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Abstract

The importance of addressing this issue stems from the need to understand the psychological factors that shape individuals' varying
responses to potential risks. This research aimed to investigate how neuropsychological systems regulating behavior—specifically
activation and inhibition—relate to personal traits and individuals' attitudes toward danger, focusing on a student population. The study
included 327 students from four universities across Russia (Moscow, Cherepovets, and Ivanovo), with 60 men and 267 women, with a
mean age of 20 years (SD = 2.17). The study employed several diagnostic instruments to assess these factors including questionnaires
designed by the authors to evaluate sensitivity to threats and response strategies in dangerous situations, the Carver-White questionnaire
to measure BAS/BIS sensitivity, the Big Five personality assessment adapted by L. F. Burlachuk and D. K. Korolev, and the
“Adaptability” scale by Maklakov-Chermyanin (Moral Normativity). The results showed that an appropriate response to risk is closely
related to personal characteristics such as openness to experience, benevolence, and moral normativity, while over- or underestimation
of threats is associated with neuropsychological factors tied to BAS and BIS. These findings have practical applications for improving
safety measures in various fields and can contribute to educational initiatives aimed at teaching young people and adults how to
effectively respond to dangerous situations.
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Introduction

The survival of living organisms and the existence of inanimate objects are constantly at risk from various dangers, which can
compromise the integrity and proper functioning of these systems. For humans, any situation that threatens life, health, or
psychological and social well-being is considered dangerous.

In contemporary research, the theory of reinforcement sensitivity provides a solid framework for understanding how animals
and humans react to threats. This theory was developed by Gray [1] and suggests that behavior is governed by two key
neuropsychological systems: the behavioral inhibition system (BIS) and the behavioral activation system (BAS). This model
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has been expanded over time [2-4] to incorporate a third system, the fight-flight-freezing (FFFS) system, which is also crucial
in responses to danger.

Modern reinforcement sensitivity theory now includes these three interconnected systems. The BAS is activated by rewards
and the cessation of punishment, prompting behaviors that move towards significant goals, and fostering positive emotions.
A heightened sensitivity to BAS is linked to increased substance use and aggression and correlates with extroversion. The
BIS comes into play during conflict, aiming to inhibit behavior, and is associated with traits like anxiety and neuroticism. The
FFFS, which governs responses to direct and indirect threats, triggers panic, fear, and anger, which motivate defensive
behaviors such as fleeing, fighting, or freezing [5]. Fear is primarily associated with escape, while anger leads to confrontation
[6, 7]. Freezing may occur as a preparatory reaction to danger or as a post-threat response, often appearing as a “stupor” [8].
These systems are highly interconnected.

When considering how BAS and BIS influence the choice of response to danger, such as fight, flight, or freeze, it has been
shown that a heightened BIS sensitivity tends to drive avoidance behaviors, while certain BAS scales are linked to approaching
the threat [9]. BIS activation has been associated with increased anxiety and rumination, promoting avoidance or freezing
responses [10, 11]. Conversely, heightened BAS sensitivity may lead to impulsivity, reduced self-control, and risk-taking
behavior [12, 13], or conversely, confidence and goal-driven behavior that can foster a “fight” response [14].

Fight, flight, or freeze reactions are fundamental responses to danger, but human behavior is more complex. For example, in
conflict situations, individuals may choose cooperative or compromise strategies, which do not align with the fight or flight
categories, let alone freezing. Thus, it is more appropriate to discuss attitudes towards danger, which encompass both threat
sensitivity and the selection of appropriate or inappropriate responses. Threat sensitivity refers to the ability to recognize and
assess whether external or internal signals are dangerous or safe, such as the brain's preference for detecting warning signals
first, followed by prohibitive and mandatory signs [15].

The way an individual responds to danger is their capacity to engage in various forms of defensive behavior depending on the
situation. An adequate response involves actions that provide the best protection, while an inadequate response may worsen
the situation, often by either exaggerating or underestimating the threat. The combination of threat sensitivity and response
choices shapes different attitudes toward danger in individuals [16].

