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Summary

Leonavich, S. (2024). The relationship between sensory processing sensitivity and life
satisfaction. (Bachelor thesis in Health Psychology). Supervisor: Lect. Laura Saléitnaité-
Nikonové. Lithuanian University of Health Sciences, Faculty of Public Health, Department of

Health Psychology: Kaunas. -49 p.

Background. In recent years more data emerged showing links between heightened
sensory processing sensitivity and various personality and psychological factors such as
neuroticism or depression, which could potentially impact an individual's life satisfaction. In
this study the correlation between sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction is
explored.

Methods. Data was collected from 61 males and 143 females (n=204), aged between
18 and 45 (mean=25) via questionnaires shared online and through social media outlets, using
Highly Sensitive Person Scale (HSPS) and Satisfaction with Life scaled (SWLS).

Results. The findings show that females had greater sensory processing sensitivity
(M=121.5) than do males (M=104.4), and that individuals who reported being single had higher
sensitivity than those who claimed to be in a relationship (P=0.013). Additionally, the study
found that sensory processing sensitivity positively correlated with life satisfaction in female
study participants (P=.030). No relation between sensory processing sensitivity and life
satisfaction was detected.

Conclusions. It is concluded that higher sensory processing sensitivity may be related
to higher life satisfaction within female population, but not correlate at all within male

population.

Key words: Sensory Processing Sensitivity; Life Satisfaction; HSPS; SWLS.



Key concepts

Sensory processing sensitivity: individual’s sensitivity to social, psychological and
physical stimulus (Aron et al., 2012).
Satisfaction with life: the subjective evaluation of one's circumstance and quality of

life and is a crucial factor in determining one's subjective level of happiness. (Saris, 1995).



Abbreviations

Aesthetic sensitivity - AES

Ease of excitation — EOE

High sensitivity person scale - HSPS
Low sensory threshold — LST
Satisfaction with life scale - SWLS

Sensory processing sensitivity - SPS



1. Introduction

1.1 Background

Every day, as humans, we are accustomed to a steady stream of information entering
our brains. However, it is already well established within the field of psychology that
individuals perceive various stimulus, thoughts, ideas and associations differently, due to
factors such as social influence, genetical differences, neurobiological differences and
subjectivity of the said stimulus (Declerck et al., 2006), (Bartoshuk, 1993), (Foulkes &
Blakemore, 2018). A potential area of difference between people is their level of sensory
processing sensitivity.

Sensory processing sensitivity (SPS) is a phenomenon that has increased in popularity
recently, only approximately two decades ago, and it refers to individual’s sensitivity to social,
psychological and physical stimulus, and it is theorized that many personality and behavioral
differences in humans and other mammals are greatly influence by their responsivity to their
surrounding environment (Aron et al., 2012). The manner in which individuals perceive their
environment can significantly influence their psychological processes, such as increasing risk
for depression and anxiety (Liss et al., 2005) and, consequently, their long-term life
satisfaction. Additionally, life satisfaction is the subjective evaluation of one's circumstance
and quality of life and is a crucial factor in determining one's subjective level of happiness.
(Saris, 1995). Life satisfaction can often be broken down further into smaller domains, such as,
job satisfaction, romantical fulfillment, health, safety, etc.

As it is theorized that sensory processing sensitivity plays a major role in individual’s
subjective well-being, it becomes more important to explore further the impact and relation
between sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction, as more knowledge on this subject
may influence the development of more effective practice method within the field of

psychotherapy.

1.2 Novelty and relevance
Sensory processing sensitivity is a relatively new topic of inquiry that only gained
prominence in scientific community two decades ago. While sensory processing sensitivity
seems to have an impact on several important factors that also impact life satisfaction, there is
scarce literature on the direct effect of sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction,

independent of other factors. Life satisfaction, similarly to sensory processing sensitivity, often



correlates with various mental health outcomes, such as depression or anxiety (Fergusson et
al., 2015), hence it could also be thought that sensory processing sensitivity could be a
predicting factor for life satisfaction. This research could shed more light on it, as well as to
test the proposed idea that increased sensory processing sensitivity has little to no positive

impact on one’s satisfaction with life.

1.3 Literature review

1.3.1 Sensory processing sensitivity

Defining Sensory Processing Sensitivity

Sensory processing sensitivity (SPS) can be defined as a sensory sensitivity to both
external and internal stimulus and highly sensitive people (HSP) are defined as people who
possess abnormal sensitivity to the said stimulus, who, according to some estimates, account
for 20% of the total population (Morellini et al., 2023). The term “Sensory Processing
Sensitivity” was first coined and defined in 1997, by Elaine and Arthur Aron (E. N. Aron &
Aron, 1997). A highly sensitive person is said to have a common and heritable feature that
includes “ease of overstimulation, heightened emotional sensitivity and empathy, heightened
awareness of environmental details, and a higher processing depth of information”. (Greven et
al., 2019).

In empirical studies, sensory processing sensitivity is typically assessed using the
Highly Sensitive Person Scale (HSPS), a 27-item self-reported questionnaire created by Aron
and Aron in 1996, is typically used to assess sensory processing sensitivity (E. N. Aron & Aron,
2011). Albeit the questionnaire is claimed to be unidimensional, following a psychometric
evaluation of the scale, a research have decomposed it into three-component structure which
includes “Aesthetic Sensitivity (AES), Low Sensory Threshold (LST), and Ease of Excitation
(EOE)” (Smolewska et al., 2006).

Ethology of Sensory Processing Sensitivity
Although the precise source of high sensory processing sensitivity is unknown, there
are certain signs that point to hereditary causes. A study that involved 480 healthy Chinese
students tested how genes related to dopamine determine sensory processing sensitivity (Chen
et al.,, 2011). Factors such as stressful life events and parental warmth were also taken into

consideration. According to the study, dopamine-related genes account for 15% of what



determines a highly sensitive person, whereas stressful life events in the recent past determined
2%, hinting that heredity is likely one of the leading causes for this phenomenon.

Even so, a recent study that used EEG to test the brains of individuals with high sensory
processing sensitivity discovered that highly sensitive individuals had higher neural entropy
values in their brains than those with normal sensitivity. This is despite the fact that sensitive
processing sensitivity is a subjective measurement. The higher neural entropy was found to be
most defined in central, temporal and parietal regions of the brain (Walter et al., 2023). These
findings demonstrate that despite the subjectivity of sensory processing sensitivity, the effect
of this trait can be physically observed in the brains of highly sensitive individuals.

Another link between sensory processing sensitivity and neuronal activity can be
observed as a part of a study which was designed to test the neuronal response of known
cultural differences between Westerners and East Asians (Hedden et al., 2008). 10 East Asians
and 10 Americans with European ancestry participated in the study. The participants were
given simple visuospatial tasks to complete, where they were asked to make either absolute
judgments (i.e., disregarding visual context, which is usually preferred by Westerners) or
relative judgments (i.e., considering visual context, typically preferred by East Asians). The
participants were under functional magnetic resonance (fMRI) monitoring as they completed
the task. As expected, the frontal and parietal regions, regions of the brain which are associated
with attention control, showed significantly larger activity while performing culturally non-
preferable task. Nevertheless, after the participants were administrated HSPS, deeper analysis
unveiled that heightened sensory processing sensitivity strongly moderated the effects of
culture on the participants, reinforcing a hypothesis that highly sensitive people are “more
responsive to subtle cues when making decisions” (Aron et al., 2010).

