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            Abstract
          
        

        
          This study investigates how Korean speakers regulate anaphoric form selection across different task types, focusing on how gender interacts with discourse and processing demands. In Korean, an article-less language, speakers alternate between bare noun phrases (BNPs) and demonstrative noun phrases (DNPs) to maintain referential coherence in bridging contexts. Drawing on accessibility-based models of reference, 142 native speakers (89 females and 53 males) completed two complementary experiments: a naturalness rating task and a cloze production task. Both tasks manipulated discourse conditions defined by bridging relation (whole-part vs. product-producer) and subject marking (topic vs. nominative). The results revealed that apparent gender differences arose not from fixed communicative styles but from task-dependent modes of cognitive engagement. In the rating task, males showed greater modulation by discourse accessibility, reflecting an analytic and contrast-sensitive evaluative heuristic, while females applied more stable, consistency-based criteria of coherence. In the cloze task, the pattern shifted under real-time processing pressure. Females adjusted anaphoric explicitness more dynamically across contexts, whereas males maintained more stable, economy-oriented production. These findings demonstrate that what seems to be gender asymmetry in referential form selection actually reflects adaptive responses to the distinct cognitive and pragmatic demands of evaluation and production tasks, refining accessibility-based theories of reference and emphasizing the importance of task type in modeling discourse-sensitive anaphoric choice.
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