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Abstract

To assess the reliability and validity of the Chinese 12-item Highly Sensitive Person scale, an online
survey was conducted with 867 adults. Participants completed the HSP-12, the Chinese version of
the Highly Sensitive Person scale, the Behavioral Inhibition System subscale from the Behavioral
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Inhibition/Activation Systems scale, the Neuroticism, Openness, and Extraversion subscales from
the brief Chinese Big Five Personality Questionnaire, and the Depression-Anxiety-Stress Self-Rating
Scale. Eight weeks later, 60 participants were randomly selected from the initial sample for retest-
ing. The HSP-12 items exhibited robust discriminative power, and both exploratory and confirma-
tory factor analyses supported a two-factor structure—delineated as positive sensitivity and nega-
tive sensitivity. The overall HSP-12 score was moderately and significantly positively correlated
with neuroticism, the Behavioral Inhibition System, depression, anxiety, and stress. In contrast, the
positive sensitivity dimension was moderately and significantly positively correlated with open-
ness, while showing no significant associations with depression, anxiety, or stress; conversely, the
negative sensitivity dimension was moderately and significantly positively correlated with depres-
sion, anxiety, stress, and neuroticism, yet uncorrelated with openness. The scale’s Cronbach’s a,
split-half reliability, and eight-week test-retest reliability were 0.818, 0.856, and 0.637, respectively.
In sum, the HSP-12 demonstrates robust psychometric properties, thereby serving as an effective
instrument for measuring sensory processing sensitivity in Chinese adults.
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1. 51§
JBhE N L ABUBA (Sensory Processing Sensitivity, SPS), H#EH AR BUR AN, & —FA, mBUKn

ARG SR AR R G, H B E BAE KN R AR IS R AL EE o B 0 T AU T 1 AN A J%
W E AR MR, RS SR R T 25, flan, BSCm THUSE S W 7795 55 %
B LF WY 7376k (MeGarrigle & Mattys, 2023)o UMK I AZ LR AE R IO AT BEIR 2 BN 0
I, VERA AL, SHoRIGLE RNIEMILIERE YT, B EERIE, DU B EE Al A A IR Z
BN IR (Aron & Aron, 1997; Aron et al., 2012; Greven et al., 2019), XEHEER BARIE R 2 FIRZIREIA
AU TSR RSA AR, S8 ST 4 A E R ZIFNR S 25 5 T BER((Greven
et al., 2019).

IAEARA T A E R 7SRRI IO HELE , D 9 I TR i) DLARER 22501 5 et rh i)« ml 28
7 (Pluess, 2015; Slagt et al., 2018). ZE 5 Gy PR ACYE T & B OB A2, $& /N MEX IR E A T = 5
TR, W Gy A 22 5 ARER T PRI B SN, & T S 5K AT BB M (Belsky, 1997; Belsky & Pluess, 2009).
SSEWT L], SEBUREMATESR ST, R EZ MO NG, MAERRAEE T, SMEHI
A 1) R LU AR BBURR R AN TE 2D (Aron et al., 2005 Slagt et al., 2018). FET-HUT L, U MATE R 55 M
T 285, MARBUREIAEE JLFE A0 (Pluess & Boniwell, 2015; Nocentini et al., 2018).

ZE AT, BN CBUR IR O EIRYT S ) LB R R U T BN . (RURR N U AE
PIFF TR D, B3 K [ J5E D48 B = ] 2 f) 0 5 T L Aron A1 Aron (1997)4E 4wl (B2, BARYE) 2 F,
HBE V2 N A RIS 2, AT REJCIEE I H A 0 3 [n) R 1Y) = BBUBE (Booth et al., 2015; Greven
etal., 2019; Hellwig & Roth, 2021; Van Reyn et al., 2023). 1 Pluess %5(2023) 4l I8 b 5, FURIRTE &
FeA RG22, mr DUSE AR b I A 00 B U o R AR SORHEAT TR S U E B3R, N
PR N AU AP 5 $ L B A P B T
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2. ARFZE
2.1. W&

FEARBME: KIEAR 1= (tan-s/0)? FH tun Nt AT H a0 =0.05 FIIGFAE, s FLAEF AT 78 i
R, & ARVFRZE . MRIELMERT S (Pluess et al., 2023), s 4 0.89, HUYMHE 2%it5 & 4 0.087, tur N
1.96, 1HE M n =404,

