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BBBEJEHUE

N3cnenBanero Ha MoO3bYHATA JIaTepaliu3alMs W Bpb3KaTa © ¢
HETaTUBHATAa EMOIMOHAIHOCT € IICHTpajHa TeMa B KOTHUTHBHATA H
KIIMHUYHATa HEBpOHAyKa. Bbmpeku Hampeapka B pa3OuUpaHEeTO Ha
MO3bYHATa aCUMETpPHUs, OCTaBa HESICHO, JIO KakBa CTEICH
JaTepaIu3upaHUTE MPOLIECH BIUSAT BHPXY €MOIMOHAIHATA PETYyIAlUs U
ySI3BUMOCTTa KBM TIcHXomaToiorus. ChIIecTByBaT KOHKYpUpPAIIH Ce
TEOpUH, KaTO XWIIOTe3aTa 3a BalieHTHOCTTa (siBa xemucdepa (JIX) e
CBBp3aHa C TOJOXKHUTEIHU eMoIuu, a jsicHa (JIX) — ¢ orpunarensu) u
MOTHBAIIOHHATA XHUIIOTe3a (JisiBaTa — ¢ MPUOJMXKABAIIO, a JscHATa — C
M30sTBaIIoO TOBEJACHUE), KOUTO OTpa3sBaT MPOJbJDKaBalus aedar u
BB3MPENATCTBAT KIMHHYHOTO MPHIOKEHHUE. TEeXHONIOTHYHUAT HAMPEIbK
(manpumep fMRI, EEI") nmokasBa, ye eMoOIlMOHAIHATA JIATepaTU3alus €
JUHAMHUYHA U TIOBJIMSIHA OT MHOXeCTBO (pakTopu. Pa3z0upaneTo Ha Te3u
MEXaHU3MHU € OT CHIIECTBEHO 3HAYCHHE 3a YCHBBPIICHCTBAHE Ha
MICUXOJOTHYHUTE HHTEPBEHIIUU U CTPATETUUTE 32 MPEBEHITUSI.

I'TIABA 1. TEOPETHYHA YACT

1.1. JINYHOCT — KOHIENTYAJIHH MOJIeJTH
[IpennoxxeHu ca MHOXKECTBO OTMPEACIICHUsI Ha TTOHSITUETO ,, TMIHOCT", HO
IIUPOKO TMPHUETO €, 4Ye TS MPEJICTaBIsABa JHUHAMHYHA M OpPraHW3UpPaHa
CUCTeMa OT YepPTHU, KOUTO BIHSIAT BHPXY MO3HAHHETO, MOTHBAIIMSTA,
EMOIIMHTE U TIOBEJICHUETO. JIMYHOCTTA, CHIO Taka, OTpa3siBa FTCHCTHYHUS
MpPOM3XOJ ¥ PAa3BUTUETO HA UWHAWBHAA, (QOPMUpAHM B XOoJa Ha
aJanranysaTa KbM W3WCKBAHMATA HA cpelaTa U KOHKPETHATa CUTYaIlus
(Atkinson et al., 2014; Gerrig, 2013). M3cnemoBarenure ce CTPEMST
KaKTO KbM pa30HMpaHe Ha CTPYKTypaTa W YepTHTE Ha JIMYHOCTTA, TaKa H
KbM IMpWJIaraHe Ha TOBa 3HAHHWE 3a OOSCHEHHWE HAa TOBEICHUETO H
LSJIOCTHOTO MICUXUYIHO (GyHKITMOHHUPAHE. W3y4aBaneTo Ha
WHAVNBUAYATHUTE pPa3Indusl € €AWH OT Hai-00oraTuTe W3TOYHUIM Ha
MO3HAHUE 33 JIMYHOCTTA. BBIIPEKH ue BKIIOYBA CTAOWIIHU ITOBEIACHUCCKH
TEHJCHIINH, JIMYHOCTTA O0XBalla W BBTPEIIHH, YECTO HEOCe3aeMHU
KOMITOHCHTH, KaTO MUCIIH, CIIOMEHH, (DaHTa3UH ¥ HECh3HABAHU MPOIICCH



(Ciccarelli & White, 2010). Hsixonko OCHOBHHM TEOPETHYHH TOJX0J]a CE€
CTpeMAT naa JehUHUpAT U OOSICHAT IUYHOCTTA: TCUXOJUHAMHUYCH,
OMXEBUOPUCTKHU, XYMAHUCTHUYEH, COLMATHO-KOTHUTUBEH U TOAXOJ,
ocHoBaH Ha ueptH (Gerrig, 2013).
1.2. EMounH — KOHIENTYyaTu3anus

