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Abstract 
Prosodic prominence can be argued to be multimodal, because co-speech gestures 
tend to temporally align with prominent units in speech (e.g., Flecha-García, 2010; 
Leonard and Cummins, 2011; Esteve-Gibert et al., 2017), in line with the phonolog-
ical synchronization rule by McNeill (1992). In addition, speech and gesture may 
converge not only in the temporal, but also in the “spatial” domain, displaying corre-
lations between the presence and “strength” of gestures (magnitude or complexity) 
and the strength of acoustic parameters in the production of prosodic prominence as 
reflected, for instance, in the accentual fo range (e.g., Krahmer and Swerts, 2007; Par-
rell et al., 2014; Pouw et al., 2021; Berger and Zellers, 2022; or see Ambrazaitis and 
House, 2023, for a review). This spatial convergence has been formulated in terms of 
the Cumulative-Cue Hypothesis (Ambrazaitis and House, 2022, 2023) and has been 
argued to result from an underlying compulsion to express prominence in both speech 
and gesture, all else being equal. This compulsion could be understood as part of a 
revised Effort Code (Gussenhoven, 2004): To signal prominence, we tend to produce 
vocal and gestural signals indicating an increased level of effort. In our talk, we will 
discuss this idea in more detail and present empirical evidence in favour of it, taken 
both from published research and our own previous and ongoing studies. For instance, 
in a data set comprising news readings from Swedish Television, we found a signifi-
cant trend for larger fo rises in sentence-level pitch accents (so-called big accents, 
a.k.a. sentence accent or focal accent) as gestural complexity increased, measured in 
terms of number of accompanying head or eyebrow movements (no gesture vs. head 
vs. head plus eyebrows). In an ongoing study, we aim to replicate the previous anal-
ysis with spontaneous speech (Edlund et al., 2010), also including manual gesture 
strokes. 
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