FEAR—: SRAJTEERE I J7i5, T8I 48 R0 A5 U 953 4y, TEMIBRANIA AR 2 5 2 At ] it
FERE G, AR5 N 867 43, ARE N 90.97%. H B 496 N, &t 371 N, FERR2AE 512 A,
RN L 455 N “PHERR N 2541 £5.41 %, FREREIN 17 £ 55 %,

FEARZ: BENLEBURE A —r i FECR 7 B0t LAk 62 fr i, L Eg 2404 60 4, AR
N 96.77%, HAHEME 35 N, Lt 25 Ao TERRRFAE45 N, AR 15 N PR 23.05+4.13
%, RSN 18~38 %

22. IRI R

2.2.1. HERESHBRERR

Pluess %5(2023) PA iRy BUSE B R N BLaligh i), 4] 1 1 bt = Uk 8 &% (12-item Highly Sensitive Person
scale, HSP-12), ®RILH 12 M4 H, B 3 AN4EE: (1) (KB R (Low Sensory Threshold, LST), B[}
YU AN R, (2) 5 %75 1k (Base of Excitation, EOE), RIIZ 55 47 P 355 A1 A8 sl o o mie Jit
(3) i EHUZE(Aesthetic Sensitivity, AES), BIXJ & 4R35 AR B FE s A i 1k . S AN4ERE 3 A
%H, KH Likert Lrittsr%, 1 AFEARR)~T AEEFRE), LA %&E. SEEZ BRI,
AT ZERIATE . BT HEE KA SEUEEER, JFHZERAG RIFIEE, MixeaEmn
Gy, DRIAHIE 70 R FH 9K 25 i F 5K (2023 B PR 2% B .

222 EHBRERR

ZER M Aron Al Aron (1997)4wf, 5K 23 FI5K IV (2023)181T . ZERAE 27 N%&H, BITERE
RAFENNYESL: 1 IN(T 1) AR BIIR(S ). ZXaith4 ). 8 SEHURMEQG ). BT HUE @4
RN IR B (4 ). BERR A Likert Gmivh70i2, 79708k s 2 AN Bt i CRUB MG . FEARBEF
1, ZEFR M Cronbach’s o N 0.923.

2.2.3. FEIKAEAEEIERTAR

ZERH TR0 DS, 3k 40 NEH, HAF 7 RV, R 6 4P, 1 RARTEEA
e, 6 RERTEFGE. W S ANYEE, BIMEm. iErE. BAE k. shmt, A4 8 4%
H o AWFFCERBRE T, SR = ANERE, 3t 24 AN H - SEAWF U H, #1457 &1 Cronbach’s
o ZBUE 0.897, HhEITE/EE N Cronbach’s a REE 0.772, AU/ E M Cronbach’s a R 0.808.

224. [TABERGATAMFRGER

Carver fll White (1994)fR4f Gray FIERSmiGiZER, 252 5552008 HAEIT, 318 M H.
2ANYERE, BIAT RIS (BAS)RIAT AHIHI(BIS), L 18 Mk H . ASCEHINGILEE rER, HLAH 5 A%
H, KH Likert4 fidERIWFEE, SMKEM “EEFAR" B “SEEAFRT, 45 1~4. EAR T,
1T 9 7 EE B Cronbach’s a REUE 0.874.

2.25. AR - £5FE - EHBEEER
1Z & I Lovibond (1995)4m#l], ZERMZ5Q20100E1T, FLEE& 21 NEH, 40 NIAR. FEREFE 1 =4
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TER, MEMEE L —-ARAERSSEERE, R 4 Ji2“0 = REAFE” , “3= EEFE"),
o R AR S AR BB 2 AT 7T i G PR 48 RIS R FE AN I 7 (1) Cronbach’s o K073 5104 0.974
0.937. 0.923. 0.928.

