not to show the common bouba/kiki
alignment. Although the minority in our sample, these excep-
tions spanned languages spoken by huge populations
(Mandarin Chinese), and languages with Roman scripts
(Albanian, Turkish, Romanian). Possible factors to explain
the absence of the effect in these languages include lack of
specific phonemes, the tono- or phonotactics of the language
[84], or the existence of meaningful words that happen to
sound like bouba or kiki [72]. For example, in the case of
Romanian, which had the lowest proportion of correspon-
dence, the word bouba could be seen as related to the
Romanian word bub�a [bubə], a generic term for ‘wound’
(including cuts and burns), used especially with small chil-
dren. It may be that the association with sharp pain
overrides the tendency to associate boubawith a round shape.

Whatever explains the exceptions in each specific case,
our data clearly allow the conclusion that the bouba/kiki
phenomenon is statistically robust across cultures. The
strength of the bouba/kiki phenomenon is modulated by lin-
guistic and cultural background, but there is a strong
overall universal trend in this crossmodal correspondence.
This has important implications for the evolution of
language. If bouba/kiki were exclusively tied to writing sys-
tems and only observed for specific language groups, it
could not have played any role in the origins of spoken
language. By demonstrating that a correspondence between
vocal signals and visual shapes is widely recognized irrespec-
tive of writing systems, bouba/kiki becomes more relevant for
theories of language evolution [20,21,41,43]. It suggests that
crossmodal correspondences such as bouba/kiki could have
been used to extend iconicity in spoken languages beyond
onomatopoeia, to include such domains as shape (as investi-
gated here), but also size, touch and colour properties, and
potentially many others. Our results are thus broadly in
line with evidence from tasks where participants communi-
cate meanings with novel vocalizations, which show that
iconicity in vocalization enables understanding in the
absence of established linguistic conventions [16,28,109].

Not withstanding the limitations discussed above, our
study provides, to our knowledge, the strongest demon-
stration to date that the bouba/kiki effect extends across
cultures. Our cross-linguistic survey included participants
who were speakers of diverse languages spanning several
language families and writing systems. The overall consistency
of the phenomenon suggests that the effect is rooted in a
robust crossmodal correspondence between speech sounds
and visual shapes. Thus, while language, script and other
elements of culture may play a mediating role in the strength
of the effect, there is, nevertheless, a strong tendency for
people across the globe to associate the spoken word bouba
with a round shape and kiki with a spiky one.
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Endnotes
1While it is possible to include these languages and count them
towards the global average in the statistical analysis, we decided
not to do so in line with our reasoning that the results of individual
languages should not be over-interpreted. For these languages, we
have exceedingly low numbers and caution against drawing any con-
clusions for them. All results hold if these languages are included in
the final analysis.
2The averaging is justified as correlations between languages were
reasonably high (see results section).
Trans.R.So
References
c.B
377:20200390
1. Hockett CF. 1960 The origin of speech. Sci. Am.
203, 88–96. (doi:10.1038/scientificamerican
0960-88)

2. Newmeyer FJ. 1992 Iconicity and generative grammar.
Language 68, 756–796. (doi:10.2307/416852)

3. Pinker S, Bloom P. 1990 Natural language and
natural selection. Behav. Brain Sci. 13, 707–727.
(doi:10.1017/s0140525×00081061)

4. de Saussure F. 1959 Course in general linguistics.
New York, NY: Philosophical Library.

5. Blasi DE, Wichmann S, Hammarström H, Stadler PF,
Christiansen MH. 2016 Sound–meaning association
biases evidenced across thousands of languages.
Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 113, 10 818–10 823.
(doi:10.1073/pnas.1605782113)

6. Johansson NE, Anikin A, Carling G, Holmer A. 2020
The typology of sound symbolism: defining macro-
concepts via their semantic and phonetic features.
Linguist. Typology 24, 253–310. (doi:10.1515/
lingty-2020-2034)

7. Joo I. 2020 Phonosemantic biases found in Leipzig-
Jakarta lists of 66 languages. Linguist. Typology 24,
1–12. (doi:10.1515/lingty-2019-0030)

8. Haynie H, Bowern C, LaPalombara H. 2014
Sound symbolism in the languages of Australia.
PLoS ONE 9, e92852. (doi:10.1371/journal.
pone.0092852)

9. Winter B, Perlman M. 2021 Size sound symbolism
in the English lexicon. Glossa J. Gen. Linguist. 6,
1–13. (doi:10.5334/gjgl.1646)

10. Winter B. 2016 The sensory structure of the
english lexicon. PhD Thesis, UC Merced, Merced, CA,
USA. See https://escholarship.org/uc/item/885849k9.

