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Abstract

A Highly Sensitive Person (HSP) is characterized by high levels of sensory
processing sensitivity, found in approximately 20% of the human population. HSPs
tend to be more sensitive and aware of the subtleties and nuances of their
environment, but they are also more likely to experience overarousal and to be
overwhelmed. Previous-HSP studies focused on the consequences of this trait for the
person having this trait. | sought to examine how HSPs influence the reactions of
their interlocutors. | predicted that HSP of a listener interacts with physical
stimulation in affecting the listening experience of the interlocutor (speaker).
Specifically, I hypothesized that a stimulating physical-environments reduces the
ability of listeners high on HSP to listen more than it affects listeners low in HSP, but
that a non-stimulating environment allows listeners high in HSP to excel in listening
more than listeners low in HSP. Moreover, | predicted that the interactive effect of
listening and physical environment on listening carries on the social anxiety of the
speaker. That is, | predicted that perceived listening mediates the interactive effect of
listening and physical environment on social anxiety.

To test these hypotheses | conducted a lab study, N = 102, and showed that
physical-stimulation degraded the listening ability, and increased interlocutor’s social
anxiety, only for listeners high in HSP. Yet, it is not clear whether HSP trait has any
effect in a non-stimulating-physical environment. In addition, the interaction effect of
HSP with physical-environment on social anxiety was mediated by perceived
listening, as predicted. My results demonstrate a condition in which the HSP’s
sensitivity was aroused and thus they become poor listeners and unfortunately caused
their interlocutors social anxiety. This research contributes to the understanding of

both the effects of HSP and the obstacles for effective listening.



Introduction

“I’min acircus and I see a little elephant that has no skin to cover its body.

Its body is all pinkish and its flesh is exposed, without any protection. The elephants
herd begins marching and it joins the march, while a large crowd in front mockingly
watches it roaring with laughter. The little elephant stops marching and start crying.
| feel tremendous sadness when 1 see the little elephant and a great compassion arises
in me. I run to hug the little elephant, but recall that it has no skin and every hug of
mine will hurt it even more. | sit down next to it and begin to caress it very gently.
The little elephant looks straight into my eyes and its look has a lot of love and
gratitude. It smiles at me and | feel like | found myself.”

This quote is from a dream shared by a student (Mikulincer, 2011) that
exemplifies the experience of a highly sensitive person (E. N. Aron, 1996). That is,
on one hand, this person cannot tolerate physical stimulations when already disturbed
by the environment (e.g., reject a comforting hug when emotions run high). On the
other hand, this sensitive person can gently convey gratitude in an almost
imperceptible way (e.g., looks in a way that conveys love). This thesis is about such
highly sensitive people. Specifically, I will develop hypotheses suggesting that highly
sensitive people could be excellent listeners, but only as long as they are not disturbed
by the environment. In such conditions, these people can be better listeners than
people who are not highly sensitive. In contrast, when people who are highly
sensitive are placed in an environment that they experience as physically stimulating
and overwhelming, they lose their ability to process external information and they
become very poor listeners. In summary, I will propose that the loss of the “elephant”
skin simultaneously create an advantage and a disadvantage, where the environment

dictates whether the advantage will overweight the disadvantage. To advance my



hypotheses, | first review the construct of highly sensitive person and its mechanism.
Then, | consider listening, and finally offer my hypotheses.
The reaction of highly sensitive persons to physical stimulation

All living organisms respond to variation in their physical environment
through sensors that detect changes in patterns of energy (such as light or sound) (J
Strelau, 1994). These changes in the environment — stimuli — can evoke reflexes,
which may be so complex that some researchers, including Pavlov (1927/1960) and
Sherrington (1947), consider them to be the basis for perception and the building-
blocks of all behavior (even language). Yet, there are individual differences in the
capacity to process information from the environment (both in humans in other
organisms): some individuals can handle larger amount of stimulation than others (E.
N. Aron, 1996; Belsky & Pluess, 2009; Jan Strelau, 1987). When an individual
experiences a level of stimulation that exceeds the processing capacity, the individual
tends to “shut down” and attempt to block the stimulation. This phenomenon was
labeled transmarginal inhibition (Pavlov, 1927/1960).