Research has demonstrated that individual responses to threats are shaped by a combination of personal traits, emotional
dispositions, cognitive abilities, and the presence of irrational beliefs [17, 18]. A key factor influencing these responses is how
aware an individual is of potential risks [19], as well as the influence of leadership on fostering a sense of safety [20]. For
example, studies have shown that employees who view their leaders as guardians of their safety tend to experience less burnout
at work [21].

In this context, studies examining the relationships between the behavioral activation system (BAS), behavioral inhibition
system (BIS), and personality traits from the “Big Five” model—neuroticism, extraversion, openness, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness—are particularly significant. Smits and Boeck [22] identified a positive correlation between BIS and
neuroticism and agreeableness, while it was negatively related to extraversion and openness. Additionally, BAS persistence
was positively linked to extraversion and conscientiousness, but negatively to neuroticism and agreeableness. BAS-pleasure
seeking correlated positively with extraversion and openness but negatively with neuroticism, agreeableness, and
conscientiousness. Moreover, BAS responsiveness to rewards was found to be positively associated with both extraversion
and conscientiousness. A similar pattern of results was noted by Mitchell ef al. [23], with minor differences. These findings
suggest that variations in the sensitivity of BAS and BIS, combined with personality traits, might influence how individuals
approach and respond to danger, particularly in terms of recognizing threats and choosing appropriate or inappropriate
responses. This insight formed the foundation for the research aim, which sought to explore the relationship between
neuropsychological systems involved in behavior regulation and personal traits, and how these affect students' attitudes toward
threats.

Proposed hypotheses

«  Sensitivity to threats may be influenced by a combination of BAS/BIS sensitivity, high conscientiousness, and
normativity of behavior.

*  Adequate responses to danger are expected to correlate with BAS sensitivity, extraversion, conscientiousness, and
adherence to social norms.

*  Overestimating danger may be associated with high BIS sensitivity, high neuroticism, and low extraversion and openness
to experience.

« Ignoring threats may result from heightened BAS sensitivity, low levels of benevolence, conscientiousness, and
normativity of behavior.

The inclusion of “normativity of behavior” in the hypotheses is based on several key factors. Social norms act as guidelines
for acceptable behavior in specific situations, defining what is appropriate within a given society [24]. Normativity reflects
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how motivated a person is to conform to these rules [25]. Previous studies have demonstrated that a person’s ability to adhere
to norms often determines how effectively they respond to dangerous situations. For instance, wearing a mask during the
COVID-19 pandemic was considered an appropriate response to the danger of viral infection, while refusal to wear a mask
signified noncompliance with societal norms [26]. This suggests that normativity plays a more significant role in choosing
appropriate responses to danger, rather than exaggerating or diminishing the perceived threat itself. Therefore, it is reasonable
to assume that the normativity of behavior will be more closely linked to the adoption of suitable responses to threats than to
the tendency to overstate or ignore dangers, as well as the sensitivity to BAS and BIS.

Materials and Methods

This research involved 327 students from various universities in the Russian Federation, specifically Moscow City
Pedagogical University, Moscow Humanitarian University, Cherepovets State University, and Ivanovo State Medical
Academy. The sample consisted of 60 men and 267 women, with an average age of 20 years (SD = 2.17). The study utilized
a combination of theoretical and empirical techniques, along with mathematical analysis methods to process the results.

To assess students’ attitudes toward danger, two interrelated author-developed questionnaires were employed: one for
measuring sensitivity to threats and another for evaluating responses to dangerous situations, categorizing them as adequate,
exaggerated, or ignored. The Carver-White questionnaire was used to assess the activation and inhibition systems of behavior,
while personal traits were measured using the “Big Five” personality test adapted by L.F. Burlachuk and D.K. Korolev. The
“Adaptability” test by Maklakov-Chermyanin, specifically the “Moral Normativity” scale, was used to measure the
normativity of behavior.

The sensitivity to threats questionnaire [27] consists of 12 situational questions that simulate common scenarios with four
response options. Respondents select the answer that most closely reflects their view, and the total score is then converted
into a standard 10-point scale.