Furthermore, a study was carried out in 2010 seeking to find a link between sensory
processing sensitivity and neural response in subtle changes of visual scenes. The study
involved 16 participants who were assessed with the HSP scale and afterwards were tasked
with performing tasks involving spotting subtle in visual scenes while being under
monitorization of fMRI. The findings demonstrated that when subjects were able to notice
minute changes in the visual settings, those with higher degrees of sensory processing
sensitivity showed increased activity in brain regions related to advanced visual processing.
This comprised the right cerebellum and areas such as the left occipitotemporal, bilateral
temporal and medial, posterior parietal, and right cerebellum, and the findings remained
significant even after accounting to other personality traits such as neuroticism and

introversion, which are often linked to sensory processing sensitivity (Jagiellowicz et al.,



2011). This study further contributes to the growing body of evidence that suggest neurological
difference in the brains of highly sensitive people, and people with normal sensory sensitivity.

In other words, empirical evidence makes it evident that, despite the subjective nature
of the questionnaires used to measure sensory processing sensitivity, individuals with high
sensitivity also exhibit observable biological (genetic and neural) activity differences when

compared to those with lower sensitivity scores.

Correlates of Sensory Processing Sensitivity with Personality Traits

Sensory processing sensitivity is also related to different personality traits. A study
published in 2016 which involved 167 undergraduate psychology students, using HSP scale
found-that overall higher sensitivity was connected to personality traits such as neuroticism and
openness, but extraversion was mostly related to lower sensitivity (Listou Grimen & Diseth,
2016). Additional study involving 494 participants focused on how attachment insecurity,
Behavioral Inhibition/Activation Systems (BIS/BAS) sensitivity, and the Big Five personality
traits interact to predict sensory processing sensitivity (Sengtl-inal et al., 2018). The study
found that complex relationship exists between personality qualities like extraversion,
openness, and neuroticism and attachment aspects like avoidance and anxiety in predicting
sensory processing sensitivity. More specifically, sensitivity was not directly impacted by
attachment anxiety, but it was by personality qualities such as neuroticism, extraversion, and
openness.

Studies also indicate that highly sensitive people consistently demonstrate high
neuroticism levels, alongside traits such as higher openness and agreeableness, lower
consciousnesses and tendency towards introversion, which grants high sensitivity person a
unique Big Five profile (Smolewska et al., 2006) (Yano et al., 2021). However, some authors
also highlight that high sensitivity person ought not to be confused with a highly neurotic
person (Tra et al., 2023).

Furthermore, a study performed in 2010 which harvested a sample of 180 students
examined the relationship between sensory processing sensitivity, NEO-five factor inventory
and general health questionnaire (Ahadi & Basharpoor, 2010). The study unveiled that EOE
was “positively correlated with neuroticism and mental health, as well as negatively correlated
to extraversion”. Additionally, aesthetic Sensitivity correlated to neuroticism, openness to

experience, conscientiousness, and anxiety. Low Sensory Threshold was also found to be
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positively related to neuroticism, physical problems, anxiety, and mental health. This 2010
study's complex network of relationships illuminates the perplexing interactions among
personality traits measured by the NEO-five factor inventory, different aspects of mental and
physical health, and sensory processing sensitivity. This study also finds that ese of excitation,
aesthetic sensitivity, and low sensory threshold all positively correlate with neuroticism,
physical problems, anxiety and mental health.

However, hypersensitive narcissism—a less grandiose, more vulnerable, and shame-
related variant of narcissism—may have the most peculiar association between sensory
processing sensitivity and personality. Jauk and colleagues (2023) in their research discovered
evidence that high sensory processing sensitivity and vulnerable narcissism are considerably
related factors. Although more research on this topic is required, these findings further imply
that highly sensitive people are sensitive not only to their physical stimuli, but also to

psychological stimuli.

Outcomes of Sensory Processing Sensitivity

High sensory processing sensitivity can manifest in various way in the daily lives of the
individuals affected by the phenomenon. A qualitative research which conducted a semi-
structured interview with 11 people who scored high on the HSP scale, have found that highly
sensitive people feel affected by their sensitivity (Roxburgh, 2023). Study participants reported
feeling extreme emotions, including empathy, and experiencing life in a more detailed manner,
which can be a “blessing and a curse” and requires a certain amount of management. This
finding could suggest that highly sensitive people view themselves as fundamentally different
from other, non-sensitive people, describing their sensitivity trait as a “burden and a gift”.
Similar example can be seen in a study made by Cybulski et al. (2019), which explored how
paramedics and ambulance drivers perceive the noise inside an ambulance. The research
demonstrated that highly sensitive paramedics perceived the noise of an ambulance as
significantly more burdensome than people with normal sensory processing sensitivity, and in
addition, it was found that older paramedics (> 30 years old) also perceived the noise as more
burdensome than their younger colleagues. This study sheds light on the fact that atypical
sensory processing sensitivity might provide challenges for those who experience it, including
highly trained professionals such as paramedics working in high-stress environments.

Additionally, there are hints that the ability to perform mentally demanding tasks is
influenced by sensory processing sensitivity. In a research carried out in 2009, 56 subjects

separated into two, equal groups of high and low-sensitivity people performed grammatical
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reasoning or mental arithmetic tasks under a “realistic road traffic scenario” (Sandrock et al.,
2009). As expected, after the study subjects' ratings of their levels of annoyance and mental
strain were gathered, it was shown that those with high levels of sensitivity had far higher levels
of both mental strain and annoyance, making it more challenging for highly sensitive people to
overcome certain daily tasks. This research highlights the significance of the environment in
the day-to-day lives of highly sensitive individuals once more.

Sensitivity to the physical environment can become a challenge to highly sensitive
people even at infancy. A cross-sectional longitudinal study demonstrates a finding that
sensitivity to vision, touch and hearing affects the quality of sleep of toddlers up to age 2,5
years, which is crucial for a healthy development of a child (Appleyard et al., 2020). This
research indirectly indicates the early symptoms of sensory processing sensitivity with other
evidence pointing that this trend of lowered sleep quality carries well into adulthood.
Additional research which included adults of a mean age 36 found a correlation between
sensory processing sensitivity and sleep-related issues, such as insomnia, through increased
perceived stress (Ilde et al., 2022). These results hint that highly sensitive persons are subject
to a cascade of effects that begin in early childhood and last far into adulthood.

In addition to having an impact on a person's personality and conduct, sensory
processing sensitivity can also have an ageing and physical health effect. There are now
evidence on relation between sensory processing sensitivity and telomere length among
teenagers, suggesting that people with LST are also likely to have shorter telomere length,
which is a biological clock for cellular lifespan (Jentsch et al., 2022). A shortened telomere
affect stem cell dysfunction and is associated with accelerated aging (Blasco, 2007), this
research could suggest that highly sensitive people are more likely to experience ageing more
rapidly, however, more research on the topic of highly sensitive people and ageing is required
in order to come to any sensible conclusions.