11. Johansson N, Zlatev J. 2013 Motivations for sound
symbolism in spatial deixis: a typological study of
101 languages. Public J. Semiot. 5, 3–20. (doi:10.
37693/pjos.2013.5.9668)

12. Ultan R. 1978 Size-sound symbolism. In Phonology
(eds JH Greenberg, CA Ferguson, EA Moravcsik), pp.
525–567. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

13. Sidhu DM, Westbury C, Hollis G, Pexman PM. 2021
Sound symbolism shapes the English language: the
maluma/takete effect in English nouns. Psychon.
Bull. Rev. 28, 1390–1398. (doi:10.3758/s13423-021-
01883-3)

14. Blust RA. 2003 The phonestheme n- in Austronesian
languages. Ocean. Linguist. 42, 187–212. (doi:10.
1353/ol.2003.0001)

15. Urban M. 2011 Conventional sound symbolism in
terms for organs of speech: a cross-linguistic study.
Folia Linguist. 45, 199–214. (doi:10.1515/flin.2011.
007)

16. Ćwiek A et al. 2021 Novel vocalizations are
understood across cultures. Sci. Rep. 11, 10108.
(doi:10.1038/s41598-021-89445-4)

17. Perlman M, Dale R, Lupyan G. 2015 Iconicity
can ground the creation of vocal symbols.
R. Soc. Open Sci. 2, 150152. (doi:10.1098/
rsos.150152)

18. Dellert J, Erben Johansson N, Frid J, Carling G. 2021
Preferred sound groups of vocal iconicity reflect
evolutionary mechanisms of sound stability and first
language acquisition: evidence from Eurasia. Phil.
Trans. R. Soc. B 376, 20200190. (doi:10.1098/rstb.
2020.0190)

19. Flaksman M. 2017 Iconic treadmill hypothesis: the
reasons behind continuous onomatopoeic coinage.
In Dimensions of iconicity (eds A Zirker, M Bauer,
O Fischer, C Ljungberg), pp. 15–38. Amsterdam,
The Netherlands: John Benjamins Publishing
Company.

20. Erben Johansson N, Carr JW, Kirby S. 2021 Cultural
evolution leads to vocal iconicity in an experimental
iterated learning task. J. Lang. Evol. 6, 1–25.
(doi:10.1093/jole/lzab001)

21. Vinson D, Jones M, Sidhu DM, Lau-Zhu A, Santiago
J, Vigliocco G. In press. Iconicity emerges and is
maintained in spoken language. J. Exp. Psychol.
Gen. (doi:10.1037/xge0001024)

22. Imai M, Kita S, Nagumo M, Okada H. 2008 Sound
symbolism facilitates early verb learning. Cognition
109, 54–65. (doi:10.1016/j.cognition.2008.07.015)

23. Imai M, Kita S. 2014 The sound symbolism
bootstrapping hypothesis for language acquisition
and language evolution. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. B 369,
20130298. (doi:10.1098/rstb.2013.0298)
24. Perry LK, Perlman M, Lupyan G. 2015 Iconicity
in English and Spanish and its relation to
lexical category and age of acquisition. PLoS ONE
10, e0137147. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.
0137147)

25. Perry LK, Perlman M, Winter B, Massaro DW,
Lupyan G. 2018 Iconicity in the speech of children
and adults. Dev. Sci. 21, e12572. (doi:10.1111/desc.
12572)

26. Herold DS, Nygaard LC, Namy LL. 2012 Say it like
you mean it: mothers’ use of prosody to convey
word meaning. Lang. Speech 55, 423–436. (doi:10.
1177/0023830911422212)

27. Nygaard LC, Herold DS, Namy LL. 2009 The
semantics of prosody: acoustic and perceptual
evidence of prosodic correlates to word meaning.
Cogn. Sci. 33, 127–146. (doi:10.1111/j.1551-6709.
2008.01007.x)

28. Perlman M, Clark N, Falck MJ. 2015 Iconic prosody
in story reading. Cogn. Sci. 39, 1348–1368. (doi:10.
1111/cogs.12190)

