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Abstract 

The relevance of this research lies in the critical need to uncover the psychological foundations and contextual elements that influence 

how individuals form different Attitude to dangers. This investigation specifically sought to examine the associations between the 

Behavioral Activation System (BAS), Behavioral Inhibition System (BIS), and personality traits, and how these variables collectively 

shape students' perceptions and responses to potentially threatening situations. The sample consisted of 327 university students enrolled 

in institutions across Moscow, Cherepovets, and Ivanovo in the Russian Federation. Of these participants, 60 were male and 267 female, 

with a mean age of 20 years (SD = 2.17). To collect data, several standardized and author-developed instruments were employed. These 

included customized questionnaires aimed at evaluating individuals’ threat sensitivity and preferred reaction strategies in dangerous 

contexts; the Carver-White BAS/BIS scale for assessing behavioral activation and inhibition tendencies; a localized version of the Five-

factor model of personality questionnaire as adapted by L. F. Burlachuk and D. K. Korolev; and the “Adaptability” questionnaire by 

Maklakov-Chermyanin, with particular emphasis on the Moral normativity scale. Analytical procedures relied on correlation analysis to 

interpret the relationships among variables. 

Findings indicated that a balanced and appropriate Attitude to dangers correlated positively with specific personality characteristics—

namely, openness to experience, benevolence, and normativity of behavior. Conversely, tendencies to either overestimate or 

underestimate threats were primarily linked to neuropsychological traits associated with BIS and BAS. These insights offer practical 

applications in the design of safety protocols across various domains, as well as in educational frameworks aimed at equipping both 

youth and adults with effective strategies for coping with hazardous situations. 
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Introduction 

From the moment of existence, both living organisms and inanimate systems are constantly exposed to various threats—

defined as any factor capable of disrupting their integrity or hindering their optimal function. When applied to humans, danger 

encompasses any external or internal influence that can lead to physical harm, psychological distress, social instability, or 

even mortality. 

Contemporary psychological science often turns to the theory of sensitivity to reinforcement to explain how both animals and 

humans react to danger. Originally introduced by Gray [1], this framework proposed that behavior is regulated by two core 

neuropsychological mechanisms: the Behavioral Inhibition System (BIS) and the Behavioral Activation System (BAS). Later 
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revisions expanded the theory to include a third element—the Fight-Flight-Freeze System (FFFS)—incorporated through 

subsequent works [2–4]. 

In its evolved form, reinforcement sensitivity theory includes these three interlinked neurobehavioral systems. The BAS 

governs responses to rewards and the cessation of punishment, promoting goal-directed behaviors accompanied by positive 

affective states. Elevated BAS reactivity has been connected to a range of tendencies such as impulsivity, aggression, and 

substance use, and it correlates strongly with extraversion. Meanwhile, the BIS becomes engaged during ambiguous or 

conflicting situations, halting ongoing action and heightening anxiety—traits often aligned with neuroticism. The FFFS, in 

turn, drives automatic defensive reactions toward explicit threats, evoking emotional states such as panic or anger, which 

manifest as flight, attack, or freezing behaviors [5]. For example, fear commonly motivates avoidance behavior [6], while 

anger can stimulate a confrontational stance [7]. Freezing, or momentary immobility, may act either as an anticipatory 

mechanism [8] or as a post-threat reaction akin to stupor. 

The influence of BAS and BIS sensitivity on how individuals select their responses to danger—whether by fleeing, 

confronting, or freezing—has received considerable empirical attention. Individuals with heightened BIS activation are more 

prone to retreat or avoid perceived threats, while elevated BAS sensitivity is often associated with proactive, sometimes risk-

oriented approaches [9]. Further research has linked BIS reactivity with obsessive tendencies and anxious rumination, 

fostering withdrawal or inaction [10, 11]. Conversely, strong BAS engagement may lead to impulsive behavior, diminished 

self-regulation, and risk-seeking conduct [12, 13], but also to assertiveness and resolute goal pursuit [14], all of which 

influence the selection of a fight-based strategy in threatening contexts. 