A growing body of evidence also suggests the correlation between sensory processing
sensitivity and the physical health of individuals, as well as habit formation. For example,
Goldberg et al. (2018) in his study found a correlation between sensory processing sensitivity
and type 1 diabetes in adolescence. It could be thought that this phenomenon is a result of a
different and changed behavior towards food in highly sensitive persons. For example, a
systematic review published by Nimbley et al. (2022) found that high sensory processing
sensitivity in autistic people may correlate with increased atypical behavior with food, and
highlights the importance of taste/smell sensitivity. Having a thorough grasp of this

phenomenon could aid medical practitioners in comprehending the causes of eating disorders
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and the correlation between poor eating habits and numerous ailments, including type 1
diabetes, which in turn could aid future treatments. Nonetheless, research that involved Spanish
children aged 3-7 explored the correlation between sensory processing sensitivity and body
mass index (BMI) in childhood. Although there were only minor to no correlations between
atypical sensory processing sensitivity and BMI in complicated contexts, atypical tactile
sensitivity was associated with areas where BMI increased by one point. Navarrete-Mufioz et
al., (2020). Nevertheless, because research on sensory processing sensitivity and eating habits
or BMI is scarce, more research on the topic is essential for further conclusions to be made.

However, sensory processing sensitivity correlates with other health conditions as well.
A study published in 2023 indicated that LST was highly correlated with migraine with aura,
however, other aspects of sensory processing sensitivity, or conditions such as depression and
anxiety had no correlation to migraine with aura (Raji¢ et al., 2023). The study's authors
developed a model based on the research data that had a 79.5% accuracy rate in predicting
whether a person would be part of migraine with aura or healthy control group. In other words,
this study was able to predict that high-sensitivity people are more likely to suffer from
migraines and prove that the way sensitivity is understood in psychology may align with or
even help to predict certain medical conditions, such as migraine.

Further to previously presented arguments, the research that were discussed prompts
the question of how a highly sensitive person's mental health and wellness are impacted by
their sensitivity to sensory stimuli. One could theorize that sensitivity to emotional, physical,
and environmental stimuli could result in heightened reactivity to negative daily events, but
also heightened reactivity to positive daily events. However, a 21-day long online diary study
which included 239 participants with various levels of sensory processing sensitivity measured
the appraisals of the most negative and positive events of the day of the study participants (Van
Reyn et al., 2023). The research found that highly sensitive people had higher reactivity to
negative daily events, however, showed no unusual reactivity to positive daily events compared
to participants with normal sensory processing sensitivity. This finding may suggest that high
sensory processing sensitivity only led to negative outcomes when concerning mental health
and wellbeing.

Little to no research, however, have been done on how highly sensitive people parent
their children, specifically, children who are going through a particularly challenging
developmental stage, such as adolescence. One such research has been published in 2020,

which included 121 parent-adolescence dyads who completed several self-reported
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questionnaires. Results demonstrated that higher sensory processing sensitivity is positively
associated with inconsistency, psychological intrusiveness, and attachment anxiety (Goldberg
& Scharf, 2020). The research authors have suggested that highly sensitive parents are
especially prone to the stress caused by the challenges posed during the difficult developmental
stages of their children, in this case, teenage years. It is also suggested that some interventions
that could assist parents in regulating their stress could positively impact their parenting
abilities and improve parenting practices.

Sensory processing sensitivity may also partially explain why the behavior of some
adolescents is more influenced by their parents and peers than others. A two-year longitudinal
study with 177 participants, hypothesized that sensory processing sensitivity may be the reason
why the behavior of certain adolescents is more likely to be influenced by their environment,
more specifically, by their parents and peers. The results have partially supported the said
hypothesize. It revealed that teens with higher sensory processing sensitivity scores were the
only ones whose negative relationships with their best friends were correlated with an increase
in problematic, externalized behavior (Fischer et al., 2022). The study authors have also
concluded that more research on this topic is required, as is a common tendency with research
related to sensory processing sensitivity. However, the findings reveal a peculiarity that the
behavior of highly sensitive teenagers may be more negatively influenced by their negative
social environment, however, no such correlation was found between positive relationships and
behavior. Future studies could concentrate on determining whether highly sensitive people are
also more sensitive to poor parenting.

Research carried out in 2005 attempted to explore this particular idea. The study that
involved 213 college students measuring sensory processing sensitivity, parental care, parental
over-protection, anxiety, and depression. The results indicated that anxiety and depression were
predicted by higher sensory processing sensitivity beyond parenting factors, which suggests
that heightened sensory processing sensitivity is an independent factor contributing to mental
health risks (Liss et al., 2005). The study also found a notable interaction between sensory
processing sensitivity and parental care regarding depression, hinting that highly sensitive
people may be particularly sensitive to neglectful parenting. Overall, the results point to the
possibility that sensory processing sensitivity is an inherent characteristic that interacts with
parenting and the surrounding environment to affect mental health outcomes.

Indeed, the effect of components of sensory processing sensitivity, specifically ease of
excitation (EOE), and stress related to depressive symptoms can be neurologically observed,

as suggested by another research. In a 2021 study involving 244 people, in order to investigate
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the neurological underpinnings of sensory processing sensitivity, the participants' sensory
processing sensitivity, stress level, and depression symptoms were recorded. This was followed
by monitoring by resting-state functional magnetic resonance imaging (RS-fMRI). The results
indicate that participants who were found to be prone to the EOE factor, were significantly
more likely to report feelings of depressed when exposed to stress, compared to individuals
who scored low on EOE (Wu et al., 2021). According to the RS-fMRI analysis, EOE has a
negative correlation with the grey matter volume in the right dorsal anterior cingulate cortex,
however, it showed a positive correlation with the volume of grey matter in the right
cerebellum. These abnormalities could potentially explain the reason why people with high
EOE frequently experience intense emotions, as compared to people with normal EOE. This
study, in contrast with studies discussed earlier, demonstrates not only that emotional
difficulties could be common among people with high sensory processing sensitivity, but also
could point towards neurological sources of such difficulties.

Most literature published and reviewed focused on the negative aspects of heightened
sensory processing sensitivity. Little to no research have been published regarding the positives
of high sensory processing sensitivity, and many publicly available articles online only mention
anecdotal experiences or speculations that have been debunked or simply not found in
previously mentioned studies. However, some literature indicates that high sensitivity could be
advantageous or disadvantageous depending on the frequency of sensitivity in a given situation,
a concept referred to as “differential susceptibility” (Greven et al., 2019). The study discusses
how different frameworks, such as Biological Sensitivity to Context and Sensory Processing
Sensitivity, are based on sensitivity to both positive and negative surroundings. Sensory
processing sensitivity is emphasized as a tool that presents a way to measure environmental
sensitivity as a characteristic in both adults and children. This instrument has significant
ramifications for comprehending and researching how people react differently to their

environment.

