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Sleepiness may predict hypnotizability, while personality traits 
do not
Juliette Gelebarta, Sophie Schlatterb, Maxime Billotc, and Ursula Debarnota,d

aUniversite Claude Bernard Lyon 1, Villeurbanne, France; bUniversity Claude Bernard Lyon 1, Lyon, France; 
cPoitiers University Hospital, Poitiers, France; dInstitut Universitaire de France, Paris, France

ABSTRACT
Sleepiness and personality traits have been controversially reported as 
associated to individual hypnotizability level i.e. receptiveness to hyp-
notic suggestions and behave accordingly. In this study, we further 
investigate the relationship between the level of general daytime 
sleepiness and personality traits with the level of hypnotizability. 
Seventy-eight healthy young volunteers (34 women) completed the 
fast assessment of general daytime sleepiness and personality with the 
Epworth Sleepiness Scale and the 10-item Big Five Inventory respec-
tively, and underwent hypnotic evaluation through the Harvard Group 
Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility Form A (HGSHS:A). Main findings 
revealed a correlation between sleepiness and hypnotizability levels, 
and no influence of personality traits. Interestingly, women exhibited 
higher levels of hypnotizability compared to men. Taken together, 
these results suggest that sleepiness assessment might be considered 
as a predictive tool to hypnotic suggestions, which would offer prac-
tical insight for enhancing hypnosis intervention efficacy.

KEYWORDS 
Gender; hypnotic 
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Hypnosis may be defined as a state of consciousness involving focused attention through an 
intensified absorption in inner experiences, accompanied by a reduction in peripheral 
awareness and elevated responsiveness to suggestions (Elkins et al., 2015). Over the past 
two decades, numerous studies have contributed to significant progress in our under-
standing of the effectiveness of hypnotically mediated treatments across various clinical 
conditions. Specifically, hypnosis has been reported as a valuable therapeutic tool for pain 
management (Hammond, 2007; Jensen & Patterson, 2014; Tome-Pires & Miro, 2012), such 
as musculoskeletal and neuropathic pain (Langlois et al., 2022), for post-traumatic stress 
disorder (PTSD) symptoms (Rotaru & Rusu, 2016) and for other problems and conditions 
such as depression (Alladin & Alibhai, 2007; Yapko, 2024), anxiety (Hammond, 2010), and 
addiction (Lynn et al., 2010). However, the efficacy of hypnosis may be influenced by the 
degree of receptiveness to hypnotic suggestions, a capacity commonly referred to as 
hypnotizability (Piccione et al., 1989). This psychophysiological trait predicts the indivi-
dual’s susceptibility to enter hypnosis and to accept suggestions aimed at modifying 
perception, memory and behavior (Meyer & Lynn, 2011). It can be measured by standar-
dized questionnaires, which usually consist of a hypnotic induction procedure, followed by 
behavioral suggestions, such as in the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility, 
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Form A HGSHS:A (Shor & Orne, 1963) allowing to classify individuals based on their 
receptiveness to hypnotic suggestions, ranging from low to high hypnotizability. 
Accumulated findings have demonstrated that individuals with a high level of hypnotiz-
ability tend to exhibit enhanced cognitive and physiological processes, including for 
instance greater proficiency in mental skills e.g. motor imagery quality (Ruggirello et al.,  
2019), pain control (Santarcangelo & Carli, 2021), higher attentional focusing efficiency 
(Cojan et al., 2015), deeper absorption (Council & Green, 2004) and even a greater prone-
ness to modulate the activity of the immune system (Gruzelier, 2002). Given the physio- 
cognitive advantages linked to a high hypnotizability trait, examining the factors that make 
some individuals more responsive to hypnotic suggestions than others remain a central 
issue of both fundamental and clinical research in hypnosis (De Pascalis, 2024; Jensen et al.,  
2017; Oakley & Halligan, 2013). From a practical standpoint, optimizing the swift identi-
fication of individual hypnotizability traits through predictive factors should offer an 
effective means for determining personalized health interventions, which in turn may 
contribute to enhanced therapeutic outcomes. To date, only a few studies have reported 
a link between individual hypnotizability and diurnal sleepiness levels, or personality traits, 
but findings remain controversial and may not directly translate to clinical practice e.g 
(Evans, 1977; Zhang et al., 2017). However, they still offer valuable theoretical support for 
further examine whether hypnotizability level is associated to the level of sleepiness and 
personality traits.