Although these reactions—fight, flight, or freeze—constitute the core biological repertoire of responses to threat, human 

behavior in dangerous contexts exhibits far greater complexity. Humans can adopt nuanced strategies such as compromise, 

cooperation, or passive resistance, none of which fit neatly into the traditional tripartite model. Therefore, when studying 

humans, it is more appropriate to explore their Attitude to dangers, which reflects not only their sensitivity to threats but also 

their selection of appropriate or inappropriate response strategies. Sensitivity, in this sense, involves perceiving environmental 

cues as either safe or hazardous. Notably, the brain tends to prioritize processing warning cues over mandatory or prohibitive 

ones [15]. 

The way individuals respond is shaped by their capacity to apply various forms of defense in line with situational demands. 

An adequate response yields effective protection or resolution, while an inadequate response often stems from either 

underestimating or overestimating danger, leading to poor outcomes. The interplay between threat sensitivity and behavioral 

responses ultimately gives rise to distinct patterns in one’s Attitude to dangers [16]. 

Empirical studies have shown that personal attributes, emotional regulation, cognitive abilities, and irrational belief systems 

can significantly influence the selection of behavioral responses [17, 18]. Additional factors—such as the individual’s 

awareness of threats [19] and leadership's emphasis on safety—also contribute meaningfully. For instance, perceiving 

leadership as safety-oriented has been found to buffer employees from burnout [20]. 

This context frames the relevance of examining how Behavioral Activation System (BAS) and Behavioral Inhibition System 

(BIS) interact with traits from the Five-factor model of personality—namely neuroticism, extraversion, openness to 

experience, benevolence, and conscientiousness. Notably, Smits and Boeck [21] found that BIS correlates positively with 

neuroticism and benevolence, and negatively with extraversion and openness. Meanwhile, BAS-persistence shows positive 

associations with conscientiousness and extraversion but negative correlations with neuroticism and benevolence. BAS-

pleasure seeking aligns positively with extraversion and openness, and negatively with neuroticism, benevolence, and 

conscientiousness. Finally, BAS reward responsiveness is linked positively to extraversion and conscientiousness. 

Comparable patterns were identified by Mitchell and colleagues [22], reinforcing the hypothesis that specific constellations 

of BAS/BIS sensitivity and personality traits could significantly shape an individual's Attitude to dangers—namely, how 

threats are perceived and how responses are selected. The present study was thus designed to explore these interconnections 

within a student population, focusing on how neuropsychological activation and inhibition systems align with personal 

dispositions and strategies for dealing with danger. 

Specific hypotheses 

The study formulated several precise hypotheses regarding individuals' responses to threat-related scenarios, considering the 

interplay of behavioral systems and personality traits. It was posited that threat sensitivity might be influenced by a distinct 

configuration of the BAS/BIS systems, elevated conscientiousness (indicative of strong self-control), and the degree of 

behavioral normativity. An appropriate reaction to danger was expected to correlate with BAS activation, extraversion, 

conscientiousness, and a strong adherence to normative behavior. In contrast, heightened perceptions of threat were 

anticipated to stem from elevated BIS activity, high neuroticism, diminished extraversion, and low openness to new 

experiences. Meanwhile, a tendency to disregard potential threats could be attributed to heightened BAS, along with reduced 

levels of benevolence, conscientiousness, and behavioral normativity. 
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The inclusion of behavioral normativity in these theoretical assumptions is based on the understanding that social norms 

function as rules and expectations regulating conduct across different contexts. These norms delineate what actions are 

acceptable or prohibited for members of a social group [23]. Behavioral normativity reflects the internal motivation to comply 

with these standards [24]. Empirical findings suggest that appropriate conduct in high-risk contexts is significantly shaped by 

one’s inclination to conform to established rules and guidelines. For instance, mask-wearing during the COVID-19 pandemic 

illustrates a regulatory guideline intended to mitigate infection risk; following such a prescription signifies an adequate threat 

response, while refusal demonstrates denial [25]. Based on this rationale, it is reasonable to infer that behavioral normativity 

is more closely associated with rational and adaptive responses to danger than with tendencies to overestimate or downplay 

threats, and it is expected to show stronger correlations with BAS and BIS. 