All things considered it becomes rather clear that sensory processing sensitivity plays a
major role in people’s personal lives starting from early childhood and persisting all throughout
adulthood. Even though sensory processing sensitivity is measured via a self-reported
questionnaire, the effects of this evolutionary personality trait can be physically observed on
subject’s brains in more ways than one. Given the major influence of this phenomenon on our
daily experiences as humans, it becomes a rather important topic of inquiry in the field of

psychology, as more information on this phenomenon could reveal it to be a major factor when

15



discussing such topics as personal differences in individuals, response to the environment,
behavior, health behavior, personality, eating patterns, attachment styles, emotional difficulties
and even parenting styles and response to them. Shedding more light on this phenomenon may
also lead to improved intervention techniques from medical and mental health practitioners

when addressing the previously mentioned issues.

1.3.2 Life satisfaction

Definition of life satisfaction

Life satisfaction is a subjective measure of one’s quality of life, which potentially
includes factors such as physical and mental wellbeing (Saris, 1995). From an ideological
standpoint, this school of thought may be traced back to the Western Age of Enlightenment in
the eighteenth century, when self-actualization emerged as a major ideal and society started to
be viewed as a means of enhancing the quality of life for its members.

One of the most commonly used scales to measure life satisfaction is Satisfaction With
Life Scale (SWLS), which emerged in 1985 (Diener et al., 1985), which is shown to correlate
with measures of mental health, and predictability of suicidal behavior and is heavily used in
the field of health psychology to measure the quality of life of people suffering from a plethora
health conditions (Pavot & Diener, 2008).

Factors associating with life satisfaction

The importance of having a positive life satisfaction can hardly be overstated, as it
manifests in almost every area of an individual’s lives. Even in terms of academic performance,
research including 357 university students has suggested that students with very high life
satisfaction enjoyed significantly greater academic achievements than their colleagues who
showed average or low life satisfaction (Antaramian, 2017). However, this research may
present the “chicken and egg dilemma”, whereas it is unclear if high life satisfaction causes
improvement in academic performance or does excellent academic performance improves life
satisfaction, especially as a substantial amount of other studies also indicate a positive
correlation between life satisfaction and job-satisfaction (Rice et al., 1980). Life satisfaction is
also thought to be a predictor for population growth in U.S. counties. United States counties
with higher life satisfaction have a significantly quicker population growth than counties with
lower life satisfaction, according to research that combined data from over 2 million

respondents with population statistics from 2000 to 2010. (Lucas, 2014). The study argues that
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increased domestic migration within counties with higher life satisfaction—rather than fertility
or mortality rates—is what is driving this development.

Life satisfaction can be influenced by various factors. Indeed, a study published by
(Edwards & Klemmack, 1973) which included 274 females and 233 males, aged 45 and over
showed that the most significant contributors to life satisfaction were found to be
socioeconomic status, perceived health status and informal interaction with non-relatives, on
the other hand, several social and personal background elements, as well as interactions with
family members, did not significantly add to the explanation of reported life satisfaction
(Edwards & Klemmack, 1973). It is, however, worth mentioning that despite the value of this
data, the research presented is rather old and may present outdate information. In addition, it’s
important to pay attention to the fact that the research only included people aged 45 and above
into the study, making the sample homogeneous. Other studies from a similar period of time
found a significant correlation between life satisfaction and health status but failed to find any
links between life satisfaction and factors such as age, sex, total social contacts, career
anchorage, marital status, and intelligence (Palmore & Luikart, 1972). However, a more recent
study published in 2016, studied the effects of income inequality on life satisfaction in
Germany. According to this data, wealth disparity is a significant predictor of life satisfaction;
nevertheless, different societal trends will typically have varied effects on different members
of society. The research concluded that increased income inequality had a negative effect on
life satisfaction in lower- and middle-class populations, the effect was mediated by economic
worries. On the other hand, upper-class citizens did not experience a negative effect on life
satisfaction caused by income inequality (Roth et al., 2017).

For adolescents, family structure appears to be an important factor when measuring life
satisfaction. A study involving 457 US middle schoolers assessed student’s life satisfaction in
a multidimensional way, as well as their family structure. The study found that family structure
mattered when assessing the life satisfaction of adolescents, specifically when assessing family
and living environment dimension (Antaramian et al., 2008). When compared to adolescents
in intact homes, adolescents in single-parent and stepparent households expressed less
satisfaction in these domains. Family structure, however, did not appear to be associated with
general life happiness or satisfaction in other domains. This study may also indicate that when
assessing teenagers’ life satisfaction, it could be beneficial to specifically measure neuromas
domain, rather than general life satisfaction. This finding is especially important, as some
alarming studies in recent years have suggested a universal and rapid decline in life satisfaction

among adolescents (Daly, 2022).
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However, it is important to stress that single-parent households correlate with poor life
satisfaction not just for the children of the said household, but also for the single parents as
well. A study that originated from Germany in 2017 measured life satisfaction among single
mothers across 24 European countries and found that factors such as the country’s family
policies, gender equality, family benefits and other factors play an important role in predicting
the penalty on life satisfaction posed by single motherhood (Pollmann-Schult, 2018). The
researcher also contends that the unfavourable image of single moms' lives is greatly impacted
by the comparison group selected—usually mothers in partnerships who profit from intimate
relationships and partner assistance. The researcher goes on to say that there is a substantially
smaller difference in life satisfaction between childless singles and single mothers than there
is between partnered mothers and single mothers. This suggests that being single rather than
having children is what poses the strongest penalty on single mothers' life satisfaction.

It has also been well established that life satisfaction holds a strong correlation with
perceived health status. For example, a massive study that took place in 32 European countries
have once again shown that life satisfaction was strongly linked to self-reported health status,
however, the link appeared to be stronger in poorer European countries with lower
governmental spending on health care (K66ts—Ausmees & Realo, 2015). This study suggests
that to boost the life satisfaction of the general population, governments should seek to strongly
invest in the healthcare system and target social inequality, especially in poorer countries.

An additional factor that seems to improve life satisfaction seems to be religion and
religious involvement. A large amount of research can be found that documents the positive
effect of religion on life satisfaction (Ferriss, 2002), (Hadaway, 1978). Nevertheless, it appears
that the positive effects of life satisfaction are usually traced to regular attendance of religious
services and a strong social network built within the congregation, however, 2010 research
finds little to no evidence that private and subjective aspects of religion. Hence the study argues
that it is not religion that improves life satisfaction, but the social network that religion provides
is responsible for the increase in life satisfaction (Lim & Putnam, 2010). Additional research
that studies Korean Christians examined the relation between two dimensions of religious
identity — religious belief and religious behavior. Potential mediators such as spiritual well-
being and self-esteem were considered. Through the aforementioned mediators, the study
found that religious belief had an indirect impact on life satisfaction, while religious behavior

had no direct or indirect impact on life satisfaction. (Yoo, 2017).
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It could be reasonable to hypothesize that age would be an important predictor in one’s
life satisfaction. Several studies have been carried out on this topic. One such study argued that
age has a negligible at best effect on one’s life satisfaction, but it does correlate with factors
that do have an effect on life satisfaction, such as marital status, social connection, and wealth
(George et al., 1985). Hence, even though age does not directly impact life satisfaction, it is
suggested that age has an indirect effect on other factors that impact life satisfaction. Another
study that compared the life satisfaction between 40 to 54 and 55 to 64-year-old people came
to a similar conclusion, whereas, age itself only played a slight role in life satisfaction, and
played no role when accounting for factors such as poor health, loneliness, and financial issues,
which are considered as stronger predictors of life satisfaction (Doyle & Forehand, 1984).
While reflecting on age differences of younger individuals, a study found that older participants
showed statistically significantly higher life satisfaction than the younger participants (Hong
& Giannakopoulos, 1994). However, as previous research may suggest, these differences are
likely a by-product of changes in factors that are strongly related to life satisfaction, but not
due to age itself. It appears that the disagreement in scientific community regarding if control
variables such as wealth or health should be accounted for when researching life satisfaction
results in a variety of outcomes that could be interpreted differently. Indeed, a more recent
study performed in 2020 argues that these factors should not be included in this inquiry, as they
do not determine one’s age. The research then goes to conclude that if these factors are
eliminated from the equation, positive correlation between life satisfaction and increased age
is at best negligible (Bartram, 2021).