29. Shintel H, Nusbaum HC, Okrent A. 2006 Analog
acoustic expression in speech communication.
J. Mem. Lang. 55, 167–177. (doi:10.1016/j.jml.
2006.03.002)

30. Shintel H, Nusbaum HC. 2007 The sound of motion
in spoken language: visual information conveyed by
acoustic properties of speech. Cognition 105,
681–690. (doi:10.1016/j.cognition.2006.11.005)

31. Ćwiek A, Fuchs S. 2019 Iconic prosody is rooted in
sensori-motor properties: fundamental frequency
and the vertical space. In Proc. of the Annual
Meeting of the Cognitive Science Society, pp.
1572–1578. Montreal, Canada: Cognitive Science
Society.

32. Dingemanse M, Blasi DE, Lupyan G, Christiansen
MH, Monaghan P. 2015 Arbitrariness, iconicity, and
systematicity in language. Trends Cogn. Sci. 19,
603–615. (doi:10.1016/j.tics.2015.07.013)

33. Perniss P, Thompson RL, Vigliocco G. 2010 Iconicity
as a general property of language: evidence from
spoken and signed languages. Front. Psychol. 1,
227. (doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00227)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0960-88
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0960-88
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/416852
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/s0140525&times;00081061
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1605782113
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/lingty-2020-2034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/lingty-2020-2034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/lingty-2019-0030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0092852
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0092852
http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/gjgl.1646
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/885849k9
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/885849k9
http://dx.doi.org/10.37693/pjos.2013.5.9668
http://dx.doi.org/10.37693/pjos.2013.5.9668
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13423-021-01883-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13423-021-01883-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/ol.2003.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/ol.2003.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/flin.2011.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/flin.2011.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-89445-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsos.150152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsos.150152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2020.0190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2020.0190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jole/lzab001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/xge0001024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2008.07.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2013.0298
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0137147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0137147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/desc.12572
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/desc.12572
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0023830911422212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0023830911422212
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1551-6709.2008.01007.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1551-6709.2008.01007.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2006.03.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2006.03.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2006.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2015.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00227


royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rstb
Phil.Trans.R.Soc.B

377:20200390

12

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

06
 J

an
ua

ry
 2

02
2 
34. Sapir E. 1929 A study in phonetic symbolism. J. Exp.
Psychol. 12, 225–239. (doi:10.1037/h0070931)

35. Ohala JJ. 1983 Cross-language use of pitch: an
ethological view. Phonetica 40, 1–18. (doi:10.1159/
000261678)

36. Hinton L, Nichols J, Ohala JJ. 1994 Sound
symbolism. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

37. Bremner AJ, Linnell K, Caparos S, Spence C, Fockert
JW de, Davidoff J. 2013 ‘Bouba’ and ‘kiki’ in
Namibia? A remote culture make similar shape–
sound matches, but different shape–taste matches
to westerners. Cognition 126, 165–172. (doi:10.
1163/22134808-000s0089)

38. Sidhu DM, Pexman PM. 2018 Five mechanisms
of sound symbolic association. Psychon. Bull. Rev.
25, 1619–1643. (doi:10.3758/s13423-017-
1361-1)

39. Spence C. 2011 Crossmodal correspondences: a
tutorial review. Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 73,
971–995. (doi:10.3758/s13414-010-0073-7)

40. Köhler W. 1929 Gestalt psychology. New York, NY:
Liveright.

41. Köhler W. 1947 Gestalt psychology. New York, NY:
Liveright.

42. Ramachandran VS, Hubbard EM. 2001 Synaesthesia
— a window into perception, thought and
language. J. Conscious. Stud. 8, 3–34.

43. Cuskley C, Kirby S. 2013 Synesthesia, cross-modality,
and language evolution. In Oxford handbook of
synesthesia (eds J Simner, E Hubbard), pp.
869–907. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

44. Arbib MA. 2012 How the brain got language: the
mirror system hypothesis. Oxford, UK: Oxford
University Press.

45. Corballis MC. 2002 From hand to mouth: the origins
of language. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

46. Tomasello M. 2008 Origins of human
communication. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

47. Hockett CF. 1978 In search of Jove’s brow. Am.
Speech 53, 243–313. (doi:10.2307/455140)

48. Ahlner F, Zlatev J. 2010 Cross-modal iconicity: a
cognitive semiotic approach to sound symbolism.
Sign Syst. Stud. 38, 298–348. (doi:10.12697/sss.
2010.38.1-4.11)