Materials and Methods 

The research was conducted among a group of 327 university students enrolled in either medical or psychology-pedagogy 

academic tracks at institutions across the Russian Federation. These included Moscow City Pedagogical University, Moscow 

Humanitarian University, Cherepovets State University (Vologda region), and Ivanovo State Medical Academy (Ivanovo 

region). The sample comprised 60 male and 267 female participants, with an average age of 20 years (SD = 2.17). A 

combination of conceptual, empirical, and statistical methods was applied for data collection and analysis. 

To evaluate participants' perceptions of danger, two custom-designed instruments were employed: a questionnaire assessing 

threat sensitivity and another measuring the tendencies to react in specific ways to danger (adequate, exaggerated, or 

dismissive). The behavioral activation and inhibition systems (BAS/BIS) were assessed using the Carver-White scale. 

Personality traits were measured via the "Big Five" model adapted by L.F. Burlachuk and D.K. Korolev, while behavioral 

normativity was assessed using the "Adaptability" instrument, specifically focusing on the "Moral Normativity" subscale. 

The Threat Sensitivity Questionnaire [26] includes 12 scenario-based questions reflecting typical situations. Each item 

presents four options, and participants are instructed to choose the one most aligned with their view. The responses are scored 

and converted to a standardized 10-point scale. 

The Danger Response Questionnaire [27] contains 17 items that depict standard real-life danger situations, offering multiple-

choice responses that correspond to either adequate, exaggerated, or minimized reactions. Final scores for each response style 

are also converted to a uniform 10-point scale. 

The Carver-White BAS/BIS Scale, adapted for Russian-speaking populations by G.G. Knyazev [28, 29], consists of 24 items 

rated on a four-point Likert scale ranging from strong agreement to strong disagreement. The BAS component comprises 

three subdimensions—“Perseverance,” “Reward Sensitivity,” and “Pleasure Seeking”—while the BIS dimension is captured 

through a single scale that measures responses to negative stimuli. Scores were standardized on a ten-point scale. 

The Big Five Personality Questionnaire, adapted by Burlachuk and Korolev [30], uses 25 bipolar adjective pairs rated on a 

five-point scale to assess five key personality traits: extraversion, benevolence (agreeableness), conscientiousness, 

neuroticism, and openness to experience. Raw scores were converted to stanine scores, which allowed for comprehensive 

personality profiling. 

Behavioral normativity was evaluated using the "Adaptability" Inventory developed by Maklakov and Chermyanin, focusing 

on the “Moral Normativity” scale [31]. This tool includes 27 statements requiring the respondent to agree or disagree. 

Responses were scored according to a standardized key and translated into a ten-point scale. 

Statistical processing of the results was carried out using correlation analysis, specifically employing the Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficient to identify associations among the measured variables. 

Results and Discussion 

The following section presents the principal outcomes of the investigation, beginning with a detailed analysis of the 

participants' characteristics across all assessed variables. The findings regarding students’ attitudes toward potential threats 

are summarized in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Students' attitude to dangers 

 N % 

Sensitivity to threats 

High 159 48,62 

Medium 96 29,36 

Low 72 22,02 
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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 

Uncertain response 60 18,35 

Bcero: 327 100 

As shown in Table 1, 159 participants—representing 48.62% of the sample—exhibited a high sensitivity to threats, while 96 

individuals (29.36%) displayed a moderate level, and the remaining 72 respondents (22.02%) scored low on this trait. Overall, 

these findings suggest an encouraging trend: a significant proportion of students studying medicine, psychology, and 

pedagogical psychology—amounting to 77.98% when combining the high and moderate sensitivity categories—possess the 

ability to effectively differentiate between threatening and non-threatening stimuli in both their internal and external 

environments. However, a subset of respondents seemed to show limited concern regarding potential threats. When examining 

behavioral responses, 41.9% of the students (137 individuals) demonstrated an adequate reaction to danger. At the same time, 

26.6% (87 individuals) appeared to overemphasize threats, responding in a heightened or exaggerated manner. Meanwhile, 

13.15% (43 individuals) tended to downplay dangers or dismiss them altogether. Notably, 60 participants (18.35%) did not 

show a consistent pattern in their threat response style. This lack of a defined strategy may arise from different causes: for 

some, especially those in adolescence, it may reflect underdeveloped coping mechanisms in dangerous scenarios. For others, 

such variability might stem from a more situationally driven and selective interpretation of risks—depending on the context, 

type of threat, or specific circumstances, they may oscillate between overreacting and disregarding potential hazards entirely. 