An additional 2020 study on older adults studied the relationship between life
satisfaction and owning a dog. The study, which included 476 participants, found that while
owning a dog did not appear to be associated with higher life happiness, walking a dog is
associated with more frequent social interactions, which may also lead to an increase in life
satisfaction (Curl et al., 2021). This study adds to a growing body of evidence that social
interactions and connections are crucial to ensuring improved satisfaction with life.

All in all, the literature reviewed establishes that life satisfaction predicts and can be
predicted by multiple domains and factors, with one of the most important factors being health
status, as well as social connections. It is also important to notice that life satisfaction could be
impacted differently by different factors based on age group, hence, it could prove beneficial
to measure life satisfaction of different age groups separately, for example, teenagers and

middle-aged adults.
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1.3.3 Sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction

Not a lot of research on the topic of sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction
has been published in recent years. However, a systematic review published in 2021 using four
different databases reviewed fourteen studies that were published on the topic of sensory
processing sensitivity and quality of life (Costa-Lopez et al., 2021). All fourteen studies found
a relationship between sensory processing sensitivity and quality of life. According to the
review, there was a significant, moderate, and negative link between sensory processing
sensitivity and life satisfaction in certain studies (Costa-Lépez et al., 2021). The researchers
also suggested that a high level of sensory processing sensitivity may be detrimental to life
satisfaction. Since it is the sole systematic review on this topic with little data, it is a notable
piece of study. It's also crucial to note that the review found that no studies demonstrating that
having a high level of sensory processing sensitivity improves quality of life.

Other similar research on this topic involves a more specific domain of quality of life,
mostly, quality of professional life. One such study with a sample size of 3180 tested the
relation between quality of life and sensory processing sensitivity in service sector workers in
Spain. As could be expected based on previously reviewed research, the study found that high
sensory processing sensitivity had a negative effect on professional quality of life, specifically
in the domains of burnout and compassion fatigue (Chacon et al., 2023). A different study
conducted on Israeli dentists in 2020 supports this conclusion as well. More precisely, the study
discovered that three categories of sensory processing sensitivity—EOE, LST, and AS—might
predict burnout among Israeli dentists. It ends by suggesting that sensory processing sensitivity
could be a useful tool for identifying professionals who are prone to burnout. (Meyerson et al.,
2020). It's also critical to keep in mind that, as was previously mentioned, professional quality
of life might anticipate general life satisfaction. As a result, detrimental impacts of sensory
processing sensitivity on professional quality of life may likewise indicate detrimental effects

on overall life satisfaction.

To sum up everything that has been discussed so far, there is a wealth of evidence in
the scientific literature that suggests that having a high sensory processing sensitivity primarily
has a negative impact on an individual's behavior, health, emotional state, professional quality
of life, and overall quality of life. There is currently little proof in scientific research on the
advantages of having a high level of sensory processing sensitivity. However, it is crucial to

keep in mind that the absence of evidence does not necessarily indicate evidence of absence,
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and further research trying to determine the advantages of heightened sensory processing

sensitivity, as it is an evolutionary trait, is needed.

1.4 Aim of the study
The aim of this study is to determine if increased sensory processing sensitivity
correlates with altered life satisfaction. The objectives are:
1. To assess the relation between sensory processing sensitivity and social demographic
factors.
2. To study life satisfaction in relation to social demographic factors.

3. To assess the correlation between sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction.
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2. Methods

2.1. Study procedure and data collection

The study was performed in an online setting. The appropriate instruments for the study
were chosen and the questionnaire was built using Google Forms software. A request for
Bioethics approval was sent to LSMU bioethics committee in 2023 — 11 — 24 (No. 2023-BEC2-
456) (Appendix 1) and approval was granted in 2023 — 12 — 14. In January 2024 a pilot study
with 10 participants was carried out. Shortly, after no changes were made to the questionnaire,
the study proceeded as was intended. By sharing the link to the questionnaire on multiple social
media platforms and groups, the snowball method was used to contact participants. Informed
consent, which included a brief introduction, the study's purpose, participant rights, and contact
information for the study researcher, was required of the participants before they could begin
the study. Additionally, the following inclusion criteria were provided: 18-year-old person who
speaks English fluently. No criteria for exclusion were stated. All the data was collected

between the date of January 6 2024 and January 27" 2024.

2.2. Study sample

In total, 211 individuals responded to the questionnaire. However, 7 participants were
eventually excluded from the research. Due to the selection of gender (other/prefer not to say)
and marital status (divorced), 4 individuals did not provide a sufficient sample size for
meaningful comparisons within the demographic categories, 2 participants were eliminated due
to their statistical outlier status, and 1 participant did not meet the inclusion criteria (age).

Additionally, 204 participants were included in the study sample. Of them, 143 (70,1%)
were females and 61 (29,9%) were male. Furthermore, 109 (53,4%) of the participants did not
have a university education, whereas 95 (46,6%) had at least an undergraduate degree.
Regarding marital status, 108 (52,9%) of the participants were single, 76 (37,3%) claimed
being in a relationship, and 20 (9,8%) reported being married. The age of study participants
ranged from 18 to 45, mean around 25 and the median age was 24. Table 1 demonstrates a

summary of socio-demographic information of study participants.
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Table 1: Socio-demographic information of study participants

Characteristic N Percentage
Gender
Female 143 70,1
Male 61 29,9
Education
Higher education 95 46,6
High School education 109 53,4

Marital status

Single 108 52,9
In a relationship 76 37,3
Age Min-max Mean Median
19-45 2481 24

2.3 Measurements

The questionnaire designed for this research was divided into 4 sections (Appendix 2).
The first section contained informed consent with all the necessary information about the study,
including the rights of the study participants, study purpose, design, expected time for
questionnaire completion, inclusion criteria and contacts of the study researchers. Only after
agreeing to the informed consent, the participants were allowed to continue to the
questionnaire.