EMonuure ca Cl0XHM TICHUXOJOTMYHM KOHCTPYKIIMH, CBIIECTBEHU 32
YOBEIIKAaTa aJanTalys, KOUTO BKJIIOYBAT (PU3MOJIOTUYHH PEaKIIUH,
KOTHUTHBHH OIEHKA U CyOCKTHBHH MpEXHUBSBaHUSA. Makap M IMIHPOKO
u3CcleBaHu, EMOIIMHTE BCE OIle HAMAT OOILIONPUETO OMIpeeIeHHe
Mopajd CBOSITA MHOTOACHEKTHOCT. TeopuuTe BapupaT OT pPAHHUTE
¢msmonornuan  moaenu  (Jbkeiimc-Jlanre,  KewwH-bapm), mpe3
koruutuBHUTE (JIazapyc, ApHOJI) 10 CBBPEMEHHUTE KOHCTPYKTUBUCTKU
BB3rienu (baper), kouto npezmnonarar, 4ue EMOLMUTE HE ca BPOJIEHH, a ce
(dbopMupaT upe3 HaydeHHU MPOLECH, BKIIOYBAIIM BB3MPUATHE, MAMET U
e3uK. Berpeku paznnuusara, MoBe4eTo TEOPUU ca €IUHOIYIIHU OTHOCHO
LIEHTpaJHaTa poJjs Ha EMOLMUTE B peryianusTa Ha MOBEICHUETO,
OLIETISIBAHETO U COLIMATHOTO B3aUMOJICHCTBHE.

1.3. M0o3b4HH CTPYKTYPH, JIeKAIIU B OCHOBATA HA €eMOLIUNTE
Emouuute ca aBTOMaTMyHM, HACUTEHH C OIEHbYHA CTOMHOCT
(BaJIGHTHOCT) YMCTBEHU CHCTOSIHUS, (JOPMUPAHU OT EBOIIOIUATA C LIET
ouensiBane. Te BKIIOUBAT CIOXKHU B3aWMOJECUCTBUSA MEXAY KOPTUKAIHU
Y MOAKOPOBU MO3bUHU 00sacTu. OCHOBHHM €MOIIMU KAaTo CTpax, THIB U
[acTHe C€ CBBP3BAT C OINpEENIEHH HEBPOHHH BEPUTH, OCOOEHO C
aMuTanara, XurmokaMIia ¥ mpeaHara MuHTyJIapHa Kopa.

Jlokato paHHUTE H3CIIEBAHUS TMOJUYepTaBaxa poJsTa Ha OTACIHU
MO3bYHU PETUOHU 32 KOHKPETHU €MOIMH, CbBPEMEHHHUTE JJaHHU COYaT
KbM TIPUIIOKPHUBAIIA CE€ U paslpeiesieHd HEBPOHHU Mpexu. Merta-
aHAJIM3M TOKa3BaT, Y€ HUTO €JHa O0JIaCT HE € YHMKAJIHO OOBBp3aHa C
orpeziesieHa eMOIIMsI; BMECTO TOBa, EMOLIMUTE Bb3HUKBAT OT JTUHAMUYHU,
WHTETPUPAHU HEBPOHHU CUCTEMH. Ta3um MpeKoBa MEPCIEKTUBA MOCTaBA
M0/ CbMHEHHUE TPAJULMOHHUTE TEOPUU 32 OCHOBHUTE EMOIIMH, KaTo
mpenajara IMojaxoJl, BKIIOYBAI] TOBEICHYCCKH, HEBPOM300pA3UTEITHH U
KIMHUYHU ~JJaHHU. BbIOpekn MeTONONOrMYHUTE OrpaHUYEHUs U



TEOPETUYHHUTE PA3HOINIACUS, KOHLEMNIMATA 32 OCHOBHU €MOLMH OCTaBa
BIIMSTEIHA, HO MU3UCKBA IOCTOSHHO YCHBBPUICHCTBAHE B CHOTBETCTBHE
ChC ChbBPEMEHHATa HEBPOHAYKa.

1.4. Jlatepajau3anus Ha eMOLMOHAJIHATA 00padoTKa
Pannm w3cnenaBaHus Mokas3Bar, 4e €MOIMOHAIHATA 00paboTKa, 0I00HO
Ha e3MKa, MOXe Ja ObJe jarepainusupana. Jlopu mpu yBpekaaHe Ha
nsBaTa Xemucdepa u 3aryda Ha ped, EMOLMOHAIHUAT €3UK 4ECTO OCTaBa
3ama3eH. Bb3HMKBAT JBE€ OCHOBHHM TEOpUHU: JsICHOXeMHUC(]epHara
xunore3a (BCHMUKH eMoIuu ce oOpaborBar ot JIX) W BajieHTHara
xurnote3a (JIX 3a monoxuTesnu, IcHaTa 3a OTPULATETHH EMOLINN).

