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documented, its influence on language use and communicative adaptation . : : : :
using a median split methodology for comparative analysis.

remains under-explored in contemporary linguistic research.
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linguistic adaptation patterns when responding to supportive versus
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dismissive interview contexts?
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We hypothesized that high HSP individuals would demonstrate greater

kg communicative flexibility and adaptation, particularly in challenging Experimental Design

(dismissive) environmental contexts that require more nuanced social Participants engaged in a story completion interview simulation, responding to open-

navigation. ended prompts embedded in either supportive or dismissive contextual

environments (between-subjects design).

Data Collection

Linguistic Feature Extraction

Textual responses were collected across four domains: self-description, advice-

giving, conflict resolution, and reflective commentary. These diverse prompts
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A linear mixed-effects model with random

intercepts for participants, testing fixed effects
of context (Q4 vs Q8), HSP sensitivity, and their

interaction.
Effect Q8 (High Interaction (Q8 x

Feature HSP) p-value Low HSP) p-value Interpretation

Lexical Density +0.106 0.009 -0.078 0.22 High HSPs adapt
more lexically

Function Word -0.106 0.003 +0.078 0.051 High HSPs drop

% function words; Low
don’t

Pronoun Rate -0.025 0.000 +0.026 0.19 High HSPs

%

Content Word +0.106 0.009

——

-0.078 0.22

depersonalize in Q8

Mirrors lexical

density pattern

lead to grudges being held and make
all of our jobs a lot harder.