Further insights into the group’s levels of BAS and BIS activation, personality traits based on the “Big Five,” and behavioral 

normativity are presented in Table 2. 

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

students 

N Characteristics 

Levels 
Total 

n/% High 

n/% 

Medium 

n/% 

Low 

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 presented in Table 2, a substantial proportion of probationers exhibited a high level of Bas-persistence, 

accounting for 61.47% (201 individuals), while BAS-pleasure seeking was high in 44.04% (144 individuals), and BAS-

responsiveness to rewards was elevated in 74% (242 individuals). Notably, no participants showed low sensitivity to BAS-

responsiveness to rewarding stimuli (0%), suggesting that most students maintain a consistent focus on achievement. 

Concurrently, the findings indicated a considerable share of students with heightened sensitivity to BIS, with 30.89% (101 

individuals) displaying a high level and 51.07% (167 individuals) an average level. This duality presents a contradiction: on 

one hand, there is a strong motivation to attain rewards or positive social interactions, yet in situations involving challenges, 

risks, or unexpected events, inhibitory mechanisms may activate, potentially undermining performance. Approximately one-

quarter of the students demonstrate this combination of high BAS responsiveness to reward alongside elevated BIS sensitivity 

to negative stimuli. 

Regarding personality traits, 28.44% (93 individuals) were identified as having high neuroticism, while only 12.54% (41 

individuals) showed emotional stability; this is significant considering that high neuroticism is generally regarded as a 

hindrance for professions such as medical workers, psychologists, and other helping professionals. Extraversion results 

aligned with expectations: the majority were ambiverts (62.08%, 203 individuals), with fewer pronounced extroverts (8.87%, 
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29 individuals) and introverts (29.05%, 95 individuals). Concerning openness to experience, merely 6.12% (20 individuals) 

demonstrated high levels of curiosity and interest in diverse knowledge, with 59.94% (196 individuals) showing moderate 

levels and 33.94% (111 individuals) low levels, implying that students with limited openness might face more academic 

challenges. Benevolence was observed at high levels in 28.44% (93 individuals), moderate levels in 51.99% (170 individuals), 

and was low in 19.57% (64 individuals). A similar pattern emerged for conscientiousness, encompassing traits such as 

awareness, diligence, and self-regulation: most students (73.39%, 240 individuals) scored moderately, 12.54% (41 

individuals) were low, which may pose academic difficulties, and only 14.07% (46 individuals) exhibited high 

conscientiousness. Lastly, regarding normativity of behavior, a high level was found in only 17.13% (56 individuals), over 

half (56.88%, 186 individuals) generally adhered to norms but allowed some individual deviations, and 25.99% (85 

individuals) tended to disregard norms in favor of personal interests, potentially complicating adaptation, social relations, and 

academic success. 

Overall, these findings reveal a broad spectrum of individual differences across all parameters studied. A composite profile 

of a typical student would describe someone who is persistent, particularly when motivated, ambivalent in personality, 

moderately benevolent and conscientious, occasionally less emotionally stable and open to experience, and sometimes willing 

to violate social norms depending on situational factors. 

Turning now to the main objective of this research — exploring the interconnections between attitudes toward hazards, 

sensitivity to BAS and BIS, personal characteristics, and normativity of behavior — a Pearson correlation analysis was 

conducted. The outcomes of this analysis are detailed in Table 3. 