MogensT Ha npuOIMKAaBaHE—OTAPBIIBAHE CBBbpP3BA MOTHUBALMATA C
JaTepanu3anysaTa; eMOLUUUTE, CBbP3aHu C MpHOIMKaBaHe (Harp. IiacTue,
rHsB), akTuBUpaT JIX; emommu Ha OTApBIBaHE (HAMp. CTpax, Thra) —
IsicHaTta. Makap ye MMa M3BECTHa IMOJKperna 3a TO3M MOJIEN, IOBEYETO
eMoIuu aHTaxupart u asete xemuchepu (Demaree et al., 2005).

Tosu Monmen e mo-moaxoasn] 3a OOSCHEHHWE Ha EMOIIMOHAIHO
MoBeJCHUE, JoKaTo xumnore3ara 3a JX e mno-mpwiokuma Tpu
NEepUENTUBHHU 3a/1a4d. JlaTepanu3anusTa Ha eMOLMUTE CHIIO € CBhp3aHa
C TICUXWYHOTO 37paBe, HO IO-HOBHM HW3CJEIBAaHUS AaKICHTHpAT IOBEYE
BbPXY T'€HETHUHUTEC U ICUXOCOLMATHUTE (PAKTOPH, OTKOJIKOTO BBPXY
MO3bUHHTE  yBpexknaHus. OT  eBONIOIMOHHA  TJIeTHA  TOYKa,
JaTepanu3anusaTa Moxe Jia moarnomara Obp3uTe eMOLMOHAIHU PEaKIUH.

1.5. HeBpoTH3BM H €eMOLMOHAJIHOCT
Mopnenst Ha [onmsmara meropka (Big Five) e ocHoBHaTa pamka 3a
M3CJIeBaHEe Ha JIMYHOCTHUTE YEPTH, KAaTO HaW-4eCcTO H3y4YaBaHHUTE ca
eKCTpaBepcusiTa U HEBPOTU3MBT, TOPAAM CHIIHATA UM BPb3Ka C EMOLIMHUTE
u adextuBHuTe pascrpoiictsa (Lahey, 2009). E3uxbT Ha eMonuure u Ha
JTUYHOCTHUTE 4YepTU 3HauuTenHo ce mpunokpusar (Lin et al., 2014),
KOETO IIOJICKa3Ba JIBYIIOCOYHA BpB3KA: PAHHUTE EMOLUH OQOPMST
JUYHOCTTa, a JIMYHOCTHUTE YEPTU BIIOCIECACTBUE BIUAAT BBPXY
eMOITMOHANHUS onHT. Ad¢QeKTUBHATa HEBpOHAyKa MOAYEpTaBa POJISITa
Ha MOJKOPOBUTE JIMMOMYHU CTPYKTYpH B ocHOBHMTE emoruu (Panksepp
& Biven, 2011). HeBpoTu3MbT 0Tpa3siBa MOBUIIEHA YYBCTBUTETHOCT KbM



HeraTuBeH adekT (Hamp. TPEBOXHOCT, ThIa) W CE CBBpP3BAa CBC
3[IpaBOCIIOBHH, COLMAHU U npodecuonannu 3arpyaHenus (Eysenck &
Eysenck, 1985; Iliopoulos, 2019). EMonmonansara qucperymnamus odade
BKJIIOYBA U a(peKTHBHA HECTAOMITHOCT, MPOSBSABAIIA CE YPE3 UHTCH3UBHH,
Obp30 IPOMEHSIIN CEe E€MOLUH, OCOOCHO 3HauyuMma IpH pa3CTPONCTBa
KaTo IPaHUYHO JINYHOCTOBO Pa3CTPOMCTBO M OUIOJSIPHO Pa3CTPOUCTBO,
HO decTo npeHeOpersana (Bagge et al., 2004).

Barlow et al. (2014) orbensi3Bar, ue HEBPOTH3MBT MPOU3XOXKAA OT
TeMIlepaMeHTa, KOHTo ce (opmupa moj BIUSHUE Ha paHHATa Cpena.
Maxkap U OMOJIOTUYHO OOYCIOBEHH, JMYHOCTHUTE YEPTH IMOJJIEKAT Ha
MPOMSIHA Ype3 >KUTEHCKU OMUT, BKIIOYUTEIHO POAMUTEICTBO U PAHHU
crpecoBu (akrtopu. Hampumep, maifumHata TPEeBOXHOCT BIHSE BBPXY
peakuuuTe Ha JenaTa KbM CTpec.

B 3akmioyeHue, HEBPOTU3MBT € CHIIHO HACIEACTBEH M € MOILICH
MpeauKTop 3a Aenpecus u TpeBokHOCT (Brown & Rosellini, 2011),
BBIPEKU Y€ TOYHATA MY POJIsi — 0COOEHO MPHU JACTIPECHsi — OCTaBa HESICHA.

