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Abstract

Sensory processing sensitivity, as an environmental susceptibility trait, affects both parenting be-
havior and children’s perception of parental behavior during the parent-child interaction, which
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in turn affects the parent-child relationship in the family. Previous studies have found that the ef-
fect of sensory processing sensitivity on parent-child interactions is consistent with a differential
susceptibility model. However, only one-way rather than two-way effects of parent or child sensi-
tivity have been studied. Therefore, this paper will present an agenda based on sorting out pre-
vious studies that explored parental or child sensitivity on parenting behaviors and children’s
perceptions of parental behaviors, in order to provide ideas and directions for future studies that
simultaneously examine the role of sensitivity of both parents and children in the process of par-
ent-child interactions.

Keywords

Sensory Processing Sensitivity, Parenting Style, Differential Susceptibility Model, Parent-Child
Dyad Interaction

Copyright © 2023 by author(s) and Hans Publishers Inc.
This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution International License (CC BY 4.0).
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

1. 518

RIS AE B MR AR BB AR F T MR KRR R R E S m AR, AR TS
JLE B 5 R A8 B R0 ) L R FE I e B B B% 42 (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006). {75 —#2HI&E, K
FEIREE, JCHIZ B BTRAT N, 1ERJLEREME R . &5 &N EEMUSELE, 5)ILEKEZ
) (4 96 2 R 7 1) — B R RO B ) B BEE . SR, #ERI AR R T Ok R IR B AT A RE A
5 SRR L3R SRR OS2, T 88 in T80 2 (sensory processing sensitivity) S — Flks e (9 A g R
B ER, AT RESTE %1 WA T Al 7 o 5 M XU %4 S BT HR 1) 75 SROFD R U545 5 Tl B (Y e R R, kI 5%
M) - [ FEAT D9 R o B0 J2 T ) ) 1 7 ORI 17 45 4566

1.1, B T s itid

JECHE N T AR (SPS)IX — M & Bt -t Aron 7E 1997 SRR, B S HEAMAKT A AN BB RS r (1 4% el
R BLAS B EAG T SR A B R R B A ) 1, G0 B R 5% BB R ROk . B S A E B A1)
TEBIRE . EE SR SR EILS 4 (Aron & Aron, 1997; Aron et al., 2012). SPS /£y —RhasE (A
REBARBURHE, AR T AR T — @ B B A BT A IV E R R T RE, B MATE AR I 3t A Sk
JEA A o — TR 5 [ T J (0 T 5 5 D R BEAR 10U TIIF FE 45 R, SPS HFAT 47%(17A% S n] LUIR R 8t f%
DA 2 R, IX BRSPS IA/MARTE H AR Bf sl LU A NG 0 A K5 3 e 7 B g e Z P R AR A 22 2R 45,
HAEJE RSB0 AE TAEH H 230 AN R 1B T Nk e 4 L (Assary et al., 2021).

1.2. BB THURMEER 5 =24

Belsky 7t 2 7] 5y Btk A5 R (differential susceptibility model)t i i, e B0 AN A i A AN AR O B 4
IR 2 A TSR I OB, MEEA IR AR, X S BB T4 v A2 W 1 22 A 1 AR 58 3 7 4 A L
e e, BM7EE PR URE . RS, MElEERESRN, BT RRs R50E s s
s e ARUBRE A P T AR RR S i R RV v, X IR R A AN AT VA I B R SO,
KA R ORIE H AR A7 22 4 MITEMDN 22 83058, IR IE SR M ALET, s 1 AR o e 3 4%

=k
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FEH AN, DL RIS RE AN TE 4R TTRETT, SO v SRR th e % 5 E L N A
(Belsky, 1997). BIMIHATH LAHfERT, SPS MRS 1 5IFE™ A RS BN M R i g, — 7=
AN AT RS P I KU R 2 B B S A, 3 — Dy B & B Sy BB T AR BT 28 %, Rl SPS
B RT BE A XU thRT REFE R, AT BES X 2% T R AR T AN B A A A AR 77