Building on the notion of transmarginal inhibition, E. N. Aron (1996)
proposed a personality trait labeled Highly Sensitive Person (HSP). HSP is a
personality trait of heightened sensitivity to external and internal stimulations that
characterized by high levels of Sensory Processing Sensitivity (SPS; E. N. Aron,
1996). The trait is largely innate, although it could be acquired through individual
environmental and life circumstances (A. Aron et al., 2010; E. N. Aron, 1996, 2004;
E. N. Aron, Aron, & Davies, 2005). HSP characterizes about 20% of the population
(E. N. Aron, 1996). Their strong survival instincts provide an evolutionary advantage
for group’s survival both among humans and among various species of animals,

including fish, birds, and dogs (E. N. Aron, 1996; E. N. Aron & Aron, 1997; E. N.
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Aron, Aron, & Jagiellowicz, 2012). HSPs tend to be aware and notice the subtleties
and nuances in the environment, including perception of others emotions, feelings,
moods like unexpressed anger, thoughts, smells, colors and many other things that are
concealed and invisible to non-HSPs (E. N. Aron, 1996; E. N. Aron et al., 2012).
HSP is attributed not to sharper senses (actually many HSPs wear glasses), but to
more rigorous information processing in the brain (Acevedo et al., 2014; E. N. Aron,
1996). The HSPs invest a lot of thought over every single thing and stimulation,
observing in their environment more subtle distinctions between every stimulus.

The HSP trait is considered as a “package deal” containing both positive and
negative aspects (E. N. Aron, 1996). Among the positive aspects, HSPs absorb and
process more deeply their environment and therefore enjoy special benefits and
capabilities as foresight, strong intuition, great creativity, developed imagination,
deep insight, conscientiousness and sensing the other (E. N. Aron, 1996). Among the
negative aspects, HSPs are more likely to experience overarousal, be overwhelmed,
and reach transmarginal inhibition (E. N. Aron, 1996; Belsky & Pluess, 2009; Pavlov,
1927/1960). When HSPs are overwhelmed, their body struggles to process the
stimulus and therefore they experience intensive-physical reactions (such as rapid
heart rate), which are usually misinterpreted as stress or anxiety that in turn increases
their overarousal until they “shut down”, that is, go into transmarginal inhibition (E.
N. Aron, 1996; Pavlov, 1927/1960). Therefore, the HSPs tend to be more careful,
even withdrawn, characterized by behavioral impedance before responding to the
environment, and by the need to be alone (E. N. Aron, 1996, 2000; Jagiellowicz et al.,
2010). Thus, HSPs are often mistakenly considered as introverts, whereas 30% of the

HSPs are actually extroverts (E. N. Aron, 1996; E. N. Aron & Aron, 1997).



Moreover, there is a consensus that the HSPs are a unique kind of a genetic
“species” (E. N. Aron, 1996; Kagan, 1994; Pavlov, 1927/1960). According to brain
studies, including by MRI studies, HSPs’ brains work differently from non-HSPs.
HSPs, relative to non HSPs, show a stronger activity of brain regions involved with
awareness, integration of sensory information, empathy, and preparation for action in
response to emotionally evocative social stimuli (Acevedo et al., 2014), deeper and
careful information processing (Jagiellowicz et al., 2010), notice more differences and
nuances (Jagiellowicz et al., 2010), and react more strongly to positive, relative to
negative, images (Acevedo et al., 2014; Pluess & Belsky, 2013).

Listening

Listening is a multi-dimensional process (Bodie, 2012; Irving & Dickson,
2006) which requires an effort of understanding and accepting - with empathy - the
other as an individual, while simultaneously dropping judgment and criticism
(Rogers, 1951; Rogers & Roethlisberger, 1991/1952). This process, as opposed to
just hearing, is complex and uses all human senses and demands a lot of
concentration, energy, motivation, tolerance, silence and calmness — which in fact is
being empathetic (Wicks, 1994). Hence, this process includes both cognitive and
emotional aspects expressed by the listening quality, as well as by the mental ability
to listen. Rogers (1951) labeled such listening as listening for understanding, which 1
will label here as good listening.