49. Aveyard ME. 2012 Some consonants sound curvy:
effects of sound symbolism on object recognition.
Mem. Cognit. 40, 83–92. (doi:10.3758/s13421-011-
0139-3)

50. Margiotoudi K, Pulvermüller F. 2020 Action sound–
shape congruencies explain sound symbolism. Sci.
Rep. 10, 12706. (doi:10.1038/s41598-020-69528-4)

51. Maurer D, Pathman T, Mondloch CJ. 2006 The shape
of boubas: sound-shape correspondences in toddlers
and adults. Dev. Sci. 9, 316–322. (doi:10.1111/j.
1467-7687.2006.00495.x)

52. Nielsen A, Rendall D. 2011 The sound of round:
evaluating the sound-symbolic role of consonants in
the classic takete-maluma phenomenon. Can. J.
Exp. Psychol. Can. Psychol. Expérimentale 65,
115–124. (doi:10.1037/a0022268)
53. Parise CV, Spence C. 2012 Audiovisual crossmodal
correspondences and sound symbolism: a study
using the implicit association test. Exp. Brain Res.
220, 319–333. (doi:10.1007/s00221-012-3140-6)

54. Silva DMR, Bellini-Leite SC. 2020 Cross-modal
correspondences in sine wave: speech versus non-
speech modes. Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 82,
944–953. (doi:10.3758/s13414-019-01835-z)

55. Sourav S, Kekunnaya R, Shareef I, Banerjee S,
Bottari D, Röder B. 2019 A protracted sensitive
period regulates the development of cross-modal
sound–shape associations in humans. Psychol. Sci.
30, 1473–1482. (doi:10.1177/0956797619866625)

56. Bentley M, Varon EJ. 1933 An accessory study of
‘phonetic symbolism’. Am. J. Psychol. 45, 76–86.
(doi:10.2307/1414187)

57. Nielsen A, Rendall D. 2012 The source and
magnitude of sound-symbolic biases in processing
artificial word material and their implications for
language learning and transmission. Lang. Cogn. 4,
115–125. (doi:10.1515/langcog-2012-0007)

58. Winter B. 2019 Sensory linguistics: language,
perception and metaphor. Amsterdam, The
Netherlands: John Benjamins Publishing Company.

59. Knoeferle K, Li J, Maggioni E, Spence C. 2017 What
drives sound symbolism? Different acoustic cues
underlie sound-size and sound-shape mappings. Sci.
Rep. 7, 5562. (doi:10.1038/s41598-017-05965-y)

60. D’Onofrio A. 2014 Phonetic detail and
dimensionality in sound-shape correspondences:
refining the bouba-kiki paradigm. Lang. Speech 57,
367–393. (doi:10.1177/0023830913507694)

61. Nielsen A, Rendall D. 2013 Parsing the role of
consonants versus vowels in the classic takete-
maluma phenomenon. Can. J. Exp. Psychol. Can.
Psychol. Expérimentale 67, 153–163. (doi:10.1037/
a0030553)

62. Fort M, Martin A, Peperkamp S. 2014 Consonants
are more important than vowels in the bouba-kiki
effect. Lang. Speech 58, 247–266. (doi:10.1177/
0023830914534951)

63. Lacey S, Jamal Y, List SM, McCormick K, Sathian K,
Nygaard LC. 2020 Stimulus parameters underlying
sound-symbolic mapping of auditory pseudowords
to visual shapes. Cogn. Sci. 44, e12883. (doi:10.
1111/cogs.12883)

64. Kawahara S. 2021 Phonetic bases of sound
symbolism: a review. PsyArXiv 1–37.
(doi:10.31234/osf.io/fzvsu)

65. Cuskley C, Simner J, Kirby S. 2017 Phonological and
orthographic influences in the bouba–kiki effect.
Psychol. Res. 81, 119–130. (doi:10.1007/s00426-
015-0709-2)

66. De Carolis L, Marsico E, Arnaud V, Coupé C. 2018
Assessing sound symbolism: investigating
phonetic forms, visual shapes and letter fonts in
an implicit bouba-kiki experimental paradigm.
PLoS ONE 13, e0208874. (doi:10.1371/journal.
pone.0208874)