1.3. SPS 5EXFEFMXFH

HoE, MBHZERYL, DAEVFZ W IR, SR SPS /K15 H iR FH i) 257 77 N A R 1R
EIFEE IR OG . BN, Aron S5 @I XS 867 A7 AL BER) SPS 5 1 M FR AL K R B FL R I, FEAKHE JIF0
BRER G T, @ SPS MK REEFR B & T 7 /0 PN TR FR R BRI
&, I R BAR R E R, FEASTE £ R R B T SRAE S AT TN T AR AE 7 ELAR AT
HHAH N (1) #E £ (Aron et al., 2019) 2R1, 53— 8 L], TP AFHFM N Z RGBSR B EEMA A,
BOR 5 BHRIF AR R, KA BEE IX —RERRIN AT R 2 I 52 31 5 i (1) V8 38 6 7 R AR R 7T
UG 7 SPS RSB UL ) TSR T AR 37 07 X, ik i 40 P2 I e T I i SR BON % U E A
%% (Collins & Laursen, 2006; Goldberg & Scharf, 2020). "] ., [FIFERZ R SPS MIAQEE, FETHIX R FAFIE 5
TESEET EARTLH T 77 A & 27 77 5.

Hk, WJLEZERE, fTAFZHIA SR, SPS XL AARL. 1 215 B 202507 TH K 8
WIFFAE BB . lt, limura 25 GBI 0T A A 412 42400 o Bk A T2 sE @ i s B iR s R B, ()
FER DO AR ) T A 55284k, A TR SPS M, 151 SPS ¥ 2% AR FE T 20 12 o B S R 1) SE A R
HIA AT T3 A — R B (R 8 3R 25 (limura & Kibe, 2020). SUAH%E, A RIARIBEARE, HEEMA
TR AR HATE X ) LE B 75 3R 45 T K B G745 G 4 BRI, ) LEE 2] T3 — P A 2 421
A, MLEE AR AR P AR A E S, ERERGIT N, XEARTILES GRS
RRJEF AR R R S4ERE . M0 m UL L3t T MR 045 2om TAER, AR AT T AL B)
MAT AN TR Z R BN TARER A, 50 2% 2 I G 5 48 2R R M P ORGSR I H T £ 1) N\ B e AN
B4 M (Bowlby, 1988; Turner et al., 2012).

i EPTR, AR T BEER JLE, SPS /RN —FRe i v A EE 2 R 3, TR b Tl 5 1
RADE i B BRI G LB K LR, H H 25 7200 5 YA R AR 326 14
A, BIAMEE ERR IS T BB R R, TS N R RS Z &% (Belsky &
Pluess, 2009).

SR, BARILE OCT SPS 5 ) LE K JR 45 I FirE — @ A28 E4R/R 1 SPS BN E AR F 77 (RS 14 0
APIIMESEAT), AR R OGVE T ACBEE ) L L — 5 T BB MR CE R AR A, B T S TR Bh A XU ] BB
(1) 205 i i N T U T XU o B AR A AN AT g R B ) B 55 % (1 X ] 5% (Andeweg - et al., 2021;
Lietal., 2022; Lionetti et al., 2022). 1E41 Bell 4] & 4858 (control systems model)5 Sameroff (1) 245 4H
HAEFIA A (transactional model) 3 [R5 (1 ABAE , S5 (R R 520 2& — Fhostm) /B AR R, B LEE R R AN
B A REEL T AR M AN 5, A A RER FH— 58 BIBFRAT AT, JLEE AR Bt 2 06 AR HA AH L F o 7
S, ARMEACREXS B S AT AT R R, B, eI 2 FahA B¢ R K R (Bell & Chapman,
1986; Sameroff & Machenzie, 2003). {H H il i AR A B 72 [7] 45— 5 99 NI T8 TR 5255 1 U7 BUREA: 1)
FEAE, X — TAEX TS BEE BOE 10 2057 07 R LE B SCBHT N2+ ), LR 46T
UT7 #A we BUB M A A Y, 271 1] A X ) R B 2808 7T e 43 7E SPS BIAE A Fak itk — 0ok, BRltk, ASof
INZE 50l G SR B R e, FEARBE AT N BR 78 S BFUR I B L 38 BBURR R I 5 1) SR B4 FH AR 7 A kAt |
WA Bell fFzi RGUSAL L Sameroff IBNASHH ELAE AR, % 2R SR [F] I 28 %2 5% 1 U7 I UB M TE R i
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P o S A0 B 5 9% T 0 X0 ) LB O T4 Hh R
2. RS TR R BT AT