Sensory processing sensitivity was assessed using the previously mentioned “The
highly sensitive person questionnaire (HSP Scale)” ( Aron & Aron, 2011). The questionnaire
is free to use for study purposes, hence no permission was required from the authors of the
scale. As was mentioned in the literature review, this questionnaire is the most commonly used
questionnaire to measure sensory processing sensitivity. It is a 27 items questionnaire, whereas
the participants are required to assess the applicability of each question on a scale of 1 (not
applicable at all) to 7 (extremely applicable). Sensory processing sensitivity was calculated by
calculating the sum of answers scores submitted by each study participant. The lowest score
possible is 27 and highest score possible is 189, with a higher score indicating higher sensory
sensitivity. Cronbach reliability test is shown in Table 2 demonstrated a coefficient alpha of

.927 for this scale, indicating a high level of reliability.
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To calculate life satisfaction, a previously mentioned “The satisfaction with life scale”
(Diener et al., 1985) was used. 5 statements about the participants' level of life satisfaction were
included in the measure. On a scale of 1 to 7, where 1 represented strongly disagree and 7
strongly agree, study participants indicated whether or not the statements applied to them. The
life satisfaction score was also determined by adding together all of the responses that each
participant had supplied. This means that the lowest possible score of life satisfaction was 5,
while the highest one was 35, with higher score indicating higher level of satisfaction with life.
Reliability test demonstrated in Table 2 showed that the scale proved reliability coefficient of
901, indicating a high level of reliability.

Table 2: Reliability scales

Scale Cronbach alpha N
HSP Scale 927 27
The satisfaction with life scale 901 5

Another section was aimed at gathering basic socio-demographic information, such as
age, gender, education, and marital status. The questions did not threaten the anonymity of
study participants. The questions on socio-demographic information were created by the author
of the study and were presented as follows:

e How old are you?
e What is your education level? Possible answers: High school education;
Currently a bachelor student; bachelor’s degree; master’s degree; doctoral
degree.
e What is your gender? Possible answers: Male; Female; Other/prefer not to say.
e What is your marital status? Single; In relationship; Married; Divorced.
The socio-demographic indicators were later clustered into separate groups. In case of
education, the participants with higher education degrees (e.g. bachelor's or master's degrees)
and those with only high school education made up the two separate groups of participants in
the education data. As for gender, only male and female were considered, as the “Other/Prefer
not to say” option did not give a sufficient sample size to make a meaningful comparison group
within the gender category. In the category of marital status, only category of single; in
relationship; and married were taken into account, as the fourth option also did not yield a

sufficient sample size within this category.
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2.4 Data analysis methods

The data was analyzed using SPSS program version 29.0.1.0. A statistical significance
level of a = 0.05 (p < 0.05) was used. Univariate descriptive analysis was used to analyze all
variables, including measures such as mean, median, sum, and percentage distributions.
Cronbach alpha coefficient was used to assess the reliability of the scales.

The assessment of the distribution's normality involved determining if the data's
skewness and kurtosis fell within the range of -1 and 1. Every piece of data has a normal
distribution. Therefore, to compare socio-demographic factors with sensory processing
sensitivity and life satisfaction, parametric Two-tail student T test and one-way Anova were
used. Additionally, parametric Pearson’s correlation test was used to search for correlation

between sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction.
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3. Results

3.1 The relation between sensory processing sensitivity and social

demographic factors

First objective was to determine the relation between sensory processing sensitivity and
social demographic factors. The factors taken into consideration are gender, education, and
marital status. In total, the submissions of 204 participants were explored. The average score
sensory processing sensitivity score of study participants was 116.4 (median=119.5),
(SD=28.41). The lowest score recorded was 46, and the highest score recorded was 182. Figure

1 demonstrates the distribution of results of HSP scale scores among all study participants:

Figurel: Sensory Processing Sensitivity Histogram
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Firstly, after exploring descriptive statistics, it was noted that men (n=61) on average
scored 104.4 (median=108) on HSP scale (SD=25.4). The minimum and maximum score
ranged between 46 and 155. On the other hand, women (n=143) scored 121.5 (median=124),
(SD=28.1) on the same questionnaire. The minimum and maximum score ranged between 53
and 182. The results showed a statistically significant difference between men and women(t=-
4) and (p = <.001, df=202). Table 3Error! Reference source not found. summarizes the

mentioned data:
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Table 3: Gender and SPS descriptive statistics

Gender N Mean Median SD Min-Max t (df) P
Male 61 104.4 104 25.4 45-155
-4 (202) <0.001
Female 143 121.5 124 28.1 53-182

After analyzing these figures, it was found that the female participants had a statistically
significant higher HSP score than the male participants, indicating that the females
demonstrated a higher sensitivity to sensory information than the males.

Sensitivity was then contrasted with education. After comparing HSPS scores between
education groups, it was found that there was no statistically significant difference in sensory
processing sensitivity between the high school education group (M=116, SD=26.7) and the
higher education group (M=116.8, SD=30.3). T-test was performed, and it indicated (t=-.192,
p=.424, df=202). The results discussed are summarized in Table 4:

Table 4: Sensory processing sensitivity and education

Gender N Mean Median SD Min-Max t (df) D
lefoar 95 116 118 26.7 46-182
Education -.192
High @02 | =4
18 109 116.8 122 30.3 48-173
School

The data described is clearly showing that after exploring descriptive statistics and
looking for differences using T test, there is no difference in HSP scale scores between higher
education having participants and high school education having participants, meaning that
education does not correlate with sensory processing sensitivity.

Additionally, a correlation between the participants' marital status and sensory
processing sensitivity was evaluated. Statistically significant difference was only noted
between the group that reported being in relationship (M=109.5, SD=30.7) and the single group
(121.9, SD=25.3). There was no statistically significant difference when comparing the
previously mentioned groups and the group of married participants (M=112.7, SD=29.8).

A one-way Anova test was used to look for correlation between every group, which
showed a statistically significant difference is detected (P=.011). Post-hoc test was used to

identify which groups differed in scores. The difference in scores between participants who
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reported being in relationship and those who reported being married did not differ (P=.900),
however, a statistically significant difference was found between participants who reported
being in relationship and participants who reported being single (P=.013). On the other, no
statistically significant difference was found between the married group and the single group

(P=.400). All this data is summarized and visualized in Table 5:

Table 5: Sensory processing sensitivity and marital status

?;I;ztr;;al N Mean Median SD Min/Max f D Pairwise comparisons p
I In
"o . 76 109.5 113 30.7 46/173 relationship-
relationship .
married
Married 20 112.7 119 298 | 59171 | 462 | .011 Single-
married
In
Single 108 121.9 124 25.3 61/182 relationship- 0.013
single

To conclude these findings, it is now clear that while there is difference in sensitivity
between married participants and participants who are in relationship, or between single
participants and single participants, a clear statistical difference can be observed between
participants who are single and participants who reported being in relationship, meaning that

single participants on average reported being higher on sensory processing sensitivity scale.

3.2 The relation between life satisfaction and social demographic

factors

The second objective of the study was to explore the relation between life satisfaction
and social demographic factors. As was mentioned in the previous section, these factors include
gender, education, and marital status. The number of participants included who’s life
satisfaction score was included is 204. The average life satisfaction score demonstrated was
21.7 (median=22, SD=21.7). The scores recorded varied between the minimum of 5 and
maximum of 35. The distribution of results on life satisfaction questionnaire can be observed

in Figure 1:
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Figure 1: Life satisfaction histogram
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Descriptive statistics were explored to look for differences between male and female
participants life satisfaction. Males (n=61) on average reported a life satisfaction of 20.8
(median=20, SD=6.8). The lowest recorded result was 9 and highest was found to be 34.
Meanwhile, female participants (n=143) on reported an average life satisfaction score of 22
(median=23, SD=7.3). The scores varied radically between 5 and 35.