2.3. Gt A*

K SPSS22.0 X HHEHEAT I H 7347+ PREAERZR T FEEEDHT MM, KA Mplus8.3 247 (7]
Eedi N AN RGPS g

3. 58
3.1. MBS

KFEAR — I EAE AT IE 28T, g5 ER, 12 MBS0 MK REIE 0.315~0.693 [0, ¥
FMK(p <0.001), 7E 27%F (KA HRIH B #%Z R @ <0.001).
32. REMHERERSH

BENLBEAEAR — 3 AR EA Ay, — B AFEAR B, TR BEMER K00, B — i A
A C, HTWRIEHRES . RAEHRD 0L Promax RIECIeE A T, KMO = 0.863, 2 (66) =
1619.049, p<0.001, WHHEIERE G — P ITHRREMERE RS . SRER, WERERZ OV ILEERIUHE

ANKTF 1 FFAEAR, 4.031, 2.120, Rt ZEMAREE 52.230%. %5 H 75 fE 0.543~0.813 2 [a],
% 1,

Table 1. Exploratory factor analysis results (n = 434)
= 1. REMEZESERM =439)

%H A 1 AT 2
2. WAGTVELZYISEROCE . WU RS ROARE, BT i 4 /5 5 ) 0.617
5. RS IR AR 2 AR BN, RSEBITREL 0.779
6. ) N EILEFRIF I AR 2 F A I, R IR B4 0.806
8. ARG 1AL A R R 2 BR KR 0.651
10. HHRZ FAE LR BT, RESEBNIAMR. 0.813
11, SREU s LRI BT, B K 3 SR L 34 T 0.624
12, WRBATES AR GRS AR, REBEK, 0.793
MR A FEER L.
1. T AR o 2 3 ) L PR 5 v (1) /N TS 0.687
3. IMAFE HERMAOHER. 0.684
4. W ERBE FIRFEATE) 0.662
7. AR E TS AR H . 0.543
9. REMBIEEIEEZIFEM AR, AT HRIME. DLER S SRR S AR M. 0.717
FRIEAH 4.031 2.120
Ti EfRRR 33.871% 18.359%

3.3. BRI SIEHEEE
FRAFEAR C HATHULTER R 2T (CFA), FBERERMER R DI 45 R 0 HIE R —r 5 XUE AR
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(Bifactor Model, #:/N2% H RN BT &R —, UL—MIEFEK G FE), [N R R =K
RYEE Ry, WEERIE 2.

Table 2. Comparison of fit indices for various models (n = 433)

2. BEBEHESEHEEER N =433)

TR v dr y2df  CFI TLI SRMR ~ RMSEA
) — AR 365.652 53 6.899  0.899  0.874 0.079 0.083
SRR R 2R "
KA FAA 101.712 42 2422 0974  0.959 0.049 0.041
— B 218.072 51 4276  0.946  0.930 0.059 0.062

JEAR =R &
KR R AR 158.629 42 3.777 0949  0.920 0.061 0.057

SRR, ORI R 3R A SRR B A0 T LAY, 3R W79 R 3 00 PR 3R A 2R B P T v STl
FIBUREER . e Etin TEURIEE R, UULJRA S S AR R ARG R, BB T a4
RIS A BURR, B BB O BB SE IR BRI TR S S 1 48 SO ¥ A AU i e R AR A
SEIRIIIN TR S5 46 RV

3.4. SHRRERE

SREAR — AT bR R 0T, S5 L], BERE D SMAR. 1T AWM RS . . FEME
I RPEFEE IEA S, BRSO £ SRR B>, S8, AEME LT, HREUR, W
%3 e

Table 3. Correlation coefficients of HSP-12 and its factors with criterion measures (n = 867)

3. PUERESHREEREEERSHIRNEX R0 = 867)

HSPS  #P&)si  JRtE  Ahiatt furkiEs H0E fEIE JE71 AT A
Bay 0.954™"  0.600™"  0.213™ -0.144""  0.507"™" 0465 0472 0535 0.638""

TR U 0.567" 0.044 0.516™"  0.224™" 0.059 0.001 0.080" 0.092** 0.130"*
T AR 0.899™"  0.731™  —-0.006 —0.300"™"  0.606™  0.585™" 0.551™"  0.624™ 0.733"*

FE: p<0.05, “p<0.01, "p<0.001, F,

35 SBNESX M E

SRR — AT S B ER X 3B E i 45 R BN, FBURMAHEEERT 0.6, T HEMIE
KFH0.3, ERBEUEKNHEEEKRT 0.8, FHHEMIE KT 0.4, 3 H& KRR S HAKR R PIHKE
NFEROTIMIE, WHEH/NT AVE FEAR, W& 4.