SCBHBURAE X L RN AR 2B TR I, 7 e 20 1 — BUBUEIN TR R 45 R BB e e NS
WHETRIRAS, X =AWHYISCRE AR E S0 ) LB R Jie 7 AR R SR PR R R I

2.1. SPS ¥ R EARFFIT ARSI

WK, MG LR G, R 4304 T — R A B O B R B G Y, XM IR e 7B
556 ) L2 18] E 75 1) 2 AR AR B R A 78 AN s KR 45 (Hart & McMahon, 2006). 55 e [RT A, 7R 0 6 ) K o 2
TERAEIE RV IS4, 0 a0 A AT AZ A SR AR S5 T 1500 6 B A5 5 0 2 B A T2 R DX AR 22 ) A B 5 )
B, X RRAETE R RS B IS N B A R, X e AR AT A AT % T A B
SEHIHEE R (Kim, 2016). X T2 5105, Swain 25 NS &l NF R R B, N 7 HErf IR 3 28 LA H HI 7k
S5, R EBUBTESCRE R P SRR ). BUATIIRE. T RTINS, 528 BB
SIS B A G A 22 N 2 B AR IR IR B LR RE T Iz O, A REAE S % LA I AR P OR R
SERBURE, Gl 2 Al 2 NG R R A tE R . “IEEIE T MER LA
DS SRR 2SS, EREIERIIRYE AN A 15 3G £ 5 R i 2 LE TR . 11 53 —2RE 7l 2 4 1 R A5
F . AR, PTSD HImBURIEC Ry, JUHEEREE, BRI TR RESHIREAHIE, HiXF
IS BESE A A BEAR R AR 72 B 73 SRAB 5 R4 BT IR BRI, 6 % B SR 75 A S R )V AR 1 2 Ak 3 L
WEAR, JFREZBIE KRBT T), KRR FECE TRITE A2 2R LGS B IR B
TR A, TR X AN B TR 58 b K AR R 1) £ 7 AR R W] g 2> L SE 22 1 [) @47 Dy (Swain et al.,
2014).

2.2. SPS W ESUHBFIT AN

TEPE R R BUR IR N R EANE, RS T A S AMERR . DU SRR A 50 155 A
ORI, G T A8 H s — PR e 1 R N, (AR R — A, M T I
B FE AR L R HAT A R BIAT — s (W . BRI BRI FE v, R n T s v 78
TR AE IR FREZ 2 TR B A1) 2 %0, R8T T RAIMAHCHE L. B, MWAERETRE,
Acevedo 5 A7E 2017 SEJFJE T — kT X} 14 A7 18~25 J& Z4E &b SPS 5 E WM #5# i =% 2 1 fMRI
WEFL, FIFH AN B Al 4 B v R Ge(LAPS) v HE (B B ARURRORI w4 15 48 BT R SIS ARk, ol e ik O
REEAT TR, PR RER, SWEPHEEFHE, R mKE BB E N SPS 1/MATEW
BRWEEE AR, iSRS S, AKX, BIRE XiXs 5% I0Zmn T, %), AfEkaR
AT FERE. A RS BRSO XA KIS, EME RS R, AR, A A
58 T AN S G X G SRR s 3, 15 2285 BRI X ThRe I R 2. ZAFAH fMRI
BT 50 A B2 T 158 B R SPS AN A e 175 28 SR B o T Bl AR R Z1, - BID FRHX fh 42 2R 0T 5 B 5 3 36
P2 A AR B B v = A T 5 1) 1 26 4R 56 (Acevedo et al., 2017).