The results did not indicate any statistically significant difference, as (t=-1.13), and

(P=.128, df=202). The summarized findings can be observed in Table 6:

Table 6: Life satisfaction and gender

Gender N Mean Median SD Min-Max t (df) D
Male 61 20.8 20 6.8 9-34 -1.13
: 128
Female 143 22 23 7.3 5-35 (202)

These calculations vividly indicate that after exploring descriptive statistics and
performing the T test, no difference was found in reported life satisfaction between male and
female participants of the study.

Furthermore, Descriptive statistics revealed that participants belonging in high school
group demonstrated a mean score of 21.4 after answering the life satisfaction questionnaire,

(median=21, SD=6.7). The results varied between 7 and 34. In contrast, the participants
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belonging to higher education group averaged a score of 22, (median=23, SD=7.7). The score
once again varied between 5 and 35.
No statistically significant difference was found, with results showing (t=-.602), as well

as (P=.274, df=202). The following Table 7 highlights these findings:

Table 7: Life satisfaction and education

Gender N Mean Median SD Min-Max t (df) §7)
e 95 22 23 7.7 5-35
Education -.602 274
High 109 21.4 21 6.7 7-34 (202)
School

This data highlights that there is no statistically significant difference reported between
the life satisfaction of participants who attained higher education and participants who got high
school education.

Lastly, a comparison was made between the life satisfaction of individuals reporting
varying marital statuses. The first group of participants who reported being in relationships
(n=76) showed average of 21 (median=21.5, SD=7.5). Results varied between 5 and 35. The
married group (n=20) demonstrated mean score of 23.8 (median=26, SD=7.4). The scores
varied between 5 and 45. The biggest group of single participants (n=108) yield an average of
21.7 (median=22, SD=6.8). Results varied between 7 and 34.

Anova test finds no differences between the groups (P=.320). Post-hoc test confirms
that no statistically significant difference was found between participants belonging to
relationship group and married participants (P=.320), as well as no difference is detected
between participants in relationship and participants belonging to single category (P=.863).
When comparing married participants and single participants, no statistically significant

difference is found (P=.472). This data is summarized and can be observed in Table 8:
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Table 8: Life satisfaction and marital status

Marital . . test i .
i N Mean Median | SD Min/Max statistics | P Pairwise comparisons p
In In
; . 76 21.1 21.5 7.5 5/35 relationship- 320
relationship .
married
Married 20 238 26 7.4 9/33 1.145 | 320 Single- 472
married
In
Single 108 21.7 22 6.8 7/34 relationship- .863
single

When comparing life satisfaction in the category of married status, there was no

statistically significant difference among the participants, as the results described reveal.

Meaning that participant’s marital status seems to have no impact on their life satisfaction.

3.3Sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction

The final objective of this research is to compare the correlation of sensory processing

sensitivity and life satisfaction. The scores of HSP scale and satisfaction with life scale were

compared using the Pearson’s correlation test. The results indicate a non-statistically

significant correlation of (P=0.70, R=.127). These findings are summarized in Table 9 and

Figure 2 demonstrates the correlation graph:

Table 9: Sensory Processing Sensitivity and Life Satisfaction correlation

Pearson’s Correlation

N

R value

P value

204
127
0.70
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Figure 2: Life satisfaction and sensory processing sensitivity correlation graph

These findings conclude that there is no correlation between sensory processing
sensitivity and life satisfaction. However, when separating the sample by gender and
performing Pearson’s correlation test, it appears that a correlation between sensory processing
sensitivity and life satisfaction can be observed in within female population with results
indicating (P=.030) and a correlation coefficient of (R=.181). However, within male population
no difference is observed, as results indicate (P=.491) and correlation coefficient of (R=-.090).
Table 10 demonstrates the discussed findings. Figure 3 and Figure 4 show the correlation of

graph of male and female sample respectively:

Table 10: Correlation of Highly Sensitive Person Scale and Life Satisfaction within
Male and Female Groups

Male Female
N 61 143
R value -.090 181
Pvalue 491 .030
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Figure 3: Life satisfaction and sensory processing sensitivity correlation graph of
male sample
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Figure 4: Life satisfaction and sensory processing sensitivity correlation graph of
female sample

These results indicate that sensory processing sensitivity does have a correlation with
satisfaction with life, however, the correlation is only observed within female population. Life
satisfaction seems to not correlate at all with life satisfaction within male population. Another
observable peculiarity is that sensory processing sensitivity appears to have a positive effect
on satisfaction with life, meaning, the higher is the sensory processing sensitivity the higher is

the satisfaction with life within female sample.
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4. Discussions

4.1 Study results and interpretation

The aim of this study was to determine if the increase in sensory processing sensitivity
correlates with altered life satisfaction. For this, an online study was formed which firstly
gathered basic social demographic information. To measure sensory processing sensitivity a
widely used HSP scale (Aron & Aron, 2011) was employed. To measure life satisfaction, a
Satisfaction with life scale (SWLS) (Diener et al., 1985) was used. Both of the said instruments
have demonstrated a high level of reliability. Overall, 204 participants have been included in
this study.

First, the HSP scale average was determined. The average overall HSPS score was
116.4; other research also showed comparable results (May et al., 2022).

When comparing sensory processing sensitivity with social demographics it was found
that women on average had higher levels of sensitivity, compared to men. Not a lot of research
is done on gender differences and sensory processing sensitivity, but this finding is in line with
some other research with a similar finding (Benham, 2006; Tra et al., 2023). This is well, and
extensively explained by (Tra et al., 2023), who argues that women are known for having high
levels of neuroticism and agreeableness, hence also demonstrate higher level of sensory
processing sensitivity. As it was previously mentioned, the links between sensory processing
sensitivity and neuroticism are well documented (Smolewska et al., 2006). An additional
contribution to this phenomenon is theorized to be related to preferences of different type of
questions in the questionnaire, in accordance to certain domains of sensory processing
sensitivity (such as AES). As one research theorize if asked whether they enjoy pleasant scents
or are impacted by the moods of others, men and women may react to inquiries regarding these
topics differently (Aron et al., 2012). However, there seems to be scarce amount of literature
studying the differences of gender and sensory processing sensitivity, and more research needs
to be done regarding the differences of male and female in context of sensory processing
sensitivity.

Furthermore, demographic factors concerning marital status and education were also
assessed. Participants who were single demonstrated higher sensory sensitivity than
participants who were in relationship. It is possible to theorize that perhaps individuals with
higher sensory processing sensitivity face more difficulties when making or maintaining
relationships. Nonetheless, no difference was detected when comparing to participants who

were married. This could be partially impacted by the fact that the sample size of married

34



participants (n=20) was significantly smaller than the sample size of single participants
(n=108). No other difference was detected when assessing factors concerning marital status.
As for education, no relationship between education and sensory processing sensitivity was
recorded. These findings are not unexpected, as sensory processing sensitivity in literature is
not linked with any particular education level.