In the seminal study into the interplay of sleep and hypnosis, Evans (1977) observed that 
high hypnotizable participants fall asleep significantly more quickly compared to low 
hypnotizable participants. These findings provided a support that sleep and hypnosis 
might share some common mechanisms likely attributable to the capacity to change 
psychological sets, attentional states, and states of awareness (Evans, 1977). Interestingly, 
recent studies have hypothesized that interoceptive sensibility, which encompasses the 
perception of visceral and proprioceptive signals, could be the key mechanism influencing 
the relationship between hypnotizability and sleep (Cordi & Rasch, 2022; Diolaiuti et al.,  
2020). Therefore, high hypnotizable individuals are more able to fall asleep easily, by an 
overall detachment from the external environment with an attentional focus on the current 
internal experience (i.e. absorption), which is externally induced by the hypnotist (Sodre 
et al., 2023). Yet, only the study by Móró et al. (2011) tested whether general daytime 
sleepiness, with the Epworth Sleepiness Scale ESS (Johns, 1991), correlated with the 
hypnotizability level (Móró et al., 2011). They reported a difference in daytime sleepiness 
between the lower half hypnotizable participants and the higher one, which somewhat 
support the relationship between sleep and hypnosis. However, they did not find any 
correlations between the self-reported daytime sleepiness and the hypnotizability levels 
(r = 0.20). Yet, these findings need to be replicated to clarify and establish whether daytime 
sleepiness can indeed be associated to hypnotizability level. This would enhance the validity, 
consistency, and credibility of this relationship, enabling the use of these data as a quick and 
easily implementable assessment tool.

To date, despite numerous attempts in hypnosis research to examine the relationships 
between hypnotizability and personality traits, most of the reported findings have failed to 
conclusively identify a discernible and robust link. Correlations between hypnotizability 
and personality traits considered similar to those induced by the hypnotic state have been 
observed. This includes among others imaginative involvement (Hilgard, 1970), vividness 
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of imagery (Farthing et al., 1983) and absorption (Piesbergen & Peter, 2006). Regarding 
more general personality traits without an apparent connection to hypnosis, the results are 
more ambiguous. Recent research in personality psychology has widely accepted and settled 
upon the “Big Five” : a set of five major dimensions – Neuroticism, extraversion, agree-
ableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience – forming a comprehensive sum-
mary of individual differences in personality (Costa & McCrae, 1985; Plaisant et al., 2010) 
that may be assessed by the Big Five Inventory (BFI). Considering absorption as a crucial 
mechanism in hypnotizability, it has been showed to be linked to the openness trait (Glisky 
& Kihlstrom, 1993; Tellegen & Atkinson, 1974). Accordingly, some studies have only 
reported a weak correlation between hypnotizability and openness to experience (Glisky 
et al., 1991; Malinoski & Lynn, 1999; Nordenstrom & Meier, 2002). More recently, Zhang 
et al. (2017) reported weak correlation between openness, extraversion, and agreeableness 
traits only in individuals with high levels of hypnotizability (Zhang et al., 2017), while Green 
(2004) did not find any significant association between personality and hypnotizability 
(Green, 2004). Therefore, the relationship between hypnosis and personality remains 
unclear and merits further investigation.