Much research demonstrates the benefits of good listening both for listeners
and speakers. Good listening could build a positive and deep relationship (Rogers &
Farson, 1987; Rogers & Roethlisberger, 1952). The listener attains more information
about and from the speaker (Rogers & Farson, 1987) and could benefit from it in

marketing and sales (Castleberry, Shepherd, & Ridnour, 1999). The speaker better



listens to oneself with more care and compassion (Rogers & Farson, 1987),
experiencing emotional recovery (Nils & Rimé, 2012), enabling the speaker to
maintain stability of self-construct (Pasupathi, 2001), elaborating change in self-view
(Weeks & Pasupathi, 2011), raising more opinions and evaluations (Bavelas, Coates,
& Johnson, 2000; Pasupathi, Stallworth, & Murdoch, 1998), feeling psychological
safety (Castro & Kluger, 2011), and more. Therefore, there is no doubt that good
listening has many positive effects. Accordingly, the current thesis will examine
when HSPs are good listeners, and even better listeners than non-HSPs.
The effect of stimulation on HSPs listening ability

The effect of stimulation is composed from the stimulation itself (Jagiellowicz
et al., 2010) and from the individual sensory processing depth, inhibition behavior,
stimuli sensitivity and the emotional and physiological responses (E. N. Aron et al.,
2012) — which are extremely important and required for the listening process. The
HSPs, by their personality, are considered as high in these parameters (E. N. Aron et
al., 2012) and therefore have a potential of being an excellent listeners.

Building on the theory described above, | suggest that the character trait of
HSP increases the intensity sensation of the stimulus and improve the listening ability,
but only when they are not placed in an environment that they experience as
physically stimulating and overwhelming — otherwise they will experience
overarousal, be overwhelmed, reach transmarginal inhibition and therefore become
poor listeners.

To summarize, the current research will examine how stimulation affects
HSPs’ listening ability. Specifically, this research will test whether the HSPs are
good listeners, and even better listeners then non-HSPs, when they are not disturbed

by physical stimulations. Moreover, this study will test whether the HSPs becomes



poor listeners, and even poorer listeners then non-HSPs, when they are placed in a
physically stimulating environment. Accordingly, the formal hypotheses of the
current research are as follows:

H1: There will be an interaction between HSP and physical stimulation in

affecting listening, such that people high in HSP will listen better than people

low in HSP in an environment with little physical stimulation, but that people
high in HSP will listen worse than people low in HSP in a physically
stimulating environment.

Social Anxiety

Listening with the qualities advocated by Carl Rogers (1951) frees speakers
from concerns about negative evaluations (Rogers, 1980). Concerns about negative
evaluations when people attempt to obtain approval or to avoid disapproval (Friend &
Gilbert, 1973; Watson & Friend, 1969). Therefore, removing the need to obtain
approval, by providing good listening, for example, could decrease the social anxiety
of the speaker (Kocovski & Endler, 2000). In contrast, listening without the qualities
advocated by Carl Rogers (1951) may cause the speakers to feel disapproval, and thus
increase their social anxiety (Leary, 1983).

Therefore, 1 also predicted that people high in HSP affect the social anxiety of
their interlocutor. Specifically, when people high in HSP are distracted, they will
experience social anxiety, become poor listeners, and therefore increase the social
anxiety of their interlocutor. In contrast, when people high in HSP have no distraction
while listening they will listen better than average and thus will reduce the social
anxiety of their interlocutors. Thus, | hypothesize that:

H2a: There will be an interaction between HSP and physical stimulations in

affecting the social anxiety of the speaker. Specifically, people high in HSP



will reduce the social anxiety of their interlocutors more than people low in

HSP in an environment with little physical stimulation, but will increase the

social anxiety of their interlocutor more than people low in HSP in a

physically stimulating environment.

H2b: The listening experience of the speaker mediates the interactive effect of

HSP and physical stimulation on social anxiety of the speaker.

Method

Participants

First-year undergraduate students, N = 102, at the Hebrew University in
Jerusalem participated in a lab experiment in exchange for course credit.
Procedure

| paired participants randomly into dyads, and assigned order of roles (speaker
first vs. listener first). Behind the speaker there were 8 computer screens, visible only
to the listener. In the high-physical stimulation condition, the computer screens
flickered (it was programmed to cycle black and white screens). In the low-physical
stimulation condition, the computer screens were turned off. In both conditions, I
asked the listener to listen as one does when listening to a close friend. | asked the
speakers to talk for 12 minutes about one of the following two randomly assigned
scenarios. The first scenario was about a consideration of the Israeli universities to
introduce a voluntary service for one year (50 hours total) that will benefit the society,
allowing students to either create their own service project or to join an existing
university project, as a mandatory condition for graduation (Baker & Petty, 1994;
Cheatham & Tormala, 2015; Tormala, DeSensi, & Petty, 2007). The second scenario

was about a consideration of the government to increase the tax on junk food (such as
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chips, burgers and pizzas) in order to improve the citizens’ eating habits and health
(Clark, Wegener, & Fabrigar, 2008).