Table 4. Convergent and discriminant validity of the HSP-12 (n = 867)
F 4. PUERSHEREERNSBYUESEIBE (1 =867)

CR AVE By AR U T AR UK
FRAR AU 0.692 0.312 0.647* 0.559
TH A R 0.861 0.476 0.915 0.283" 0.689

7E: CRNHAFEE. AVE P EMIE. N MLAN AVE 1P 7R
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3.6. 5F

XIFEAR— AT W —BUAS FE 5 0 E B AT, XREAR AT MG FE i, S5 RR M, Wik
e U B3R 1) Cronbach’s o 4 0.818, 435N 0.856, J\JA J& IS N 0.637. RN MU S T4 Ak
J&H) Cronbach’s a 737179 0.657. 0.860, 7315 [Z 537379 0.662. 0.862, J\J& HIIE 5 73 7114 0.637. 0.600.
4. Wig

B G B B2 o ST Rl s U B R AT S R AT, T A [ PR D U R T B
L & T H .

TH st 2 R, v SRR S U B R T 2k I S0 B B AT S br e, DRI RT LER BE 4
T2k H o PR 3R 43 B 45 SR A8 B v ST i e RS B mT AR o3 AN RS, B 5 d s B iE P R 3R
PTSCRE X —d s, B e ST R R B R A AN R —— R U S W R RS . BRI AR T
X AR BRI SEIR N TR B 55 4 SN, THARBBURRAR TR 1 RH T AR IR SE VR I LR FE 515 48 I i
U R AR — BAFE UL, ER RIS AZ B 4EF) (Aron & Aron, 1997), Ja AR EINN
&= 4E(Smolewska et al., 2006), —#4E(Evans & Rothbart, 2008), {HIEZ B T 7R 4E &) 431317 & #E R0 3L
WHERE . A0, ERMMAYERE T RR T IRABURIE S HsatE. 0 ausvE = s Ut A~ A an
KM F, 2RI IRBURE BRI R 45 R (Pluess & Belsky, 2013). FURBURSEE 52
T B AR AR o B R TEAE DG, AT R R ARG AR O AT SE RN A D CAI S 48 OB, K
P N AR R RO, AR I B R D TR R R B S A A S R, 2 T SO AR AR R I K ()
NI S i T I8 35 f8UBPE (Aron & Aron, 2012; Greven et al., 2019). 1M i 5514 5 00 A BUBHE B A S, Ba59
PR R IR A 55 28 DA 25 170 £ T PR G s g I B 25 5 R A R B B B, T A L 8 B 55 P R 3R 0 /A
) it 52 e MBS 7 9 A A 55 9 R B34 (Goottesman & Shields, 1967). JH MU YE BE 5 H0AL A & IEAI G, TTRE
F PR R ARG AR O AT SE RN AR AN 28 SR, T S B S5 1%« AR UK 5 I A B3R
B SRR B S RV, IO R B R P ) X i MRV B IR’ H = B &, A
I Gy Pt PRI 8% vt [ PR 4 B2 mT AARER T g 55 7% (Booth et al., 2015). ARRMZE—BIRA, FIREUK
5 IH IR U 5 AT DIARRAR F U S e 95 1k

RFRRBRRE S R, T SO e U 53R 5 m U &R IR AH G, i W v ST i e ek
HRERE TIRPERRE. PR EBURE BR A ST AT NIE RS, A, AL )
SRR E RS, PNRBURLE R 5 B rh SRR R B EAHOG, SAL. SEAE oS, TH
WRBURYE RS SR MRS AR E R SR E B E IR, SHBIETS, 56 i T
W 5B FU(Liss et al., 2008; Lionetti et al., 2019; Drndarevi¢ et al., 2021; Eskisu et al., 2022). Kb, H3C
{67 R 1 BB ) A5 R I H LT PRI IR D R

FEAS RETT T, v SCT] P s SRR B AR R A S A A P 1 A 3 — EMEAE 20N 0.657~0.860, 0.856~0.862
HIMEFEA 0.600~0.637. {5 FEFRARFT I & 22 BER o v SCT it ey B B AE 2 B A RE A X 4 R RE T T
RIMBL. FrARENHAGEEED 0.6, H T ZmMmiES i 03, b, SHES 851K
P T H S AR R AR O, [FIRHMIST AVE P 5, REER I X 0 R . 23RBS X534
FEFRARAT Gl 2 K

5. &t
Hh S 6 R P A e B BN AR, T DA A ) R R o A 1 2 AL
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