1.6. TpeBOXKHOCT M €eMOIIHOHAIHOCT
TpeBOKHOCTTA € CIIOKHO CHhCTOSIHHE, BKJIIOYBAIIO PEAKIMH KbM PEaTHU
WIA BB3MPHUEMaHW 3aljlaxd. Makap Ja WMa aJanTHBHA poOJs dUpes
noBuIaBaHe Ha OxutenHoctTa (Steimer, 2002), mnpexkomepHara
TPEBOKHOCT HapyIlllaBa HOPMATHOTO (DYyHKIMOHUpaHE. 3a pa3jiuka OT
CTpaxa, KOMTO € peakiusi KbM sICHAa OMACHOCT, TPEBOXKHOCTTA € CBbp3aHa
C BBTPCIIHW, HESACHU 3aIUlaXH W C OYakBaHe Ha Obaeny CchOUTHS
(Barlow, 2000).

Kakro xopara, Taka ® JKMBOTHHTE TMPOSIBABAT IIOBEICHUS,
Hamo100sBaIlK TPEBOXKHOCT, HANIpUMep 3amecTBalnu aevicteus (Barlow,
2000). TpeBoxkHOCTTa € TICHO CBbp3aHa C YCEIIAHETO 3a JIMIICA Ha
koHTpon U HecurypHocT (Barlow, 2000). Pabotara Ha IlaBnoB BBpXY
HEBPO3UTE JOTPHHACA 32 KOHILEMIMH KAaTO dYepTa TPEBOXKHOCT H
B3anMoieiicTBs Mexxay reHu u cpena (Pavlov, 1954; Quah et al., 2020).

UepTa TPEBOKHOCT IMOBHILIABA PUCKA OT TPEBOKHU M JICTIPECUBHU
pa3cTpoiCcTBa, KaTo BKIIOYBA 3acHiIeHA aKTUBHOCT HA aMurianara u
orcinabena perynaimus ot npedponramHata kopa (Etkin et al., 2011).



Crpyktypu B [IX cbIo BAUSAT BBPXY peakiuute KpMm cTpec (Sullivan &
Gratton, 2002).

B 006061meHme, TPEBOKHOCTTA UMa €BOJIFOIIMOHHO 3HaYEHHE, HO MOXKE
Jla ce MpeBbpHE B MpobiieM, korato Obae npekoMepHa. Ts ce popmupa
II0]] BJIMSIHUE HAa TEHETUYHH (DaKTopH, cpeia U MO3bUHA (PYHKLUS.

1.7. Pa3aipa3HUTETHOCT 1 €eMOLMOHAJIHOCT
PaznpasHuTenHocTTa € MOBHILEHA CKIOHHOCT KbM H3IUTBAHE Ha THSB
WIM HETBbPIIEHHWE NpU MUHUMaIHKM npoBokauuu (APA, 2022). Makap
MOHSAKOIa J1a € HOPMAaJHO CBhCTOSHUE (HAIpUMeEp Cllel] HEeIOCIHBaHE),
yHopuTaTa pas3IpasHUTEIHOCT MOXe Ja € Oeller 3a IMCUXHATPUYHH
cbecTosiHUA. TS ce mNpUNOKpHBa C THEBAa M arpecusTa, BKIIOYBA
€MOIIMOHAIHA PEAKTUBHOCT, BPAXIECOHOCT W TIOHSKOTa — arpecHBHO
noBenenue (Saatchi et al., 2023).

CepiiectByBa 1ebaT jgaiad  pa3fpa3HUTENHOCTTa  IPE/ICTaBIIsABA
cTa0WIHAa JIMYHOCTHA 4YepTa, CBbp3aHa ¢ HeBpoTusMma (Beauchaine &
Tackett, 2020), unu e cbCcTOSTHUE, MTPOBOKUPAHO OT CTPECOBU (aKTOpH
(Toohey & DiGiuseppe, 2017). XuOpumen Mojael Mpearoara
CBIIECTBYBAHETO Ha XPOHUYHU M €NU30AUYHH (POPMHU, BCAKA C PASIUYHU
nocnenui (Stringaris & Taylor, 2015).

PaznpasHuTenHOCTTa € yMEpEeHO Hacle[ICTBeHa M Ce CBbp3Ba C
aeKTHBHH Pa3CTPOMCTBA, MaKap Y€ KOHKPETHUTE T€HU OCTaBaT HESICHU
(Vidal-Ribas et al., 2016). HeBpouzoOpa3uTenHnu u3cienBaHus MOKa3BaT
MOBHIIICHA AaKTHBHOCT HA aMUTJalaTa W HaMaJeH KOHTPOJI OT
npedpontanHata kopa (Thomas & Bouchard, 1993). Knuauuno Ts ce
Cpelia mpu JIenpecusi, TPEBOKHOCT M OHMITOIIPHO Pa3CTPOICTBO, KOETO
M3MCKBA UHMBUAYAIU3UPAHO JICUEHUE.