Upon completion of the 12 minute conversations, | asked the speakers to rate
the listening they experienced, and both the listeners and the speakers to rate the
stimulation they experienced during listening — a manipulation check. After
answering the questionnaires, | asked the participants to switch seats and speaker-
listener roles for an additional 12-minute conversation, and to answer the research
questionnaires accordingly. In the second round, the speakers received the scenario
that not used for the first speaker.

Instruments

The scales in the present work were translated into Hebrew and back-
translated into English. To avoid gender-related complexities in Hebrew, | noted in
the instructions of the questionnaire that although the questionnaire is written in a
masculine form, it is intending for men and women alike.

Experienced stimulation (a manipulation check). 1 asked participants to
rate the following item: “The room conditions allowed me to listen well, with no
interruptions”. Unfortunately, due to an error, participants in the control group were
asked this question with a scale ranging from 0 = Strongly disagree to 10 = Strongly
agree, whereas in the experimental group they received the same anchors ranging
from 1 to 9. Therefore, to salvage this measure, | equated the scales by multiplying
the answers of the participants in the experimental group by 11/9.

Highly Sensitive Person (HSP). I used the 27-items HSP questionnaire (E.
N. Aron & Aron, 1997). To increase validity, | changed the yes/no response format
into a rating scale ranging from 0 = Not true at all to 10 = Very true. Both the yes/no

HSP scale and its short versions are reliable and widely used in HSPs’ studies
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(Acevedo et al., 2014; E. N. Aron & Aron, 1997; E. N. Aron et al., 2012; Jagiellowicz
etal., 2010). In the current study the reliability was excellent, a = .96.

Perceived listening. | used eight items from the constructive-listening
subscale of the facilitative-listening scale (Kluger & Bouskila-Yam, in press) using
10-point Likert-scale items ranging from 0 = Strongly disagree to 10 = Strongly
agree. The items were adopted for the experiment and relate to the partner in the
experiment as opposed to one’s supervisor in the original scale. Example items are
“When my partner listens to me, s/he ... Seemed to understand my thoughts*;
“...Ignored my attempts to express my feelings™; «“...Paid close attention to what |
say”, both when reported by the listener and when reported by the speaker a’s = .92.

Social Anxiety. | used the 7- item State Social Anxiety scale (STAI; Kashdan
& Steger, 2006). Items were ranging from 1 = not at all agree to 9 = completely
agree, both when reported by the listener and when reported by the speaker o’s = .95.
Analysis

Up to two participants had missing values on some variables. | used mean
imputation to avoid discarding their useful data. To test the hypothesis, | regressed
speaker’s reported listening on condition (low-stimulation environment vs. high-
stimulation environment), HSP, and their interaction. | coded that the low-stimulation
environment with 0 and the high-stimulation environment with 1, such that the higher
the distraction the higher the score. Using this regression, | tested three things: Does
the physical-stimulation condition affect listening? Does HSP relate to listening? And,
does the effect of physical-stimulation condition on listening is moderated by HSP? A
positive finding regarding the last question will support my hypothesis. | conducted

similar analyses to test the effects on social anxiety.
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Results

The manipulation check reveals that participants in the control group agreed
much more with “The room conditions allowed me to listen well, with no
interruptions”, M = 9.10, SD = 1.60, than participants in the distraction condition, M
=5.62, SD = 3.70, t(70.7) for unequal variances = 6.20, p <.001, d =-1.21. Thus,
my manipulation appears successful, despite the error in using two different scale
ranges.

| found no difference in perceived listening between the first and second
speakers, t (100) = 0.47, p = .64, nor an interaction between order of speaker and
experimental condition on perceived listening, = .08, p = .80. Thus, the double use
of each participant both as a listener and a speaker did not affect my result, and hence
contributed to enhanced statistical power.

As can be seen in Table 1, distraction strongly reduced the experience of
listening, both when reported by the listener and when reported by the speaker, r’s = -
.48. In addition, distraction increased speaker-social anxiety, r = .31, p <.01. Also
note that there is a strong correlation between speaker-reported listening and listener-
reported listening, r = .76. That is, there was an inter-judge agreement on the level of

listening that existed in each session.
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Table 1.

Means, standard deviations, and correlations

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. Condition (experimental group) 0.49  0.50

2. HSP 650 197 .03 (.96)

3. Listener-social anxiety 288 183 -13 .03 (.95

4. Speaker-social anxiety 280 183 31 24 .02 (95

5. Speaker-reported listening 832 196 -48 -19 .08 -61 (.92)

6. Listener-reported listening 832 196 -48 -24 .04 -50 .76 (.92

Note. Condition = 1 was the distracted group, and Condition = 0 was the control

group. Correlations for which p < .05 are printed in bold.

