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Introduction Existing approaches Logistic regression

J Preposition drop (P-drop) is a cross-linguistic phenomenon. (a) accounts appealing to phonetic interfgre.nce with othe.r languages (Stoynova 2019); J We fitted a logistic mixed-effects regression model to determine which
(b) accounts appealing to morphosyntactic interference with other languages (wiese sociolinguistic and linguistic parameters are significant predictors for P-drop.

Linguistic Convergence Laboratory

(1) Northwest British English (Myler, 2013, p. 189)
John came [to] the pub with me.
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