67. Hung S-M, Styles SJ, Hsieh P-J. 2017 Can a word
sound like a shape before you have seen it? Sound-
shape mapping prior to conscious awareness.
Psychol. Sci. 28, 263–275. (doi:10.1177/
0956797616677313)

68. Sidhu DM, Pexman PM, Saint-Aubin J. 2016 From
the Bob/Kirk effect to the Benoit/Éric effect: testing
the mechanism of name sound symbolism in two
languages. Acta Psychol. (Amst.) 169, 88–99.
(doi:10.1016/j.actpsy.2016.05.011)

69. Perre L, Pattamadilok C, Montant M, Ziegler JC. 2009
Orthographic effects in spoken language: on-line
activation or phonological restructuring? Brain Res.
1275, 73–80. (doi:10.1016/j.brainres.2009.04.018)

70. Seidenberg MS, Tanenhaus MK. 1979 Orthographic
effects on rhyme monitoring. J. Exp. Psychol. [Hum.
Learn.] 5, 546–554. (doi:10.1037/0278-7393.5.6.546)

71. Ziegler JC, Ferrand L. 1998 Orthography shapes the
perception of speech: the consistency effect in
auditory word recognition. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 5,
683–689. (doi:10.3758/BF03208845)

72. Turoman N, Styles SJ. 2017 Glyph guessing for ‘oo’
and ‘ee’: spatial frequency information in sound
symbolic matching for ancient and unfamiliar scripts.
R. Soc. Open Sci. 4, 170882. (doi:10.1098/rsos.170882)

73. Bottini R, Barilari M, Collignon O. 2019 Sound
symbolism in sighted and blind. The role of vision and
orthography in sound-shape correspondences. Cognition
185, 62–70. (doi:10.1016/j.cognition.2019.01.006)

74. Fryer L, Freeman J, Pring L. 2014 Touching words is
not enough: how visual experience influences
haptic–auditory associations in the ‘bouba–kiki’
effect. Cognition 132, 164–173. (doi:10.1016/j.
cognition.2014.03.015)

75. Fort M, Weiß A, Martin A, Peperkamp S. 2013 Looking
for the bouba-kiki effect in prelexical infants. In Proc.
of the 12th Int. Conf. on Auditory-Visual Speech
Processing, pp. 71–76. Annecy, France: Inria.

76. Irwin FW, Newland E. 1940 A genetic study of the
naming of visual figures. J. Psychol. 9, 3–16.
(doi:10.1080/00223980.1940.9917674)

77. Asano M, Imai M, Kita S, Kitajo K, Okada H, Thierry
G. 2015 Sound symbolism scaffolds language
development in preverbal infants. Cortex 63,
196–205. (doi:10.1016/j.cortex.2014.08.025)

78. Fort M, Lammertink I, Peperkamp S, Guevara-Rukoz
A, Fikkert P, Tsuji S. 2018 SymBouki: a meta-
analysis on the emergence of sound symbolism in
early language acquisition. Dev. Sci. 21, e12659.
(doi:10.1111/desc.12659)

79. Ozturk O, Krehm M, Vouloumanos A. 2013 Sound
symbolism in infancy: evidence for sound–shape
cross-modal correspondences in 4-month-olds.
J. Exp. Child Psychol. 114, 173–186. (doi:10.1016/j.
jecp.2012.05.004)

80. Baxter SM, Ilicic J, Kulczynski A, Lowrey T. 2015
Communicating product size using sound and shape
symbolism. J. Prod. Brand Manag. 24, 472–480.
(doi:10.1108/JPBM-11-2014-0748)

81. Baxter S, Lowrey TM. 2011 Phonetic symbolism and
children’s brand name preferences. J. Consum. Mark.
28, 516–523. (doi:10.1108/07363761111181509)