To test H1, | first checked whether the ICC of listening (as reported by

speaker) exceeded .50, because above this value ordinary least square (OLS)

approaches are biased and may be misleading (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). The

ICC of listening was .59 (see the null model in Table 2). Therefore, I tested my

hypothesis with hierarchical linear modeling (HLM). As can be seen in Table 2, the

data supports H1. Specifically, the interaction term of HSP with the experimental

condition is significant. To interpret this interaction, | plotted in Figure 1, the

predicted levels of speaker-reported listening as a function of the experimental

condition and HSP, where low HSP is 2 SD below the mean and high HSP is 2 SD

above the mean. Figure 1 indicates that the distraction manipulation turned HSP to

especially poor listeners, but it is not clear if HSP became better listeners when there

was no distraction.
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Table 2.

HLM models predicting listening

Estimates Null (Step 1) H1 (Step 2)
Intercept 6.77*(0.19) 7.02*(0.53)
Condition (A)? 2.48*(0.78)
HSP (B) 0.05(0.07)
A*B -0.56*(0.11)

Variance components
Within-person (L1) variance
(62) 0.96 0.76
Intercept (L2) variance (t00) 1.43 0.75
Additional information
ICC 0.59 0.51
—2 log likelihood (REML) 357.7 322.5
Number of estimated
parameters 3 6

Pseudo R2 21

Note. Condition = 1 was the distracted experimental group, and Condition = 0 was the
control group.

*p<.01.
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Figure 1. Partner-reported listening by HSP (-2 SD below and +2 SD above the
mean) and by condition (distraction vs. no-distratction).

To test H2a-H2b, | first checked whether the ICC of social anxiety (as
reported by the speaker) exceeded .50, and discovered it was .27. Therefore, | used
OLS. To test H2a, | regressed speaker’s reported social anxiety on distraction, HSP,
and their interaction. As can be seen in Table 3, the data supports H2a. Specifically,
the interaction term of HSP with the experimental condition affected social anxiety
significantly. To interpret this interaction, | plotted in Figure 2, the predicted levels of
social anxiety reported by the speaker as a function of the experimental condition,
where low HSP is 2 SD below the mean and high HSP is 2 SD above the mean.
Figure 2 indicates that people interacting with listeners high HSP experienced more
social anxiety than people interacting with listeners with low HSP, especially in a

physically stimulating (distracting) environment.
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Table 3.

Standardized Regression Coefficients Regressing Speaker’s Social Anxiety on

Condition, HSP, and their Interaction (H2a), and Controlling for Speaker Reporting

Listening (H2b)

Predictor H2a H2b

Listening 38 **
Experimental Condition (A) -.31 ** -13
HSP (B) 26 ** 15

A*B -20 *  -05

Note. Condition = 1 was the distracted experimental group, and Condition = 0 was the

control group.

*p<.05; **p<.01
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Figure 2. Partner-reported social anxiety by listener’s HSP (-2 SD below and +2 SD

above the mean) and experimental condition.

To test H2b, I reran the regression predicting social anxiety (Table 3), this

time controlling for speaker’s reporting listening. As can be seen in the last column
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of Table 3, the interaction effect of HSP with the experimental condition disappeared
once controlling for listening. Thus, H3 is supported. Specifically, it appears that
under distraction, high HSP become poor listeners, which in turn make the speaker
experience social anxiety.

Discussion

Building on E.N. Aron’s (1996) notion of HSP, | hypothesized that listener’s
HSP interacts with physical stimulation in affecting speaker’s experience of listening,
and consequently speaker’s social anxiety. As hypothesized, physically stimulating
environment degraded the listening ability only of listeners high in HSP. | found a
similar effect on speaker’s social anxiety.

This study contributes to understanding both of HSP and listening. First, this
appears to be the first study to investigate the effect of physical-stimulation on HSP’s
social impact. Moreover, the current study is not only consistent with E.N. Aron’s
(1996) theory about the implications and limitations of the HSP trait, but it also
expands the view of HSP. Specifically, people with high HSP are also limited in their
ability to listen, due to physical stimulation, and consequently they influence
negatively their interlocutors’ (by increasing their social anxiety).