1.8. IlosoBu pa3anuus B JUYHOCTHUTE YePTH, CBBP3aHH C
HeraTHBHA eMOLUMOHATHOCT

1.8.1. Ilon u nespomu3szovm
HeBpoTu3MbT ce sBsBa KIOYOBA JIMYHOCTHA YepTa, CBbp3aHa C €MOLUH
n adeKTHUBHM pa3CTPOMCTBA, KOSTO IIOKa3Ba YCTOMYMBU IOJIOBU
pa3nuuus: )KeHUTe OOMKHOBEHO Ca C MO-BUCOKM HUBA Ha HEBPOTU3BM B
CpaBHEHHE C MBXKETe, HE3aBHUCHUMO OT Kyitypa u Bb3pact (Costa &



McCrae, 1992). Ta3u pa3nuka ce TposBsiBa OIIE B IOHOIIECTBOTO H
ocrtaBa ctabuiHa npe3 uenus kuBoT (Feingold, 1994).

buonornunu paxTopu, KaTo XOPMOHATHH KOJIeOaHUS U peryiamus Ha
CTPECOBUTE XOPMOHH, YaCTUYHO OOSCHSBAT MOBHUIIICHATA €MOIIMOHAIHA
peakTUBHOCT MpH keHuTe. ChIIO Taka, COUUOKYITYPHUTE HOPMHU
HACHhpPYABAT IO-TOJIIMA EMOIMOHAIHA HW3PA3UTEITHOCT MPHU >KEHUTE H
E€MOITMOHAIHO cabpxkaHue npu Mbxkere (Barlow et al., 2014). Tes3nu
pa3nuuus JONPHUHACAT 32 TMOJIOBO OOYCIIOBEHHM MOJETU B TICHUXUYHOTO
3/IpaBe: >KEHHUTE ca IO-CKIOHHU KBbM BBTPEIIHU Pa3CTpOMCTBa (HaIp.
TPEBOXKHOCT, JEMPECHsi), AOKATO MBXKETe — KbM BBHIIHH MPOOIeMH
(manp. arpecusi, yrnorpe6a Ha BemectBa) (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2001).

Karo ce umma mpeaBua MpOTHO3HATA CTOMHOCT HA HEBPOTHM3MA 3a
€MOLIMOHAJIEH JUCTpPeC U KIMHUYHU CBhCTOSHHUA, pa3OupaHeTo Ha
B3aMMOJICHCTBUETO My C TO0Jla € OT ChHIIECTBEHO 3HAYCHHE 32
NepcoHaNM3upaHaTa cuXuaTpuyHa rprka.

1.8.2. ITon u mpesorcnocm
UYepTaTa TPEBOKHOCT € TSICHO CBbP3aHa C HEBPOTHU3MA U € M0-BUCOKa MPH
KeHHUTe B cpaBHeHHE ¢ MBxkeTe (McLean et al., 2011). Ta3su pa3nuka ce
MpOSIBSIBA OIIE B paHHA BB3PACT M CE 3ara3Ba C BPEMETO KAKTO MOPAIH
OMOJOTMYHNA MEXaHM3MH, KaTo e(eKTUTE Ha SIMYHUKOBUTE XOPMOHHU
BBPXY MO3BYHHU CTPYKTYPH, PETYJIHpAIIA €MOIHMHTE (KaTO aMuT/aala |
npegpoHTalHa KOpa), Taka M COUUOKYITYpHU (HaKTOpU, KOHUTO
dbopmMHupaT eMOIMOHAIHATA W3PA3HOCT W CTpPATETHHTE 3a CIpaBsSHE
(Altemus u cb1p., 2014; Etkin u cb1p., 2011).

XKenn ¢ TmoOBHIIEHAa TPEBOXKHOCT UYECTO MMAT ChI'BTCTBAIH
pa3cTpoiCTBAa KaTo JAempecuss W XPaHUTEIHU HapyIIEHUs, JIOKaTo
MBXETe MOTaT Ja MNPUKPUBAT TPEBOXKHOCTTA YPEe3  BBHHIINHH
MIOBEJICHUECKU MpOsBU, KaTo 3ioynoTpeda c¢ BemiectBa (Rosenfield &
Mouzon, 2013). I[lonoBO UYYyBCTBUTEIHH TOAXOAUM B OIEHKaTa W
JICYEHUETO ca OT CHIIECTBEHO 3HAUCHUE 32 €(DEeKTUBHOTO CIIpaBsHE.

1.8.3. Ilon u pazopaznumennocm
Pa3npazHuTenHocTTa  BKJIIOYBA  €MOIMOHATHU W TMOBEACHUYECKU
KOMITOHCHTH, KOUTO CE TPOSBSBAT Pa3IMIHO MPHU MBKe u keHHu (APA,



2022). MbxeTre 4YecTo s BBHIIHO H3pa3siBaT 4pe3 arpecus, IJOKaTo
KEHUTE s MHTEPHAIU3UPAT oA (popMaTa Ha TPEBOKHOCT WUIIH JETIPECHS
(Deveney et al., 2019). XopMmMoHalHH TIPOMEHH, OCOOEHO OKOJIO
MEHCTpYaJHHsT LMKBI W CleJ  paxkaaHe, JONpHUHACAT  3a
pasnpaszautenHoctTa npu xxenute (Leibenluft et al., 2006).