Analyzing participant's satisfaction with life, the current study demonstrated that the
average score of life satisfaction scale was 21.7. This score is slightly below the established
normative range of life satisfaction which reportedly varies between 23 and 25 (Pavot &
Diener, 2008) (Diener et al., 1985). This small difference could be an indirect effect of the
young age of most study participants (mean=24.81), as some research stated that younger
participants tend to report lower life satisfaction (Hong & Giannakopoulos, 1994). However,
as it was established in the literature review, when accounted for other factors that associate
with age, age itself has a negligible at best direct effect on life satisfaction (Bartram, 2021).
Nonetheless, life satisfaction has a relationship with one’s socio-economic status (Edwards &
Klemmack, 1973), and younger individuals tend to have lower socio-economic status,
compared to older people (Reijneveld & Gunning-Schepers, 1995).

Life satisfaction did not differ among any of the social demographic groups that were
measured. This finding is in line with several studies reviewed in the literature review section
that did not find correlation with life satisfaction and social demographic factors such as age,
sex, or education. However, it is important to note that no difference in life satisfaction was
found when comparing life satisfaction in context of marital status. The literature on life
satisfaction and marital status varies. Some research show no relation between life satisfaction
and marital status (Palmore & Luikart, 1972), while other do find a relation (George et al.,
1985) (Checa et al., 2019). In this case, the sample size of married participants (n=20) was low,
which could contribute to the reason why there was no statistically significant difference when
comparing between them and single participants, even though married participants did score
slightly higher on satisfaction with life scale than other participants.

After comparing sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction it appeared that no
statistically significant results were found when comparing the data of the entire sample. Only
when comparing life satisfaction and sensory processing sensitivity within the female sample
a positive correlation between these two variables was found, meaning that more sensitive
women tend to have higher satisfaction with life. However, there was no correlation shown by
male study participants between the two factors. It is reasonable to suppose that even with a

larger sample size of male participants, the results would remain unchanged due to the low
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correlation. Based on the findings mentioned in the literature review, it was expected that
sensory processing sensitivity would have a negative effect on life satisfaction regardless of
the gender of the study participants. The findings conflicts with the previously discussed
literature review that concluded that a heightened sensory processing sensitivity had a
detrimental effect on life satisfaction regardless of social demographic factors (Costa-Lopez et
al., 2021). However, literature on the studied correlation between satisfaction with life and
sensory sensitivity is rather scares, as the literature review only studied 14 articles on this topic.

The findings of this study could be partially explained by the fact that this study was
not specific in terms of measuring specific domains of life satisfaction (e.g. satisfaction with
work, relationship satisfaction, etc.), as previously mentioned sources did indicate that studying
specific domains of satisfaction with life may prove to be more fruitful, or specific domains of
sensory processing sensitivity, such as the previously discussed “Aesthetic Sensitivity (AES),
Low Sensory Threshold (LST), and Ease of Excitation (EOE)”. Nonetheless, a number of other
research, that have been previously discussed, have shown that increased sensory processing
sensitivity has negative consequences on a range of life domains, regardless of gender; these
findings run counter to those of this study (Liss et al., 2005; Ilde et al., 2022).

Another oddity is that within the affected population of female study participants, it was
found that sensory processing sensitivity correlated with increased life satisfaction. This
finding contradicts some articles discussed in the literature review section, as other studies
claimed that increased sensory processing sensitivity primarily results in increased sensitivity
to negative stimulus, but not to positive stimulus (Van Reyn et al., 2023). Another study also
find that women tend to have higher sensitivity which is predicted by higher level of
neuroticism and conscientiousness, which also lower quality of life (Pérez-Chacdn et al.,
2023).

However, results from this study indicate that increased sensitivity may also increase
sensitivity to positive stimuli, which would lead to elevated satisfaction with life. It is worth
remembering that life satisfaction is a subjective phenomenon. There are studies who claim
that higher SPS is related to several positive outcomes, which, among others, including higher
creativity and feeling of awe which increases pleasure and meaning in life (Greven et al., 2019).
As males in thus study sample have demonstrated lower sensitivity, association between
women and positive higher sensitivity outcomes could be more apparent. Furthermore, because

the study's sample is young and general, there is a lower likelihood that participants will exhibit
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uncommon psychological traits like high neuroticism or psychiatric disorders, which could
mediate the relationship between high sensitivity and life satisfaction outcomes.
Nevertheless, there appears to be a gap in the literature regarding the differences in
individual perception and sensitivity to positive stimuli. It is suggested that this gap is a result
of a lack of theoretical concept on the matter, however, the concept of vantage sensitivity does
claim that people differ additionally in the way how they perceive a positive environmental
stimulus (Pluess & Belsky, 2013) which could be accredited in the difference that is observed
in this study findings. However, more research on this topic is in demand in order to harness

any long-lasting conclusions.

4.2 Advantages of the research

This research is cost-effective and easy to replicate study. The instruments used in this
study are well-tested, reliable, and free to use. It gives insight on a phenomenon with scarce
amount of literature, and it could be used as a base for further, more detailed research on the
topic. This study uses a sizable sample size, and the data was shared via social media sites to

audiences across a number of different continents.

4.3 Limitations of the research

This research, however, does pose a series of limitations. First off, the study's primary
drawback was its cross-sectional design, which made it more difficult to determine the causes
of the many factors. Longitudinal designs may be used in future research to monitor changes
over time and provide a more complete investigation of causal links.

The age of the sample varies between 18 to 45, as median age is 24. This fact indicates
that study participants are young, and that the study sample is rather homogenous, which means
that study results should be primarily applied to the younger population. A more diverse sample
size may give a more objective view on the studied phenomenon, as most study participants
are of the same generation. Additionally, this study could be performed more in-depth manner,
as specific domains of sensory processing sensitivity could be studied more in deeply, and as
some reviewed literature has shown, researching life satisfaction within a specific domain may
prove to be more appropriate, as it yields more accurate information. In addition, this study did
not take into account participants' nationality. Considering the participant’s nationality or
country of origin may add depth to the research results and alter the interpretation of results

due to cultural differences of study participants.
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4.4 Recommendations for future studies

As it was mentioned earlier, this phenomenon would benefit from further research.
Firstly, researching specific domains of sensory processing sensitivity and life satisfaction may
yield more wide and deep knowledge in this field. In addition, a more diverse population would
be beneficial. It is recommended that future research would study samples of more diverse age
and samples of diverse nationalities outside of Europe or North America, as research on these
populations are scarce. Finally, adding instruments that measure participants mood or state of
mind and other psychological factors such as depression or anxiety at the time of filling out the

questionnaire would add more data and knowledge into this field.
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5. Conclusions

The participants’ average HSPS score was 116.4; female participants exhibited
significantly higher levels of sensory processing sensitivity, while single individuals
exhibited higher sensitivity than those in relationships.

The average life satisfaction among study participants was 21.7. No statistically significant
correlation was found between life satisfaction and participants' gender, education, and
marital status.

Sensory processing sensitivity showed no statistically significant associations with life
satisfaction in the overall sample and within the male subgroup but did demonstrated
association in female subgroup. However, females with higher sensitivity demonstrated

statistically significant increased life satisfaction.
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