Reassessing the grammaticality asymmetry in agreement attraction: An ROC analysis
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Does agreement attraction have an encoding or access based source? We can decompose attraction into two sources: an encoding source, which

Does this differ by construction? We use the grammaticality asymmetry to compare  effects all trials, and an access source, affecting a subset of ungrammatical
these sources with PPs and ORCs, applying methods from Signal Detection Theory.  trials. This is the same for both PP and ORC configurations.
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