Conmanuzanusara oOycnaBsi HaCbpyaBaHe HA MOMYeETaTa Jia U3pa3siBatr
THEBA CU OTKPUTO, @ HA MOMHYETaTa — Ja o MOTHCKAT, KOETO 0(popMs
pasnuyHu Mozenu Ha pazapaszHutenHocT (Toohey & DiGiuseppe, 2017).
Yeprara pa3Ipa3sHUTENHOCT € MO-CTa0WJIHA M I0-4ecTa MpPHU MBXKETE,
JIOKaTO CHUTYallMOHHUTE (GOPMH ca TO-4ECTO CpEIIaHH IPH >KEHHUTE
(Stringaris & Taylor, 2015). TlomoBu paznauumsi ce HaOIOmaBaT M MPHU
CBITBTCTBAIIIUTE PA3CTPOMCTBA: EKCTEpPHAJIM3UPAHU MPU MOMYETa U
uHTepHanu3upanu npu momuueta (Vidal-Ribas et al., 2016).

Tesm Momenu momuepraBaT  HEOOXOAMMOCTTa  OT  IOJIOBO
qyBCTBUTEIHH MTOJIXOAM IIPU OLIEHKA U JICUEHHE.

1.9. ®ynknuoHa Ha ciennaIn3alusa Ha MO3bYHNTe Xemucdepa — ooma
TeOpeTHYHA PpaMKa
Jlarepanu3zamnusita Ha MO3BUHUTE XeMHC(hepa ce OTHACA A0 CTPYKTYPHHUTE
u QyHkuoHanHM paznmuuus Mmexnay JIX wu JIX, KouTo mMOBHUIIABaT
e(EeKTUBHOCTTa Ha MO3bKa, 0e3 Ja € HeoOXOIMMO yBelMYaBaHE Ha
HeroBus pasmep (Hartwigsen et al., 2021; Vallortigara & Rogers, 2005).
AcumeTpusaTa UMa reHeTMYHA OCHOBA, HO CE BJIMAE U OT (PaKTOpHU KaTo
PBKOCT M MOJI. AHATOMUYHO TEMIIOpPAJIHUS IUIAaHYM B 30HaTa Ha BepHuke
00MKHOBEHO € mo-rossiMa B JIX, 0coO€HO TpW JECHOPBKU WHIAMBHIN C
nsBa e3nkoBa AoMuHaHTHOcT (Hartwigsen et al., 2021). JIX otroBaps
IJIAaBHO 3a €3MKa W JIBUraTelIHWs KOHTPOJI, JOKaTO JAscHAaTa € Io-
aHra)kupaHa CbC 3PHUTEIHO-NIPOCTPAHCTBEHAa O0pabOTKa, pa3lo3HaBaHE
Ha JINIa, My3HKa ¥ Bb3NpreMane Ha emoruu (Johnstone u ¢vTp., 2021).

[IpoyuBaHus OTIaBHA MMOKa3BaT CTAaOMIHA €3MKOBA JOMUHAHTHOCT Ha
JIX mpu necHOpBKUTE M MO-TOJsiMa BApUAOMIIHOCT TIPU JIEBOPBKHUTE
(Springer & Deutsch, 1990). M3ciaenBanust npu MO3bUHO YBpPEACHU
MOTBBPK/IABAT Ta3u cHeluanu3auus: jesuu B JIX BoAAT A0 €3MKOBU
HapyiueHus, a B JIX — 10 neuuuti B NpOCTPAHCTBEHU U MEPLENTHBHU
CIIOCOOHOCTH.



Jlarepanu3zanuara € BUAHA OT paHHA BB3pPacT — MPEANOYUTAHUE KbM
e/lHaTa pbKa € BUAHO olue npu kbpmauera (Michel u cb1p., 2021).

1.10. PrxocTtTa KaTo Hall-oYeBUIHUA HHAUKATOP 3a
(pYHKIIMOHAJIHA MO3bYHA JIATEPATHOCT
PwvroctTa oTpa3sBa sarepanu3upaHuTe  (QYHKIOMM Ha  MO3bKa.
JleCHOPBKUTE OOMKHOBEHO HPOSBSIBAT JISIBOXEMUC(HEPHA TOMUHAHTHOCT
3a  €3MKOBM (YHKUMHM M [JFCHOXeMUC(pEpHAa JMUHAHTHOCT 3a
NPOCTPAHCTBEHM M eMoIMOoHamHM 3anaun (Sainburg, 2014). Ocen
KJIACUYECKUTE KAaTErOpUU JAECHOPBKH, JEBOPBKM M aMOUIEKCTpH, IO-
HOBM MOJICJIM pa3rieXJaT CMECEHOPBKHTE Karo OTAEIHAa TIpymna ¢
YHUKQJIHH XapakTepucTuku (Annett, 1996).