82. Nielsen AK, Dingemanse M. 2020 Iconicity in word
learning and beyond: a critical review. Lang. Speech
64, 52–72. (doi:10.1177/0023830920914339)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0070931
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000261678
http://dx.doi.org/10.1159/000261678
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/22134808-000s0089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/22134808-000s0089
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13423-017-1361-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13423-017-1361-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13414-010-0073-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/455140
http://dx.doi.org/10.12697/sss.2010.38.1-4.11
http://dx.doi.org/10.12697/sss.2010.38.1-4.11
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13421-011-0139-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13421-011-0139-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-69528-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2006.00495.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2006.00495.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0022268
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00221-012-3140-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13414-019-01835-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797619866625
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1414187
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/langcog-2012-0007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-05965-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0023830913507694
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0030553
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0030553
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0023830914534951
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0023830914534951
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12883
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12883
http://dx.doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/fzvsu
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00426-015-0709-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00426-015-0709-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208874
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0208874
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797616677313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797616677313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2016.05.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.brainres.2009.04.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.5.6.546
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/BF03208845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsos.170882
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2019.01.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.03.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.03.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1940.9917674
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2014.08.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/desc.12659
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2012.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2012.05.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-11-2014-0748
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/07363761111181509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0023830920914339


royalsocietypublishing.org/journal/rstb
Phil.Trans.R.Soc.B

377:20200390

13

 D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//r

oy
al

so
ci

et
yp

ub
lis

hi
ng

.o
rg

/ o
n 

06
 J

an
ua

ry
 2

02
2 
83. Chen Y-C, Huang P-C, Woods A, Spence C. 2016
When ‘bouba’ equals ‘kiki’: cultural commonalities
and cultural differences in sound-shape
correspondences. Sci. Rep. 6, 26681. (doi:10.1038/
srep26681)

84. Styles SJ, Gawne L. 2017 When does maluma/
takete fail? Two key failures and a meta-analysis
suggest that phonology and phonotactics matter.
i-Perception 8, 1–17. (doi:10.1177/
2041669517724807)

85. Rogers SK, Ross AS. 1975 A cross-cultural test of the
maluma-takete phenomenon. Perception 4,
105–106. (doi:10.1068/p040105)

86. Westbury C, Hollis G, Sidhu DM, Pexman PM. 2018
Weighing up the evidence for sound symbolism:
distributional properties predict cue strength.
J. Mem. Lang. 99, 122–150. (doi:10.1016/j.jml.
2017.09.006)

87. Bentz C, Winter B. 2013 Languages with more
second language learners tend to lose nominal
case. Lang. Dyn. Change 3, 1–27. (doi:10.1163/
22105832-13030105)

88. Jaeger TF, Graff P, Croft W, Pontillo D. 2011 Mixed
effect models for genetic and areal dependencies in
linguistic typology. Linguistic Typology 15, 281–319.
(doi:10.1515/lity.2011.021)

89. Sóskuthy M, Roettger TB. 2020 When the tune
shapes morphology: the origins of vocatives.
J. Lang. Evol. 5, 140–155. (doi:10.1093/jole/
lzaa007)

90. Bromham L, Hua X, Cardillo M, Schneemann H,
Greenhill SJ. 2018 Parasites and politics: why cross-
cultural studies must control for relatedness,
proximity and covariation. R. Soc. Open Sci. 5,
181100. (doi:10.1098/rsos.181100)

91. Mace R, Pagel M. 1994 The comparative method in
anthropology. Curr. Anthropol. 35, 549–564.
(doi:10.1086/204317)
92. Bickel B. 2011 Absolute and statistical universals. In
The Cambridge Encyclopedia of the language
sciences (ed. PC Hogan), pp. 77–79. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

93. Hammarström H, Forkel R, Haspelmath M, Bank S.
2021 Glottolog 4.4. Leipzig, Germany: Max Planck
Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology. (doi:10.
5281/zenodo.4761960)

94. Grosjean F. 2010 Bilingual. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

95. Cedefop. 2010 How many adults actually speak a
foreign language? See https://www.cedefop.europa.
eu/en/publications-and-resources/statistics-and-
indicators/statistics-and-graphs/how-many-adults-
actually-speak-foreign-language (accessed on 7
September 2021).

96. Draxler C. 2011 Percy - an HTML5 framework for
media rich web experiments on mobile devices. In
INTERSPEECH 2011, pp. 3339–3340. Florence, Italy:
ISCA.

97. Lemoine NP. 2019 Moving beyond noninformative
priors: why and how to choose weakly informative
priors in Bayesian analyses. Oikos 128, 912–928.
(doi:10.1111/oik.05985)

98. Gelman A, Jakulin A, Pittau MG, Su Y-S. 2008 A
weakly informative default prior distribution for
logistic and other regression models. Ann. Appl.
Stat. 2, 1360–1383. (doi:10.1214/08-AOAS191)

99. Jee H, Tamariz M, Shillcock R. 2020 Quantifying
sound-graphic systematicity and application on
multiple phonographs. In Proc. of the 42nd Annual
Conference of the Cognitive Science Society (eds S
Denison, M Mack, Y Xu, BC Armstrong) 1913.
Seattle, WA: Cognitive Science Society.