Second, listening researchers often manipulate listening with distraction (e.g.,
Bavelas et al., 2000; Pasupathi & Rich, 2005). Typically, listeners in the distracted
condition are asked to count “th’s” uttered by speakers. My findings may suggest that
the findings in this literature underestimate the effects of distraction for HSP listeners,
but may overestimate this effect for people low in HSP.

Implications
Good listening has many benefits (Bavelas et al., 2000; Castleberry et al.,

1999; Castro & Kluger, 2011; Nils & Rimé, 2012; Pasupathi, 2001; Pasupathi et al.,
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1998; Rogers & Farson, 1987; Rogers & Roethlisberger, 1952; Weeks & Pasupathi,
2011), and therefore it may be desirable to improve listening in organizational
settings. Also, because HSP is relatively common (about 20% of the population, E.
N. Aron, 1996), organizations may benefit from structuring environments that do not
harm the performance of these people and nor their influence on their colleagues. By
doing so, organizations may maximize the benefits and positive outcomes of unique
to HSP, such as paying attention to details overlooked by people low in HSP.

Listening research largely focuses on the benefits for the speakers and rarely
investigates the effect of poor listening and the obstacles to listening. Previous
studies showed that listening may cause listener to be perceived as lacking in
dominance, albeit to gain in prestige (Hurwitz, 2015, April), and listening may cause
speakers high in avoidance-attachment style to lose psychological safety (Castro,
Kluger, & Itzchakov, in press in press). The current study examined whether the
presence of physical-stimulation affects listening in interacting with the HSP trait and
revealed a strong interaction that even causes social anxiety to the speaker. Thus,
listening may have some disturbing effects, and therefore it is important for
organizations to find the point were listening harms the speaker. | propose that to
improve the use of listening in organizations, it is necessary to enrich the
organizations’ knowledge obout listening. Particulary, I recommend teaching
managers about listening and training them to listen. By doing so, | expect that
organizations would learn how to use the benefits of listening while avoiding the
disturbing effects it may have.
Limitations

The current study has two key limitations: lack of assessment of distraction,

and lack of control measures. Specifically, I did not specify exactly what an optimal-
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physical environment is for HSP. It is a possible that the laboratory in the non-
distracted conditions was still not optimal for HSPs. If this were the case, then HSP
may be better listeners than people low on HSP had | provided them with even quieter
environment than the one afforded in my laboratory. Thus, the interaction results
should be interpreted as directional (the more distraction the poorer the listening of
HSP relative to people low in HSP), and conclusion regarding HSP listening in an
environment ideal for their needs require waiting for future research that will provide
them with an extremely non-distractive environment. Moreover, the problem with the
manipulation check made it impossible to assess the exact impact it had on the
participants.

Second, | did not consider confounding variables that may increase or
decrease distraction related to the social, rather than the physical, environment. For
example, mixed heterosexual-gender dyads may be able to recruit attention capacity
to overcome distraction, due to attraction, even among HSP. Thus, in future research,
attraction may be measured and controlled prior to the testing the hypotheses.
Another source of distraction may be internal. Therefore, it may be desirable to
control participants’ perceptions of how bothered they were walking in to the
experiment.

Future Research

Future research should investigate the influence of HSP and listening on other
speaker’s aspects, including creativity, safety, wellbeing, and motivation. Also, the
above results may be augmented when the interaction of HSP and stimulation in the
context of authority relationships, such as, manager-subordinate or leader-follower.
For example, based on my hypothesis it could be that distracted HSPs reduces other

aspects of their interlocutor’s wellbeing, motivation, and creativity. Furthermore, to
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understand better the HSP trait, it may be necessary to examine the HSPs’ and their
interlocutors’ brain activities during listening under varying levels of in physical
stimulation.
Conclusion

In this thesis | researched the HSP trait and its effect on the ability to listen in
different physical situations, and its implication on social anxiety. | showed a
condition in which the sensitivity of HSP can be not only a liability for those having
this trait but also for their environment. Future research may investigate the
conditions under which the sensitivity of HSP becomes a benefit not only for those

having this trait but also for their interlocutors.
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Appendix
The appendix contains the following parts (in Hebrew):
1. Consent form.
2. Laboratory instructions for speaker and for listener.
3. Questionnaires:
3.1. Speaker’s questionnaire:
i. Speaker’s reported listening (8 items).
ii.  Speaker’s social anxiety (7 items).
3.2. Listener’s questionnaire:
i. Listener’s reported listening (8 items).
ii.  Manipulation check (1 item).
iii.  Listener’s social Anxiety (7 items).

iv. HSP (27 items).
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