The aim of the present study was to determine whether the level of hypnotizability might 
be associated to the general daytime sleepiness, and to personality traits. We aimed to 
address this issue by devising an easy-to-implement assessments applicable to both clinical 
practitioners and researchers in hypnosis, thereby using brief, reliable and standardized 
questionnaires.

Method

Participants

Seventy-eight healthy volunteers (24.21 ± 2.98 years, 34 women) took part in the experi-
ment. Participants were students at the University Claude Bernard Lyon 1 (France) and 
were recruited through public bulletin boards and e-mailing list announcements. All 
participants were informed that the study was conducted to collect data about hypnotiz-
ability and that they would be able to learn about their own level of hypnotizability without 
further details regarding the aim of the study. They were also informed that they would be 
videotaped during the hypnotizability test to ensure the validity of the obtained scores by 
checking their behavioral responses a posteriori. All participants signed an informed 
consent form before the study began in accordance with Helsinki and this study was 
approved by the Institutional Review Board of the University of Lyon (N° : 2023-10- 
19-002).

General design

First, the day before the experiment, participants were asked to fill in individual on-line 
forms of the Epworth Sleepiness Scale (ESS) to assess general daytime sleepiness propensity 
(Johns, 1991), and the 10-item Big Five Inventory BFI-10 (Courtois et al., 2020). Then, 
participants were invited to the laboratory for the assessment of their hypnotizability in 
a group session using the Harvard Group Scale of Hypnotic Susceptibility, Form 
A (HGSHS:A), conducted by a certified hypnotist (UD). During this hypnosis session, as 
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is conventionally done, 12 suggestions were given to quantify the hypnotizability of 
participants according to their responses to these suggestions. The data were collected in 
eight sessions held in a quiet experimental room in groups of 10 participants maximum who 
were seated on a chair, about 1 m apart. Before the hypnotic induction phase, they were 
asked to answer questions about their past experiences and beliefs concerning hypnosis, as 
well as their level of alertness. Then, the hypnotist initiated the HGSHS:A with standardized 
demystification of hypnosis to address misconceptions and negative beliefs, facilitating 
optimal response. This was followed with induction and suggestions according to the 
HGSHS:A conventional procedures. After the hypnosis session, participants scored their 
behavioral response and subjective experience in the HGSHS:A booklet and were asked 
again to evaluate their belief and alertness level (post-alertness). The session was videotaped 
so that it could be noted a posteriori whether participants passed or failed each of the 12- 
item objectively. Total length of the session was about 55 minutes.

Psychometric tests and questionnaires

Harvard group scale of hypnosis susceptibility: form A
At the beginning of the session, using the HGSHS:A, participants were asked about their 
past experience with hypnosis, i.e. whether or not they had ever been hypnotized. We 
further asked them their level of belief in the practice of hypnosis before and after HGSHS:A 
procedure using a linear 100 mm visual analogue scales (VAS) anchored at either end with 
“I strongly don’t believe in hypnosis” to “I strongly believe in hypnosis,” corresponding to 0 
and 10 respectively. Participants indicated their responses by marking the line, and the 
distance in millimeters from zero was used in subsequent analyses.

The HGSHS:A french version (see Anlló et al., 2017) is a widely used standardized 
hypnosis scales composed of 12 items to screen the hypnotic responsiveness. Objective 
behavioral responses to the 12 suggestions were scored, and the number of passed items 
corresponded to the participant’s level of hypnotizability. Participants with scores ranging 
from 0 to 4 points, 5 to 8 points, and 9 to 12 points are considered having a low, medium 
and high level of hypnotizability respectively.