The questionnaire on response strategies to danger [28] comprises 17 statements describing potential reactions to threats.
Participants are asked to choose among four options reflecting either an adequate response, an exaggerated response, or
downplaying the threat. The resulting scores for each response category are converted into a standard 10-point scale.

The Carver-White questionnaire, adapted into Russian by G.G. Knyazev [29, 30], contains 24 statements, which respondents
evaluate on a four-point scale ranging from “very true for me” to “completely wrong for me.” The BAS scale is made up of
three subscales: “Perseverance,” “Sensitivity to Reward,” and “Pleasure Seeking,” while the BIS scale focuses on one
subscale: “Reaction to Negative Stimuli.” The raw scores are converted into standard 10-point scales.

The Big Five personality traits questionnaire [31] asks participants to evaluate 25 pairs of opposing qualities on a five-point
scale to assess five major personality traits: extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to
experience. A scoring system was used to transform the raw scores into standardized results, which contributed to developing
a personality profile.

The normativity of behavior was assessed using the “Adaptability” Test by Maklakov-Chermyanin, with a focus on the “Moral
Normativity” scale [32]. This test includes 27 statements, and respondents are required to indicate their agreement or
disagreement. The total score is calculated based on the responses and then converted into a standard 10-point scale.

The data analysis involved correlation methods, with the Pearson linear correlation coefficient being applied to examine
relationships among variables.

Results and Discussion

The primary findings of the study will now be presented. The characteristics of the participants, based on the parameters being
studied, are detailed in Table 1. The study’s outcomes regarding students' attitudes toward hazards are also outlined.

Table 1. Students' attitude to dangers

N %
Sensitivity to threats

High 159 48.62
Medium 96 29.36
Low 72 22.02

Total: 327 100

Ways to respond in situations of danger

Adequate 137 41.9
Exaggeration of dangers 87 26.6
Downplaying (ignoring) hazards 43 13.15
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Uncertain response 60 18.35
Bcero: 327 100

Table 1 illustrates that 48.62% of the participants (159 individuals) exhibit high sensitivity to threats, while 29.36% (96
individuals) show moderate sensitivity, and 22.02% (72 individuals) display low sensitivity. Overall, these results are deemed
satisfactory, as a substantial portion of future professionals in medicine, psychology, and education (77.98% when combining
high and moderate levels) can adequately identify potential dangers from both external and internal sources. However, a
notable fraction of them appear less concerned about threats, with 41.9% (137 individuals) demonstrating an appropriate
response to dangers. A considerable portion, 26.6% (87 individuals), tend to overestimate the significance of threats, while
13.15% (43 individuals) typically ignore them. Additionally, 18.35% (60 individuals) did not exhibit any clear response to
dangers. This ambiguous response can be attributed to different factors: for some, particularly adolescents, the lack of
developed skills for responding to threats is a key reason, while for others, their reaction may vary depending on the type of
threat, the situation, and the environment. As a result, they may react to the same threat in diverse ways, from overemphasizing
it to disregarding it altogether.

Next, let us examine the relationship between the levels of sensitivity to BAS and BIS, the personal characteristics that make
up the “Big Five,” and the normativity of behavior (Table 2).

Table 2. Levels of sensitivity to BAS and BAS, the severity of personal qualities, and normativity of behavior among

students
Levels

N Characteristics High Medium Low To:al

(/%) n/%) n/%) /%)
1. BAS-drive 201/61.47 111/33.94 15/4.59 327/100
2. BAS-fun seeking 144/44.04 166/50.76 17/5.2 327/100
3. BAS- reward responsiveness 242/74.00 85/26.00 0/0 327/100
4. BIS-sensitivity to negative stimuli 101/30.89 167/51.07 59/18.04 327/100
5. Neuroticism 93/28.44 193/59.02 41/12.54 327/100
6. Extraversion 29/8.87 203/62.08 95/29.05 327/100
7. Openness 20/6.12 196/59.94 111/33.94 327/100
8. Agreeableness 93/28.44 170/51.99 64/19.57 327/100
9. Conscientiousness 46/14.07 240/73.39 41/12.54 327/100
10. Normativity of behavior 56/17.13 186/56.88 85/25.99 327/100