1M MAT N JZ T >Rt , Goldberg £ A\ DL &3 B Tl 5 (1977 2U%T 121 X4 5% 1 X057 (#%1-4b 15 5 ) 1) SPS.
WRASIY DL R AL BRI FRAT RIAT IR R I, &1 SPS IS BEYE £ 14k T 75 #7 W £ 5 2 B3 1 ) 13
K, RS, HTZBAZERBRWET, KSEEIN R SPS LB K2R 5T HBA BB, M
TGN % T AR IR R, FEMim TR A QR e “&rdotE” ae g st e s
2 AR L EERY v SPS AL BRI HER AR LT TR A T SRAE 5, AREAAROEL T, BA BN
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Fel e g, ik3E 1ok RARTS BN %K (Goldberg & Scharf, 2020). b4k, Andeweg %5 A L 96 M AE A
XS GITE T — T s, (EFE G PR B B R FE I A, AR I ER B0 AN [ UM AL BEB AT A I 5%
Wi, 255K, BARIEECNNEELE R MIAEE T, BT SRR R UMY Z BT e & T R, |
151 SPS M A RERBUEME T B s, B i AU R AL BERE 25 5 B2 BIBA SR (KI5, 7R 9% 11T A HE B 1y
PR TERE S, WER. 5 RN % WL & (Andeweg et al., 2021). 4RTf, Aron 25 A 2019 4F [ — T
KEEATFFIRT T SPS 5B EMEFLRM KR, HITET T/ SPS 5XRHER ) Lid #2 B fn it 2
I BFRHE 5 FE 2 [AAFAET AR R o TR RIN, AHE TR SPS MIALBEIM &, 1 SPS HISLRES T AN
W, RUARATTEE BETA S FIIE I B3 2 % I TR R, H [ B 2 R D BT TED I F A A B ) B I 22 1A
NIEE TR AN MR FE (Aron et al., 2019), B SPS iX —H5 5 £ #BoE il e b BEAAAE A 25 10— 10
[ BN A7 AE — 58 B AP R T

ZE bIgn, SPS AENALBE NSRRI AR E A I — PP 5 BRI, TEACBREER 7 NG LB R SR 4
IR R IAE 7 ) S A B AR RV AR B SR AHIE . 52, SPS RLT- BRI, U BEH*T
o R BT AR IR IR, A AT 2 U S8 A BE R I SR AR AU I IR AT, AR, AT Al T SRR
PE RS B PR S5 BT ) £ 56 7% 7 e T M B0 B SR SRR (R B AT A o

3. Biin THURMR) L ERMRX BHFIT AN

FAT, 7E SPS X L BN S REEGRAT 07 TH BB 78 SR IUAE LU LEAT R JE . OB RRKF 1
RIS BE S FR bR e 45 AR R E.

WY, AT NKETTIH, Slagt S ANJFRE 7 — BN PRAERIEERE 7T, WA T 264 LRI FRTLE 5
GREAWHILEILE, R TR IR ) LEAMEAT ) S SR A AT O B TN SRR s L B Y
SPS S X H R R A5 R A Mg, BT A ORI, T AR ZERAT AT LI = SPS ) LEE K AMEAT A 1H]
A, AR, MACBEITH R EIRAT b B, 5K SPS JLE AL, & SPS JLE FISMEAT NI bR E £,
BB IAEE [ 4 A S, AT TEE BE AN RAFHOM SRR R 3k i, FA IR 5 i AT 2844 (Slagt et al., 2018).

K, OB S, Liss 2 BN 213 44 KA BRI TR 5ARFSC RILLE
PASZAMAR AN £ FEOIR S I BRI, SPS e R 2 AR VIS AN A8 FECR A B 0L A 5 ik 2 2= i 1 SRR 7 3
POFINAE L, Uil SPS /] DAy — AN O BRAR B PN A . Ak, SPS 54 BF 23+ 77 s 22 AR
X TR (0 T R R G FL 3, KRR 2 SPS M SZ IS RE ALY, JLAHIAR &) iV d =i (Liss et al.,
2005). [FIFE, Scrimin %5 NI J 8 AFE A RIAET 2 52 305 5 E SRt LR BRI A5, P JLEH
SIS USRI P BT R IE R . BFFER G0N 227 ANSPIAEISTE 7.5 % 0LE RABATIACEE, @i
FREVIRITTA, THRLEAERKEED R EE NI R, SETRRKM, RIS, 8 N
KB R HHATEIR  RERN WK QTR JAUHT ) 5K iE B 51 I B R A5 B A B AR AL . &5
BRI, ARIIFKEEREES )L R 2 SEAR B S R I [MAEAE 2 W AU DC, 1 7ERRUAR R PR B A0
R BRESCHE T K L AR IR B . Ak, LB AR B SPS ZK-P 0 PR M SRR IR 1K) 5 SRt 3] 17 HE 2
PR, BRI ) LB A S A A RIS, LR 32 (0 G S me b il ) L8 B )™ 8, [ 2 /R R (Scrimin
etal., 2018).