Sleepiness-related scales
The Epworth Sleepiness Scale (ESS) is the most used scales in the field of sleep to assess the 
sleepiness propensity and demonstrated good reliability and validity (Gonçalves et al., 2023; 
Johns, 1991). Individual has to rate the likelihood of falling asleep during daily situations 
such as sitting and reading, or in a car, while stopped for a few minutes in the traffic. The 
ESS includes eight situations, scored from 0 (“would never fall asleep”) to 3 (“very high 
chance to doze”) points, resulting in a total score ranging from 0 to 24 points. Scores 
ranging from 0 to 10 points correspond to the normal range of sleepiness in healthy adults. 
Scores from 11 to 14 indicate mild sleepiness, scores from 15 to 17 indicate moderate 
sleepiness, and scores from 18 to 24 indicate severe sleepiness. Cronbach’s alpha value was 
0.81 in our study.

For control purposes, participant’s instantaneous alertness was assessed pre- and post- 
hypnosis on a linear 100 mm visual analogue scales (VAS). The VAS was anchored at either 
end with “very sleepy, great effort to stay awake, or fighting sleep” to “very alert,” corre-
sponding to 0 and 10 respectively.
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Personality traits assessment
Participants’ personality traits were determined using the French 10-item version of the Big 
Five Inventory BFI-Fr (Courtois et al., 2020). This shorter version consists of 10 items, rated 
on a five-point Likert scale from 1 = “disagree strongly” to 5 = “agree strongly,” measuring 
normal adult personality across the following five basic domains: neuroticism (N), extra-
version (E), openness to experience (O), agreeableness (A), and conscientiousness (C). 
Cronbach’s alpha for the five factors ranged from a minimum of 0.74 (agreeableness) to 
a maximum of 0.86 (neuroticism).

Statistical analyses
Quantile-to-quantile plots were used to explore the normality of data. Sleepiness scores 
were submitted to a one-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) with the level of hypnotiz-
ability according to three groups (High, Medium and Low) as between factor. A two-way 
ANOVA was applied to BFI-10 scores across the five BFI-10 personality domains (E, O, A, 
C and N) in the High, Medium, and Low groups. Posthoc analyses with Bonferroni 
correction for multiple comparisons were performed when significant effects or interaction 
were found following ANOVAs.

Multivariable linear regression analysis was used to explore the factors associated with 
hypnotizability (factors explored: gender, age, past hypnosis experience, belief in hypnosis, 
sleepiness, and personality traits). The β coefficient (i.e., estimate the effect on the outcome 
of each 1-unit increase in the independent variable), standard error (SE) and the adjusted 
coefficients R2 (i.e., percentage of variance explained) were computed. For explanatory 
variables that were statistically significant, additional statistical analyses were performed: 
one-sided Mann-Whitney test and Pearson correlation.

Finally, one-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were performed to compare participants’ 
belief in the practice of hypnosis pre- and post-session, as well as their level of alertness. 
Statistical analyses were performed with JASP® software (version 0.18.3.0). All hypotheses 
were tested using a statistical significance level of 0.05.

Results

Harvard group scale of hypnosis susceptibility: form a score

The mean total score of hypnotizability using the HGSHS:A was 6.64 ± 2.96 which corre-
sponds to the data observed in 12 international HGSHS:A reference sample scores from 
5.36 to 7.64 (Lichtenberg, 2008). Here, 26 participants (32.33%) scored as high, 21 partici-
pants (26.92%) as low, and the remaining 31 participants (39.74%) were medium. 
A significative difference (Mann-Whitney U Test = 1060.5; p = .002) was found between 
females (7.88 ± 2.66) and males (5.77 ± 2.82).

General daytime sleepiness and personality traits

The average score obtained by participants for the ESS questionnaire and the 10- BFI results 
are indicated in Table 1. The ESS mean score of participants was 8.24 (±3.88) which 
corresponds to the normative values of sleepiness in healthy adults. The results on the 
five 10-BFI personality domains followed the range of a normative study carried out 
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internationally Openness : 2.9 ± 1.3, Consciousness : 4.0 ± 1.0, Extraversion : 3.0 ± 1.5, 
Agreeableness 3.9 ± 1.1, and Neuroticism : 2.4 ± 1.4 (Mastracusa et al., 20232023).