Based on the data displayed in Table 2, the majority of students demonstrated a high level of BAS persistence, with 61.47%
(201 individuals) scoring high. For BAS-pleasure seeking, 44.04% (144 students) exhibited high sensitivity, and 74% (242
individuals) showed high BAS responsiveness to rewards. Notably, there were no participants with low sensitivity to BAS-
responsiveness to rewards, suggesting that most students are goal-oriented and focused on achieving certain outcomes.
However, the study also found that a significant portion of students (30.89%-101 individuals at a high level, and 51.07%-167
individuals at an average level) exhibited sensitivity to BIS. This creates a potential contradiction: students may have a strong
desire to be rewarded for their actions, yet in the face of difficulties, dangers, or unexpected situations, their inhibitive
mechanisms may be triggered, possibly reducing their effectiveness. The results revealed that about 25% of the students
displayed a combination of high BAS responsiveness to rewards and high BIS sensitivity to negative stimuli.

In terms of neuroticism, 28.44% (93 individuals) scored high, while only 12.54% (41 individuals) showed emotional stability.
Given that high neuroticism can hinder performance in fields such as medicine and psychology, this result raises concerns.
Regarding extraversion, most students were ambiverts, comprising 62.08% (203 individuals), with only 8.87% (29
individuals) being strong extroverts and 29.05% (95 individuals) identified as introverts. The level of openness to experience
varied, with 6.12% (20 individuals) scoring high, 59.94% (196 individuals) at a moderate level, and 33.94% (111 individuals)
at a low level. It is expected that students with lower openness to experience may encounter more challenges in their university
studies. As for benevolence, 28.44% (93 students) scored high, 51.99% (170 individuals) were moderate, and 19.57% (64
individuals) showed little inclination towards benevolence. A similar distribution was seen with conscientiousness, where
73.39% (240 individuals) exhibited moderate conscientiousness, 12.54% (41 individuals) showed low conscientiousness, and
14.07% (46 individuals) had high conscientiousness. Lastly, only 17.13% (56 individuals) demonstrated a high level of
normativity of behavior, with 56.88% (186 individuals) generally following social norms while allowing some violations, and
25.99% (85 individuals) were more likely to disregard norms in favor of their interests. This lack of strict adherence to norms
may pose challenges to adaptation and success in both academic and social environments.
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In conclusion, the findings reveal a broad spectrum of individual differences among students across the various parameters
studied. If we were to describe a generalized profile of a student, it would suggest that most are capable of perseverance,
particularly when their activities are motivated. They tend to be ambivalent, moderately friendly, and conscientious, though
not always open to new experiences. Furthermore, they may sometimes neglect social norms depending on the situation or
circumstances.

Next, the study focuses on the core objective: identifying the relationships between attitudes toward hazards and sensitivity
to BAS and BIS, personality traits, and behavioral normativity. To address this, a correlation analysis using the Pearson linear
correlation coefficient (r) was conducted, with the results presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Matrix of correlations of parameters of attitude to hazards, sensitivity to BIS/BIS, personal factors, and normativity

of behavior*

Ne 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. Sensitivity to threats 0.25 -0.03  0.15 0.05 -0.01 0.18 0.07 0.10 021 0.25
2. Adequate response 0.09 -0.11  0.02 -0.11 -0.10 028 0.16 0.09 024 0.14
3. Exaggeration of dangers -0.19 -0.21  -0.01 027 024 -0.20 -0.22 0.01 -0.03 0.06
4. Ignoring hazards 0.04 029 004 -0.13 -0.03 -0.10 0.02 -0.12 -0.13 -0.29
5. BAS-drive 032 041 -0.01 0.07 025 026 0.07 0.19 0.03
6. BAS-fun seeking 029 -0.02 -0.01 0.06 024 001 -0.14 -0.20
7. BAS-reward responsiveness 0.18 0.15 0.10 0.10 0.04 0.17 -0.06
8. BIS-sensitivity to negative stimuli 025 -0.09 -0.14 0.12 -0.04 0.08
9. Neuroticism 0.17 -0.07 0.09 -0.06 0.02
10. Extraversion 032 030 0.09 0.07
11. Openness 028 022 -0.22
12. Agreeableness 0.10 0.16
13. Conscientiousness 0.01
14. Normativity of behavior

*Note: Correlation coefficients significant at the 1% significance level are in bold, while those in italics are at the 5% significance level.