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

normativity of behavior* 

№  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 0,21 0,25 

2. Adequate response 0,09 -0,11 0,02 -0,11 -0,10 0,28 0,16 0,09 0,24 0,14 

3. Exaggeration of dangers -0,19 -0,21 -0,01 0,27 0,24 -0,20 -0,22 0,01 -0,03 0,06 

4. Ignoring hazards 0,04 0,29 0,04 -0,13 -0,03 -0,10 0,02 -0,12 -0,13 -0,29 

5. BAS-drive  0,32 0,41 -0,01 0,07 0,25 0,26 0,07 0,19 0,03 

6. BAS- fun seeking   0,29 -0,02 -0,01 0,06 0,24 0,01 -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     0,25 -0,09 -0,14 0,12 -0,04 0,08 

9. Neuroticism      0,17 -0,07 0,09 -0,06 0,02 

10. Extraversion       0,32 0,30 0,09 0,07 

11. Openness        0,28 0,22 -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. 

An analysis of Table 3 highlights a considerable number of statistically significant correlations among the examined variables. 

Focusing specifically on the associations between the behavioral activation and inhibition systems and individual personality 

traits alongside normativity of behavior—without delving into the core investigation of how hazard attitudes relate to BAS 

and BIS sensitivities—the following patterns emerged. BAS-persistence showed a positive relationship with extraversion, 

openness to experience, and conscientiousness. In contrast, BAS-pleasure seeking correlated positively with openness to 

experience but negatively with conscientiousness and behavioral normativity. BAS-responsiveness to rewards was linked 

positively to neuroticism and conscientiousness. On the other hand, BIS demonstrated positive associations with neuroticism 

and benevolence, while showing a negative correlation with openness to experience. These outcomes generally support earlier 

findings regarding the connections between neuropsychological indicators and the “Big Five” personality dimensions [21, 

22], suggesting that these patterns hold true irrespective of the demographic group or geographical context studied. To enhance 

clarity and interpretation, the relationships between threat sensitivity, behavioral responses in risky situations, and both 

neuropsychological and personal variables are visually summarized in Figures 1 through 4. 
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Figure 1. The relationship of sensitivity to threats and neuropsychological and personal factors* 

*Note: In the figures that follow, solid lines represent positive correlations, while dotted lines denote negative correlations; correlation coefficients that are 

significant at the 1% level are highlighted in bold, and those significant at the 5% level are shown in italics. 

Figure 1 illustrates that sensitivity to threats has positive correlations with BAS-persistence, BAS-responsiveness to rewards, 

extraversion, conscientiousness, and normativity of behavior, with no negative correlations observed. Additionally, BAS-

persistence correlates positively with extraversion, while BAS-responsiveness to rewards is linked positively to 

conscientiousness. This suggests that individuals exhibiting extroverted traits tend to be more sensitive to threats, demonstrate 

strong perseverance toward goals, approach tasks responsibly, and possess well-developed self-regulation and situational 

control abilities—all of which align with the concept of “sensitivity to threats” and a tendency to adhere to societal norms 

across different life domains. Conversely, lower threat sensitivity is characteristic of those inclined toward introversion, 

lacking goal orientation, perseverance, and organizational skills, and more likely to disregard accepted behavioral norms. A 

similar approach will be taken to examine the associations between preferred responses in hazardous situations and 

neuropsychological and personality variables, as depicted in Figure 2. 

 

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

An adequate response in hazardous situations refers to behavior that appropriately matches the threat’s nature and is guided 

by socially accepted and established rules for handling such critical circumstances. Findings from this research reveal that 

adequate responses are positively linked with extraversion, openness to experience, conscientiousness, and normativity of 

behavior, while showing negative associations with BAS-pleasure seeking and BIS sensitivity to negative stimuli. Therefore, 

individuals who are extroverted, open-minded, adhere to behavioral norms, demonstrate conscientiousness with strong self-

control, and exhibit low sensitivity to BAS-pleasure seeking and BIS-negative stimuli tend to respond to threats more 

appropriately. Simply put, challenges and dangers do not lead these individuals to withdraw or inhibit their actions; instead, 

they motivate them to find suitable solutions to overcome the situation. 
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Figure 3. The relationship between exaggeration of the significance of threats and neuropsychological and personal 

factors 

Figure 3 illustrates the phenomenon of an inadequate response characterized by the tendency to amplify the significance of 

threats. This reaction involves heightened anxiety even over minor hazards, often transforming situations that are not 

genuinely dangerous into perceived catastrophes. As anticipated, this exaggeration of danger is positively correlated with 

neuroticism and BIS sensitivity to negative stimuli, which themselves are also positively linked. Conversely, negative 

correlations were observed with BAS-persistence and BAS-pleasure seeking, as well as with personal traits such as 

extraversion and openness to experience. Therefore, those who tend to overstate dangers are typically introverted, emotionally 

unstable, anxious individuals who lack perseverance toward goals, show little pursuit of pleasure or enjoyment, maintain 

conservative attitudes, demonstrate limited curiosity, and are prone to abandoning activities when faced with real or imagined 

difficulties and threats. Notably, no significant positive or negative associations were found between this exaggerated threat 

perception and normativity of behavior. 