Cunra ce, 4e reHeTUYHU (PAKTOpU BIMSAT BBPXY AECHOPHKOCTTA,
KOETO Cce MOJAKpens OT (aMHJIHU 3aBUCUMOCTH U TEOpHUATa 3a "ISCHOTO
n3MectBane" Ha Annett. PaHHata cpepa M KyATYpHUTE HOPMH CBLIO
UrpasT pois 3a GOPMHUPAHETO HA PHKOCTTAa. B MUHAIOTO JIEBOPBKOCTTA €
Owna cTUrMaTH3UpaHa W 4YecTo € Omia OOEKT Ha MPUHYIUTEITHO
,IpeBb3nuTanue’ (Acenona, 2018).

[IpenaTamHu XOPMOHHM KaTO TECTOCTEPOHA MOKE J1a OKa3BaT BIUSHHE
BBPXY PBKOCTTA, HO HAYYHHUTE JJOKA3aTEJICTBAa OCTABAT MPOTUBOPEUHBH
(Vuoksimaa et al., 2022). Hsaxkou aBTOpW mpeidmnonarar, 4ye paHHU
MO3BYHHM YyBpPEXKIAHUS MOTaT Ja MPOMEHST JaTepalu3anusira U Ja
yBEJIMYAT BEPOSTHOCTTA 3a JieBopbkocT (Hamaoui et al., 2024).

KynrypHute ¥ penmurno3HUTE HOPMHU CHIIO OKa3BaT BIUSHUE BHPXY
U3pa3sBaHETO Ha PBKOCTTAa. B Hskoum oOIiecTBa M3MOJI3BAHETO HA JIABA
pBKa ce 00e3KypakaBa, OCOOCHO B PEIIMTHO3HU KOHTEKCTH, HalpUMeEp B
ucisma (Reio & Eliot, 2004; Jamal u cb1p., 2024).

B 0000meHue, pbpKOCTTa BB3HUKBA B peE3yaTaT OT CJIOXKHO
B3aMMOJICHCTBHE MEX/Y T€HETHUHH, OMOJIOTMYHU U CPETOBU (PAKTOPH.

1.11. KpakocT u Apyru JiaTepajHy NpeInoYuTaAHus
Jlarepanuzanusara Ha LepeOpanHuTe XeMUcpepu NpU Xopara ce
MPOSIBSIBA HAl-SICHO Ype3 PHKOCTTA, HO BKIIFOYBA CHINO MPEATIOUATAHHS
KBbM H3I10JI3BaHE Ha €IHOTO OKO, YXO MJIM KpaK, OTpa3siBailku MO3bUHUTE
acumerpun  (Sainburg, 2014; Toga &  Thompson, 2003).
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CMeceHOpBKOCTTa Cce pa3riexia Karo OTAeldHa OT aMOuIeKCTpUsATa
(Annett, 1996).

Kpakoctra uwecrto cwBmaga ¢ pekocrra (Bryden, 1998). T'omsim mera-
aHaiM3 ycraHoBsiBa, ue 12.1% oOT XxopaTa ca JI€BOKpakW; Bb3pacTTa,
MOJ’BT W HEBPOPA3BUTHETO BIMSAAT BBPXYy Ta3W XapaKTepUCTUKA
(Packheiser u cbTp., 2020). IIpu nenarta kpakocTTa € MO-MajiKo CTabuiIHA
— camo 46% oOT 4-roaUIIHUTE MOKa3BaT MPEANOYUTAHE HAa JECEH KpaK
(Gabbard & Bonfigli, 1987).

[loBeuero npecHoppku ca u jAecHOkpaku (94.9%), mokaro mnpu
JIeBOPBKHUTE MMa Mo-roisiMo pazHooOpasue (Packheiser et al., 2020). B
HSKOM Ccllydad KpakocTTa MoKe JAa ObJe Mo-100bp HMHIUKATOp 3a
MO3bYHA JIaTepanu3aius (Hamp. 3a €3MK) OTKOJIKOTO pbkoctTa (Bryden,
1998). Ta wMa mNpakTHYECKO 3HAYCHHWE B CIOpPTa M KIMHUYHATA
pexabunuranus (Tran & Voracek, 2016).

Tesu pmaHHM momyepraBaT, Y€ MOTOpHATa JaTepaiv3alus €
MHOT0aCHeKkTeH (eHOMEeH, OQOpMSIH OT T'CHETUYHH, OWOJOTHYHU H
KyJTYPHH BIIUSHUS.