Table 3 reveals several notable correlations between the factors under study. While we will later focus on the primary
relationships concerning attitudes toward threats and their links to BAS and BIS sensitivity, personal traits, and behavioral
normativity, we first summarize the connections between activation and inhibition systems with personal traits and behavior
norms.

BAS persistence had a positive relationship with extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness. BAS-pleasure
seeking showed a positive correlation with openness to experience but a negative one with conscientiousness and moral
normativity. BAS responsiveness to rewards was positively linked to conscientiousness and neuroticism. BIS was found to
positively correlate with neuroticism and benevolence, but negatively with openness to experience. These findings support
previous findings about the links between neuropsychological factors and the Big Five personality traits [22, 23], highlighting
the generality of these patterns across different populations and regions.

To enhance clarity and ease of interpretation, the relationships between threat sensitivity, response strategies to danger, and
personality and neuropsychological factors are illustrated in Figure 1.

Sensitivity to
threats

[ BAS-drive Neuroticism
Extraversion
[ BAS-fun seeking
Openness

BAS-reward
responsiveness

[ BIS

Agreeableness

Conscientiousness

| NI NS S N

’ Normativity of }

behavior

Figure 1. The relationship of sensitivity to threats and neuropsychological and
personal factors*
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*Note: here and further, a solid line indicates a positive relationship, dotted-negative; correlation coefficients
significant at 1% significance level are in bold, italics-at 5% significance level.

Figure 1 shows that sensitivity to threats has a positive correlation with BAS persistence, BAS responsiveness to rewards,
extraversion, conscientiousness, and behavioral normativity. No negative correlations were observed. BAS persistence was
also positively linked to extraversion, while BAS responsiveness to rewards correlated with conscientiousness. In other words,
extroverted individuals tend to exhibit a higher sensitivity to threats, demonstrate perseverance toward achieving goals,
approach tasks responsibly and possess strong control over situations and self-discipline. These traits align with the concept
of “sensitivity to threats,” as they emphasize adherence to societal norms and rules in various aspects of life. On the other
hand, those with low sensitivity to threats are generally more introverted, less goal-oriented, lack perseverance and
organizational skills, and are more likely to violate social norms and behavior rules.

Next, we will examine the relationship between choosing appropriate responses to danger and neuropsychological and
personal factors, as illustrated in Figure 2.

BAS-drive Neuroticism

Adequate
response

Extraversion
BAS-fun seeking

Openness

responsiveness Agreeableness

BIS

[
|
( BAS-reward
[

Conscientiousness

— SN

‘ Normativity of
behavior

Figure 2. The relationship of adequate response in threat situations with neuropsychological and personal factors

A suitable response to danger matches the nature of the threat and is carried out in line with socially recognized behavioral
norms for handling hazardous situations. The study's results show that an adequate response is positively linked to traits such
as extraversion, openness to experience, conscientiousness, and adherence to social norms, while it is negatively associated
with BAS-pleasure seeking and BIS-responsiveness to negative stimuli. In other words, individuals who are extroverted, open
to experiences, conscientious, and compliant with norms, with a high degree of self-regulation, are more likely to respond
appropriately to threats. For them, challenges and dangers do not cause behavioral inhibition but rather motivate them to find

an appropriate course of action.
Exaggeration of
dangers

Y AN 924

BAS-drive Neuroticism

Extraversion

BAS-fun seeking

responsiveness Agreeableness

BIS
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| |
| |
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Normativity of ’
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Figure 3. The relationship between exaggeration of the significance of threats and neuropsychological and
personal factors