 

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

 

Disregarding dangers can stem either from a conscious decision to overlook threats or from careless, inattentive behavior. As 

depicted in Figure 4, ignoring dangers shows a positive association solely with BAS—the pursuit of pleasure and 

entertainment. All other correlations are negative. Notably, ignoring dangers negatively correlates with BIS, suggesting an 

absence of behavioral inhibition when facing unexpected challenges, difficulties, or threats, as well as with benevolence, 

conscientiousness, and normativity of behavior. Thus, an individual—such as a student—who tends to ignore risks is typically 

an ambivert driven by pleasure-seeking tendencies, who often neglects social norms and rules, exhibits carelessness and 

disorganization, and frequently encounters troublesome or hazardous situations due to low sensitivity to negative stimuli. 

Numerous studies have explored the complex relationships between the behavioral activation and inhibition systems 

(BAS/BIS) and personal traits, as well as people’s responses to danger. For example, gender differences have been 

documented regarding the interaction of BAS/BIS with emotional reactions to adverse events in varying social environments. 

Research by Logan, Kaye, and Lewis [32] on young drivers revealed that impulsive women (high BAS-pleasure seeking) tend 

not to perceive speeding as risky, whereas men with greater BAS-persistence are less likely to speed, recognizing it as 
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hazardous. Similarly, Ma-Kellams and Wu [33] demonstrated that BIS is linked with inhibitory emotions, with women more 

prone than men to negative feelings such as fear and despair that suppress behavior. Oniszczenko [34] further found a 

significant correlation between BIS and women’s fear of loved ones contracting COVID-19. 

Further investigations by Ranđelović and Čirović [35] identified connections between BIS/BAS and social anxiety alongside 

obsessive thought patterns. The BAS system exerts a complex influence on social anxiety—both directly protecting and 

indirectly facilitating reflective thinking styles. BIS emerges as a critical vulnerability factor for social anxiety development, 

impacting it both directly and indirectly through maladaptive cognitive styles. 

Research also suggests an association between BAS/BIS and perfectionism [36]. Self-oriented perfectionism correlates with 

BAS-persistence but not pleasure seeking, whereas socially prescribed perfectionism aligns with elevated BIS. Numerous 

studies have linked BIS with vulnerability to depression and anxiety, while BAS has been associated with susceptibility to 

substance abuse disorders alongside comorbid diagnoses [37]. For example, Chat et al. [38] highlighted that individuals with 

brain inflammation show altered reward responses, tied to reward expectation rather than the actual outcome. 

Within the current investigation’s framework, prior work on the connections between danger perception and the “Big Five” 

personality traits is particularly relevant. Dennis and Chen [39] emphasized that adequate situational appraisal—a prerequisite 

for appropriate response—is rooted in balancing emotional reactivity and situational control. Perkins and colleagues [40, 41] 

linked exaggerated danger perception to heightened anxiety and fear, a phenomenon amplified during adverse contexts like 

the COVID-19 pandemic, when individuals displaying symptoms such as coughing were stigmatized as infection sources 

[42]. Underestimation of dangers is associated with poor situational foresight and increased risk-taking tendencies [43, 44]. 

Wallace and Vodanovich [45] demonstrated that low conscientiousness, coupled with cognitive lapses such as inattention and 

misunderstanding tasks, leads to higher accident rates. Clarke and Robertson (2003) found extraversion predicts road 

accidents, whereas low conscientiousness and low benevolence predict accidents at work and elsewhere. 