Predictive factors of hypnotizability

ANOVA performed on the general daytime sleepiness scores across the three groups – High, 
Medium, and Low levels of hypnotizability – revealed a main effect of the level of hypnotiz-
ability (F(2,71) = 5.57; p = .006), with higher sleepiness scores in participants having a high level 
of hypnotizability compared to those with a low level (posthoc t-test t(71) = 3.26; p = .005). No 
significant difference was observed between the Medium group and the two others (Figure 1).

In contrast, the two-way ANOVA performed on BFI-10 scores did not show a main 
effect of group of level of hypnotizability (F (2,335) = 1.006; p = .37), and no interaction 
(F(8,335) = 1.07; p = .38). It showed a main effect of personality domains (E, O, C, A and N; 
F(4,335) = 7.7, p < .001).

In addition, the main result from the multivariable regression model showed that the 
level of hypnotizability was strongly associated with general daytime sleepiness score (ESS; 
p = .006) and the gender (p = .03). Personality traits were not associated to the level of 
hypnotizability (Table 2).

Table 1. Sleepiness and personality traits scores extracted from the 
ESS and 10-BIF questionnaires ranging from 0 to 24 points and 0 to 
5 points respectively. Data are presented as mean (± standard 
deviation).

Sleepiness (ESS) 8.24 (±3.88)

Personality traits (10-BFI) Openness 2.89 (±0.93)
Consciousness 3.54 (±0.82)
Extraversion 2.74 (±1.06)
Agreeableness 2.99 (±0.97)
Neuroticism 2.69 (±1.24)

Figure 1. Sleepiness scores from ESS questionnaire according to low (n = 21), medium (n = 31) and high 
(n = 26) level of hypnotizability in participants. **p < .01.
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As previously shown by the one-sided Mann-Whitney test on the gender factor in the 
first paragraph of the results, females had a significantly higher level of hypnotizability than 
males (7.88 ± 2.66 versus 5.77 ± 2.82, W = 1060.5, p = .002). Pearson correlation analysis 
between the level of hypnotizability and sleepiness score further revealed a positive correla-
tion (r = 0.44, p < .001). Figure 2 depicts the relationship between hypnotizability and 
sleepiness.

Complementary assessments: belief and alertness

Out of the 78 participants, 60.26% (n = 47) have never been hypnotized. In addition, 
participants’ belief in the practice of hypnosis increased from 6.90 (±2.47) pre-session to 
7.36 (±1.74) post-session on the VAS (one-sided Wilcoxon signed-rank test = 245, 

Table 2. Multivariable regression model to identify the association between hypnotizability and six 
factors: gender, age, past hypnosis experience, belief in hypnosis, sleepiness, and personality traits. 
Significant relationships of the model analyses are in bold. *p <  .05; **p < .01; SE is the standard error. 
P-value of the model: <.001. Adjusted R2 was 0.56.

β SE Standardized β Standardized SE p-value

Gender (Male) −2.48 1.07 −2.48 1.07 .03*
Age 0.22 0.16 0.72 0.54 .20
Previously hypnotized (Yes) 1.36 0.94 1.36 0.94 .14
Pre-hypnosis belief (VAS) −0.03 0.17 −0.07 0.42 .87
Sleepiness (ESS) 0.33 0.11 1.36 0.45 .006**
Openness −0.39 0.43 −0.35 0.38 .36
Consciousness −0.52 0.45 −0.44 0.38 .26
Extraversion −0.42 0.39 −0.44 0.41 .30
Agreeableness 0.23 0.46 0.21 0.42 .62
Neuroticism 0.12 0.35 0.14 0.42 .74

Figure 2. Pearson correlation between participants’ level of hypnotizability and sleepiness scores from 
ESS questionnaire. The dashed lines indicate the 95% confidence interval. r = 0.44.
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z = −2.02, p = .02). The repeated measures ANOVA taking into account the “previously 
hypnotized” factor, and the pre- and post- belief in hypnosis factor, revealed an 
interaction effect (F(1,71) = 4.48, p = .04). Thereby, the difference in pre- and post-belief 
levels was only observed for participants who have never been hypnotized before (Posthoc 
t-test t(71)= −2.89, p = .04).