An inadequate response, characterized by exaggerating the significance of threats, is illustrated in Figure 3. This response
type reveals the highest number of both positive and negative correlations. Exaggerating the dangers involves amplifying
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anxiety over even minor threats, transforming a non-hazardous situation into one perceived as catastrophic. This tendency is
positively correlated with neuroticism and BIS sensitivity to negative stimuli, with a mutual positive relationship between
BIS and neuroticism. Conversely, there is a negative correlation between BAS persistence and BAS pleasure-seeking, as well
as with traits like extraversion and openness to experience. In other words, individuals who exaggerate threats tend to be
introverted, emotionally unstable, anxious and lack the drive for goal persistence. They are also less interested in seeking
pleasure or new experiences and tend to abandon tasks when faced with challenges or threats—real or perceived. No
significant correlations were observed with adherence to behavioral norms.

BAS-drive Neuroticism

Extraversion

BAS-fun seeking

responsiveness Agreeableness

BIS

[ %
[ — Openness j
| )
| )

Conscientiousness

Normativity of
behavior

Figure 4. The relationship of ignoring dangers with neuropsychological and personal factors

Ignoring dangers, whether through intentional disregard or due to carelessness, is depicted in Figure 4. This behavior is
positively linked to only one facto—BAS-pleasure seeking—while the remaining connections show negative associations.
Ignoring dangers correlates negatively with BIS, indicating a lack of behavioral inhibition when faced with unforeseen
challenges or threats. It is also negatively associated with benevolence, conscientiousness, and adherence to norms. Students
who tend to ignore dangers are typically ambiverts, focused on pleasure and entertainment, indifferent to norms and rules,
and prone to carelessness and disorganization. These individuals often exhibit low sensitivity to negative stimuli, which leads
them into potentially dangerous situations.

Numerous studies have explored the connections between the BAS/BIS systems and personal traits, as well as people's
reactions to danger. For example, gender differences have been observed in how the BAS/BIS systems influence emotional
reactions to negative events in different social settings. Logan, Kaye and Lewis [33] examined risk-taking behavior in young
drivers, noting that women with higher BAS-pleasure-seeking tendencies were less likely to view speeding as risky behavior,
while men with higher BAS persistence avoided speeding, perceiving it as risky. In another study, Ma-Kellams and Wu [34]
found that BIS is linked to inhibitory emotions, with women experiencing more fear and sadness than men, which hindered
their actions, such as the fear of loved ones contracting COVID-19 [35].

BIS/BAS systems also correlate with social anxiety and obsessive thinking. Research by Randelovi¢ and Cirovié [36] revealed
that BAS has both direct and indirect effects on social anxiety through facilitating reflective thinking styles, while BIS is a
major vulnerability factor for social anxiety, influencing it through maladaptive thought patterns.

Further studies have explored the influence of BAS/BIS on perfectionism. For instance, Randles et al. [37] found that self-
oriented perfectionism was linked to BAS persistence, but not to pleasure-seeking, whereas socially prescribed perfectionism
correlated with high BIS sensitivity.

Additionally, there is significant research on the connection between BIS/BAS and various psychopathologies. For example,
Johnson et al. [38] confirmed that BIS plays a key role in the vulnerability to depression and anxiety, while BAS is associated
with vulnerability to substance abuse. Chat et al. [39] examined how individuals with inflammatory brain conditions respond
to rewards, noting that their response depends on the expectation of reward, rather than the actual outcome.