Findings from the present study partially confirm previous research regarding how attitudes toward dangers relate to 

neuropsychological and personality traits while also offering novel insights. Specifically, the role of conscientiousness 

(situational control) in selecting appropriate danger responses [40, 46, 47], neuroticism’s link to danger exaggeration [40], 

and the connection between pleasure-seeking with diminished control and danger ignoring [43, 45] were all corroborated. 

This study’s innovation lies in proposing that attitudes toward dangers be examined as a two-component construct: sensitivity 

to threats and response strategies in dangerous situations. Furthermore, it demonstrates that neuropsychological and 

personality factors, interacting dynamically, shape individual attitudes toward hazards. 

More precisely, individuals characterized by high BAS-persistence combined with elevated BAS-reward expectation and low 

BIS-sensitivity to negative stimuli—typically extroverted, emotionally stable, open to new experiences, conscientious, and 

adhering to accepted norms—are classified as having an adequately sensitive attitude toward dangers. This group, deemed 

optimal for safety, comprises about 25% of the student sample. 

Conversely, a profile featuring high BAS-pleasure seeking, low BIS, and reduced benevolence, conscientiousness, and 

normativity correlates with an attitude characterized by ignoring dangers and reduced sensitivity, representing roughly 10% 

of participants. 

Another category is marked by low BAS sensitivity, high BIS, increased neuroticism, introversion, low openness, and low 

conscientiousness, manifesting as an anxious exaggeration of dangers combined with diminished sensitivity. Normativity 

does not significantly influence this type. Anxiety and impaired situation comprehension lead to behavioral inhibition and 

inaction, compensated by a defensive tendency to perceive any difficulty or threat as an insurmountable obstacle. 

Approximately 15% of the sample falls into this group. 

While this research enhances understanding of how people relate to dangers, it has limitations. Firstly, the sample mainly 

included students, predominantly female and younger, which may have influenced results, though the overall relationships 

between neuropsychological and personal traits and danger attitudes remained consistent. Secondly, while the study clearly 

delineates one optimal (adequate sensitive) and two non-optimal types (anxious with reduced sensitivity and ignoring with 

reduced sensitivity), it encounters challenges in explaining hybrid types where threat sensitivity conflicts with response style, 

such as adequate with reduced sensitivity, anxious sensitivity, and ignoring sensitive types. For instance, findings show a 

positive correlation between sensitivity to threats and BAS-persistence, but a negative correlation with danger exaggeration, 

or sensitivity to threats positively correlated with normativity but negatively with ignoring dangers. This raises questions 

about the underlying mechanisms of disturbing sensitive and ignoring sensitive types, which warrants further investigation. 

Addressing these and related questions about attitudes to hazards outlines promising directions for future research. 

Conclusion 

In summary, this research demonstrates that individuals’ attitudes toward dangers arise from a complex interplay between 

neuropsychological and personal characteristics, where neuropsychological aspects govern the behavioral dynamics of 
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activation and inhibition, while personal traits influence threat sensitivity and the selection of responses to hazardous 

situations. 

The initial hypotheses were largely supported by the findings. Sensitivity to threats showed stronger connections with BAS 

sensitivity rather than BIS, alongside associations with extraversion, conscientiousness, and normativity of behavior. 

Adequate hazard response exhibited similar patterns, correlating positively with extraversion, openness to experience, 

conscientiousness, and normativity of behavior, while showing negative correlations with BAS-pleasure seeking and BIS 

sensitivity to negative stimuli. Exaggeration of dangers, representing an anxiety-driven reaction, was linked to a dominance 

of BIS over BAS, positively associated with neuroticism and introversion, and negatively with openness to experience. 

Ignoring dangers was characterized by predominant BAS-the search for pleasure sensitivity combined with low benevolence, 

conscientiousness, and normativity of behavior. 

The identified interplay of neuropsychological and personal factors effectively predicts an individual's specific attitude type 

toward dangers, enabling targeted interventions to optimize both organizational safety measures and individual behavioral 

adjustments, thereby preventing unsafe practices and rule violations. 

Consequently, these results hold practical implications for enhancing security management by incorporating the human factor 

and offer valuable insights for safety education among youth, as well as for adults addressing real-world hazard and risk 

management challenges. 
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