The level of alertness, assessed on a VAS as a control measure, revealed a significant 
decrease from pre- (6.19 ± 1.82) to post-session (5.35 ± 2.29) (One-sided Wilcoxon signed- 
rank test = 1351.5, z = 2.629, p = .004), consistent with typical findings in similar conditions 
documented in the literature [18].

Discussion

We conducted the present study to examine whether general daytime sleepiness and 
personality traits were associated to receptiveness to hypnotic suggestions. The main 
finding revealed an association between the level of sleepiness and hypnotizability, but no 
influence of the personality traits. Interestingly, our data further showed that women exhibit 
higher levels of hypnotizability compared to men. Finally, preexisting beliefs in hypnosis 
increased after the session using HGSHS:A in inexperienced individuals, without influence 
on their level of hypnotizability.

The main important finding is that our results not only replicate the previously 
reported difference in self-reported daytime sleepiness (ESS) between high and low 
hypnotizable individuals by Móró et al. (2011), but further reinforce these observations 
by demonstrating a correlation between daytime sleepiness and the level of hypnotiz-
ability (HGSHS: A). This is consistent with the existing literature suggesting that high 
hypnotizable individuals, relative to the low, more easily transition from wakefulness to 
daytime sleep (Evans, 1977; Móró et al., 2011). Importantly, our data showed 
a correlation between general daytime sleepiness scores and the level of hypnotizability 
(r = 0.44). In contrast, Móró et al. (2011) reported a weaker correlation between daytime 
sleepiness scores and hypnotizability (20%), which was nearly significant (p = .06). One 
possible explanation for this discrepancy may relate to the difference in the nature of the 
HGSHS:A administration between the two studies (i.e., audiotape vs. live-hypnotist 
here). Költő and Polito (2017) did not find differences in hypnotizability scores between 
different types of HGSHS:A administration, the absence of reproducibility tests in both 
their study and that of Móró et al. (2011) raises concerns regarding the reliability of 
audiotape HGSHS:A compared to live human administration. The HGSHS:A screening 
procedure administered live by a hypnotist may be time-consuming compared to the 
audiotape method, but it provides the advantage of adapting to the pace of behavioral 
responses to hypnotic suggestions, especially in group settings, such as slowing down the 
script rhythm, incorporating longer periods of silence, or adding ratification/positive 
feedback. Moreover, our finding from a live hypnotist administering the HGSHS:A 
better aligns with the personalized and tailored approach characteristic of actual hyp-
nosis practice (Geagea et al., 2023). Thus, our data highlights the potential to use of 
indirect and brief inquiries about sleepiness (e.g. derived from the ESS) in hypnosis 
context of application for both patients and participants, serving as a robust predictor of 
their responsiveness to hypnotic suggestions.
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The second result of the study did not reveal any association between the personality 
traits and the hypnotizability level. This finding is corroborated by a prior study conducted 
by Nordenstrom and Meier (2002) where the 45-item BFI and the HGSHS:A were used, 
revealing no significant relationships between personality traits and hypnotic suggestibility. 
Therefore, our data further support that assessing personality traits by means of the brief 
10-item BFI may not be associated with the degree of hypnotizability. Yet, several studies 
using various measurements of personality traits and methods for assessing hypnotizability 
have also failed to establish reliable relationships between both (Malinoski & Lynn, 1999; 
Radtke & Stam, 1991). At best, weak associations between hypnotizability and openness to 
experience have been emphasized by Glisky et al. (1991) albeit limited to high hypnotizable 
subjects. Given that other authors have reported associations between hypnotic suscept-
ibility and extraversion-agreeableness traits, but not with openness (Malinoski & Lynn,  
1999; Green, 2004), one may conclude that the assessment of personality traits does not 
appear to be a stable or a reliable predictor of hypnotizability levels. However, historical 
studies focusing on personality as a whole have reported that three distinct personality styles 
correlated with low, medium and high hypnotizability, which have been described as 
Apollonian, Odyssean and Dionysian, respectively (Greenleaf, 2006; Spiegel & Spiegel,  
1978). These personality styles were defined according to various criteria reflecting the 
complexity of the human personality, such as propensity to be rational, intuitive, or 
antisocial, for example. Therefore, rather than focusing on just one of the five personality 
domains, future studies could investigate the correlation of the combination of several 
domains with hypnotizability levels.