100. Kell CA, Darquea M, Behrens M, Cordani L, Keller C,
Fuchs S. 2016 Phonetic detail and lateralization of
reading-related inner speech and of auditory and
somatosensory feedback processing during overt
reading. Hum. Brain Mapp. 38, 493–508. (doi:10.
1002/hbm.23398)

101. Singh PG, Hirsh IJ. 1992 Influence of spectral locus
and F0 changes on the pitch and timbre of complex
tones. J. Acoust. Soc. Am. 92, 2650–2661. (doi:10.
1121/1.404381)

102. O’Boyle MW, Tarte RD. 1980 Implications for
phonetic symbolism: the relationship between pure
tones and geometric figures. J. Psycholinguist. Res.
9, 535–544. (doi:10.1007/BF01068115)

103. Margiotoudi K, Allritz M, Bohn M, Pulvermüller F.
2019 Sound symbolic congruency detection in
humans but not in great apes. Sci. Rep. 9, 12705.
(doi:10.1038/s41598-019-49101-4)

104. Yang J, Asano M, Kanazawa S, Yamaguchi MK, Imai
M. 2019 Sound symbolism processing is lateralized
to the right temporal region in the prelinguistic
infant brain. Sci. Rep. 9, 13435. (doi:10.1038/
s41598-019-49917-0)

105. Bar M, Neta M. 2006 Humans prefer curved visual
objects. Psychol. Sci. 17, 645–648. (doi:10.1111/j.
1467-9280.2006.01759.x)

106. Munar E, Gómez-Puerto G, Call J, Nadal M.
2015 Common visual preference for curved
contours in humans and great apes. PLoS ONE
10, e0141106. (doi:10.1371/journal.pone.
0141106)

107. Dolscheid S, Shayan S, Majid A, Casasanto D. 2013
The thickness of musical pitch. Psychol. Sci. 24,
613–621. (doi:10.1177/0956797612457374)

108. Perlman M. 2010 Talking fast: the use of speech
rate as iconic gesture. In Meaning, form, and body
(eds F Parrill, V Tobin, M Turner), pp. 245–262.
Stanford, CA: CSLI Publications.

109. Perlman M, Lupyan G. 2018 People can create iconic
vocalizations to communicate various meanings to
naïve listeners. Sci. Rep. 8, 1–4/ (doi:10.1038/
s41598-018-20961-6)

http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep26681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep26681
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2041669517724807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2041669517724807
http://dx.doi.org/10.1068/p040105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2017.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jml.2017.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/22105832-13030105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/22105832-13030105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/lity.2011.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jole/lzaa007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jole/lzaa007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1098/rsos.181100
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/204317
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4761960
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.4761960
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/publications-and-resources/statistics-and-indicators/statistics-and-graphs/how-many-adults-actually-speak-foreign-language
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/publications-and-resources/statistics-and-indicators/statistics-and-graphs/how-many-adults-actually-speak-foreign-language
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/publications-and-resources/statistics-and-indicators/statistics-and-graphs/how-many-adults-actually-speak-foreign-language
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/publications-and-resources/statistics-and-indicators/statistics-and-graphs/how-many-adults-actually-speak-foreign-language
https://www.cedefop.europa.eu/en/publications-and-resources/statistics-and-indicators/statistics-and-graphs/how-many-adults-actually-speak-foreign-language
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/oik.05985
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/08-AOAS191
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23398
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hbm.23398
http://dx.doi.org/10.1121/1.404381
http://dx.doi.org/10.1121/1.404381
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01068115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-49101-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-49917-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-49917-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01759.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01759.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0141106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0141106
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0956797612457374
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-20961-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-20961-6

	The bouba/kiki effect is robust across cultures and writing systems
	Introduction
	Source of the bouba/kiki effect
	Methods
	Participants
	Materials
	Procedure
	Analysis
	Additional analysis of orthography

	Results
	Bouba/kiki effect across languages
	Additional analysis of script
	Is bouba more round than kiki is spiky?

	Discussion
	Ethics
	Data accessibility
	Authors' contributions
	Competing interests
	Funding
	Acknowledgements
	References