MAENE 28 AR B AN SR SN2 7 1T, Weeland 55 A BeiE 7 —BUSEIR AT 5T, A ULRLIN A 1A R B0 R L
FRMB NG RN AR ZE 5 XL ILIRTE 7 =R, DUTO AR M B sh A S AE A AL
BORSEEARL, FRE I FE T 5 A WL R AR JLZE “TEEAL” (B AT “ 458 WL (8 L) B AR 3RS 2)
BEATICSR, SRR, LR BRI T RURAE AT LIS 0 AN R B G R SR, kA, L I
JEE B v RO RD0T 155 28 08 15 68 7 52 BIRR IR K S BE B3R 07 U5 )L B B0 52 LA FH B 2 el (Weeland et al,
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2017). 1M Slagt 2 AFIFHAME i, DL 190 KRR 4~6 & 208 LH NS %, EEESIL
HAE SPS KV EAMAZE R AEA 2 RS ) LE IS 28 IR BL A B AE R o 45 R BoR, AHEC TR U
PEJLET S, EWT BN SB, m SPS 21 LA S SRRV AR 28 S S, SR AE W 21 1E T S iy, )
HH UL B v RO AR AR A 6 S S, T DA 8 s IS A ) 9 S B e L 2 PRV B A5G 2 1 X — SUBTRR AR, T HH ) LB
TR N T AU vE 22 S AT 8 (Slagt et al., 2017). B4k, Jagiellowicz 25 AJFJE T — AT WBF A, 4RI 7N
LU S 4 SOV 2 B R DR 2R, S B[R R SR FH T B4 46 1 R G (LAPS) H i HP A = b 20 AR i i 52
AN TR VEAE A 26 B AR, 12 iR B AR E 128 B R IR Manikin ARt & B 3R ITEAS
RGHAT ISy, @RI, LB EEFE R E S R & SPS AMA, OO ARR S 26 B A i sOSI R, Hongk
Fi% & ¥ =5 (Jagiellowicz et al., 2016).

Zra ki, SRONEEL & SPS I LE A REIIA — MR K IAEE,  BIAC BRI #aR iR m,
A P RERAF — D RIFIIRREE AL, H A1 2 FE AL — PRV AR R iy, U AT g2 P Bl B0 22 1) SAMEAT
R AR O A K DA N BRIE A R AR IR IR

4. HRRE

CE ERATAMER DL, SN THURPEA RN AL BEFRAT A0 R B 2 % ) LB AL BEFRAT 9 () 8 S
R B8y 2= A AR S B B e (R “BE 457 BR “FEE” ), WX MEITERIRRE S 7307 SPS N
ZIE R R P R R L . Nk, ARIERF T REH, ATUASSAIB T, RN 58 H “R
REFIJLE” i “JLEERNSCRE” WF AR T USRI PLEDS LB R R ML R m . 2k, 7EA 3L
JiTh,  HATE AR T R SPS IS BERT L AL S HEAT RIR R T,  CA R IT 2 DAT S5 Al & 2
B RETE, HINTENS 28 I NATUSRTE o« AT N BRI FE B AT T o] LA AT, &1 SPS IAMATE SR id1Z.
o], G BRI A G i XA B R A R TG B, (EIX SN X 7E N By EL B A P A
AR AR AT R, AR SR BT DAL G 22 158 1 A B 5 B FH e 4 41 4 7 ke [ B =5 552555 7 XU T AU M 55 L i
[ 20 P (B A7 AE A R OCIRE, T — 25 7% SPS 7E AR sl il R i A= 3 A o Ak, M T0 A FE SR it
i SPS AT BE B BE MBI T Tds it gk 2, JF H A RESEEMMER . 0, Pluess %8 A — I xt
AR 5 K X 1 FE I L TP H 45 R R, 51K SPS AL, & SPS FIAMAYEIX —F T H
(AR B R R s, 1548 AR 15 B InAR A (Pluess & Boniwell, 2015). Bitt, fEA G R TFHREF AR ET
KA B O B AR T I AR Y, B R B AR B = SPS R, AT R R
FAM DG, DAIE 2 B 47 (1 TR

SE
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