Current studies also delve into the relationship between attitudes toward danger and personal traits from the “Big Five.”
Dennis and Chen [40] emphasized that an adequate response to danger arises from a balance of emotional reactivity and
situational control. Perkins ez al. [41] and Taju et al. [42] discussed how exaggerating danger is linked to heightened anxiety
and fear, particularly during adverse events like the COVID-19 pandemic, when a person sneezing or coughing is seen as a
health threat [43]. On the other hand, underestimating dangers is tied to an inability to predict outcomes and an increased
propensity for risk-taking [44, 45]. Wallace and Vodanovich [46] showed that low conscientiousness, combined with
cognitive failures like inattention, increases the risk of injuries and accidents. Clarke and Robertson [47] found that
extraversion is a predictor of road accidents, while low conscientiousness and goodwill are predictors of workplace accidents
and other types of mishaps.
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The findings from this study both affirm existing research and add new insights into understanding how attitudes toward
danger relate to neuropsychological and personal traits. Specifically, the role of conscientiousness in making appropriate
responses to danger [41, 47, 48], the impact of neuroticism in exaggerating perceived risks [41], and the influence of a desire
for pleasure combined with diminished control in ignoring dangers [44, 46] were all confirmed.

What sets this study apart is its suggestion to consider attitudes toward danger as a two-part construct: sensitivity to threats
and responses to danger. Additionally, the study highlights how neuropsychological and personality factors interact to shape
an individual's overall attitude toward danger. Specifically, it was found that individuals with high BAS persistence and BAS-
reward expectation, coupled with low BIS sensitivity to negative stimuli, tend to be extroverted, emotionally stable, open to
experience, conscientious, and socially norm-oriented. This group represents the “adequate sensitive” type, optimal for safety,
making up around 25% of the study's participants.

When high BAS-pleasure seeking is combined with low BIS sensitivity and lower levels of benevolence, conscientiousness,
and adherence to norms, the result is an “ignoring with reduced sensitivity” type, which constitutes approximately 10% of
participants. The third type, characterized by low BAS sensitivity and high BIS sensitivity, combined with increased
neuroticism, introversion, low conscientiousness, and closed-off tendencies, represents an “anxious with reduced sensitivity”
type. This group, which accounts for around 15% of participants, displays exaggerated reactions to threats, often viewing
challenges as insurmountable obstacles due to anxiety and a lack of situational awareness.

While this research offers valuable contributions to understanding how people respond to danger, it also has limitations. The
study sample predominantly consisted of female and junior students, which may have influenced the results. However, these
factors did not significantly alter the overall relationships between neuropsychological traits and attitudes toward danger.
Another limitation lies in the difficulty of explaining some types of attitudes toward danger, particularly those where
sensitivity to threats clashes with response patterns. For instance, “adequate with reduced sensitivity,” “anxious sensitivity,”
and “ignoring sensitive” types present challenges in interpretation. The correlation between threat sensitivity and BAS
persistence, along with the negative relationship between exaggerating dangers and sensitivity, raises questions about how
these conflicting attitudes manifest. The need to address these and other unanswered questions provides a clear direction for
future research into understanding the complexities of danger-related attitudes.

Conclusion

In summary, the findings of this research suggest that a person’s response to danger is shaped by the intricate interplay between
their neuropsychological traits and personality characteristics. Neuropsychological factors are key in determining how
behavior is activated or inhibited, while personal traits influence both sensitivity to threats and the methods employed to
respond in risky situations.

The proposed hypotheses were largely confirmed. It was revealed that sensitivity to threats is more strongly connected to BAS
sensitivity than BIS sensitivity and is associated with extraversion, conscientiousness, and adherence to societal norms. A
similar pattern emerged for responses to danger, which were positively correlated with extraversion, openness to experience,
conscientiousness, and adherence to norms, and negatively correlated with BAS-pleasure seeking and BIS-sensitivity to
negative stimuli. The tendency to exaggerate danger (anxiety-driven response) was linked to a stronger BIS influence over
BAS and was positively associated with neuroticism and introversion, while negatively correlated with openness to
experience. The tendency to ignore dangers was influenced by a stronger sensitivity to BAS-pleasure seeking, with lower
levels of benevolence, conscientiousness, and normativity.

This research also underscores how different combinations of neuropsychological and personality traits predict a person’s
attitude toward danger. This insight can be useful in making adjustments both in organizational settings and in individual
behaviors to enhance safety and prevent potential violations of safety protocols.

The results from this study can be applied to improve safety measures, taking into account the human factor, as well as in
educating both youth and adults on safe behavior and managing risks in daily life.
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