Analysis of gender factor revealed that women (7.77 ± 3.09) had a higher level of 
hypnotizability relative to men (5.23 ± 3.00). This finding is similar to those obtained in 
several recent standardized studies in the domain of hypnosis using the HGSHS:A (Cardeña 
et al., 2007; Költő & Polito, 2017; Page & Green, 2007), and others using different tools for 
hypnotic suggestibility measurements (Asensio et al., 2018). Our data particularly replicated 
those by Költő and Polito (2017) with HGSHS:A group setting where women also demon-
strated higher hypnotizability than men, particularly at a young age (mean 24.55 years vs 25 
here). They further reported that women were more hypnotizable than men in a group 
setting but not in an individual context and suggested that this may be due to cooperation- 
type which is influenced by gender and setting. According to Charness and Rustichini 
(2011) when being observed by their peers, men cooperated substantially less often, whereas 
women cooperated substantially more often.

Finally, our data showed that the level of belief in hypnosis practice did not influence the 
level of hypnotizability. This result is partially in line with the findings of Groth‐Marnat and 
Mitchell (1998) and Shimizu (2014), suggesting that the measurement of acceptance or 
resistance to hypnotic suggestions using the Therapeutic Reactance Scale (Dowd et al.,  
1991) in conjunction with the use of HGSHS:A may not consistently predict differential 
hypnotic responsiveness. However, it is noteworthy that Robin et al. (2005) reported 
contrasting results despite using similar materials. Here, it is important to acknowledge 
that our question regarding belief in hypnosis practice could have been interpreted (at least) 
in two ways: either as belief in the effectiveness of therapeutic hypnosis involving beliefs 
about hypnotic states, or as expectations about what would happen to the subject during the 
subsequent hypnosis session using HGSHS:A. Moreover, pre-hypnotic information and 
instructions from the HGSHS:A to counteract misconceptions about hypnosis and negative 

AMERICAN JOURNAL OF CLINICAL HYPNOSIS 9



beliefs and attitudes that may impede optimal responding were communicated to subjects 
after asking their belief about hypnosis practice. Therefore, even if it is possible that the level 
of hypnotizability may not depend on the belief in its effectiveness as a peculiar state of 
consciousness, this result should be taken with caution as it may have been influenced by 
the pre-hypnotic HGSHS:A information. From a practical perspective, this also emphasizes 
the importance for therapists to address clients ‘misconceptions, particularly fears related to 
the belief that hypnosis abilities are unnatural, such as those associated with arousing 
extraordinary ability.

Summary and conclusions

To conclude, the present findings strongly support that general daytime sleepiness is 
strongly associated with hypnotizability levels, while personality traits may not. Given the 
study’s dedication to identify predictive factors of hypnotizability allowing a quick and easy- 
to-implement assessment tools for practitioners in both clinical and research contexts, we 
can recommend the use of indirect questions regarding general daytime sleepiness. 
Additionally, it was shown that women exhibit higher levels of hypnotizability compared 
to men. Thus, if patients or potential participants in hypnotic experiments report 
a tendency to easily fall asleep in daytime situations and are women, it may enhance the 
likelihood of hypnotic responsiveness.
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