1.12. Bpb3ka MexaAy PbKOCT U KPAKOCT: KOMIUIEKCEH MATEPH HAa
MOTOPHA JIaTepaau3anus
MortopHarta naTepanu3anusi ce MposiBSBa KaKTO B PBHKOCTTA, Taka M B
KpPaKoCTTa, KaTo MOCeIHaTa ChINO € CBbp3aHa C MO3bUHATA ACHMETPHS
(Packheiser et al., 2020). Jlokaro mOBeYETO AECHOPBHKH IMPEANOYUTAT
necHus kpak (~95%), JTeBOpbKHUTE MOKA3BaAT MO-TOJIIMa BApUAOUITHOCT —
mexay 59% u 88% (Packheiser u cb1p., 2020).

Kpakoctra e mo-manko crabuiaHa B JETCKa BB3pAcT M C€ BIHSAC OT
cpenoBute ¢aktopu (Gabbard & Iteya, 1996). Hsxou mnpoyusanus
npeJroiarar, 4e¢ TS MOXE Jla OTpa3sBa MO3bYHATA JIATEpPAIU3aIUs I10-
TouHo OoT pbkocTTa (Elias et al., 1998).

1.13. KpsbcTrocana JatepajHa JAOMHMHAHTHOCT ¥ HEHHOTO
KOHIENTYyaJInu3upaHe
Kpbcrocanata JOMHUHAHTHOCT (MJIM CMECEHA JIATEPATHOCT) C€ OTHACS 10
HEKOHCUCTEHTHO IMPEANOYUTaHue MPU U3MOI3BAHETO HA PHKA, KPaK, OKO
n yxo. [lo-mManko oT emHa Tpera OT XopaTa IIOKa3BaT ITBIHO
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CBOTBETCTBUE MEXy Te3H npeanountanus (Porac & Coren, 1981), kato
PBKOCTTA € Hali-CTAaOUITHUAT MHAUKATOP, TOKATO KPAKOCTTa U OKOCTTA ca
no-npomennuy (Bryden et al., 1994).

ChbIecTBYBaT TEOPHH, KOUTO CBBP3BAT CMECEHATA JIATEPATTHOCT WJIH C
HOpMaJlHa Bapuanus (Hamp. TeopusATa 3a [JEICHOTO H3MECTBaHE Ha
Annett), WM ¢ paHHO MO3BYHO HapylleHUE (T.Hap. MATOJOTMYHA
neBopbKOCT). KpbcTOCaHaTa DOMHHAHTHOCT CE€ acOLUMUpPAa KAaKTO ChC
CHJIHHU CTpaHM KaTo KpeatuBHOCT (Propper & Christman, 2008), Taka u ¢
HeJIoCTaThlM, Hampumep ciadba koopauHamus (Barnett & Corballis,
2002). Ta moxe na e CBbp3aHa C IM0-aKTUBHA MEXIyxemuchepHa
komyHukarus (Groen et al., 2013).

1.14. HeBpoOuosornunu OCHOBH Ha PBKOCTTA "
€MOIMOHAJIHOCTTA
PwKocTTa, KaTo BUOUM IMpHU3HAK 32 MO3bUHA JIaTepasn3alus, OTpa3siBa
HauMHa, MO0 KOWTO (DYHKIMM KaTO €3UK W EMOLUH Ca pasnpeieseHU
MEXy JaBeTe nmoiykbiada. Okosno 90% ot xopaTa ca I1eCHOPBKH, KOETO €
CBbp3aHO ¢ JoMHHaHTHOCT Ha JIX 3a joruka um e3uk, gokaro JIX
OTroBaps 3a EMOLUHU U IPOCTPAHCTBEHO MUCIICHE.

1.15. Bpb3kaTa Mexay pbKOCT H HEBPOTH3bM

[IpoyuBaHusITa OKa3BaT, Ye JIEBOPHKHUTE, KOUTO YECTO AEMOHCTPUpAT
1o-ci1abo nM3pa3eHa xeMucdepHa crieruanan3amys, MoXe 1a U3MUTBAT I0-
rojsiMa €MOLMOHAHA PpEaKTUBHOCT M HEBPOTU3BM TOPagd  IIO-
IBYCTpPAaHHO ydacThe Ha Mo3buHUTE Xemuchepu. ToBa Moxe na
O3HayaBa Mo-MaJko e(eKTUBHA €eMOLIMOHAIHA peryjanus. Bee mak tesn
BPB3KU Ca CJIOXKHHU U BEPOSITHO c€ O(POPMSIT OT MHOXKECTBO (PaKTOpU —
HEBPOJIOTUYHU, TEHETUYHU U CPEJOBH, KOETO NMPaBH PBKOCTTa Bb3MOKEH
WH/INKATOpP, HO HE ¥ MPUYMHA 32 EMOLMOHATHNATE XapaKTEPUCTUKH.

1.16. Bpb3kaTa MeskAy pPbKOCT U TPEBOKHOCT

TpeBoxHOCTTA ce BiIUs€ OT FTEHETUYHU, HEBPOOUOJIIOTMYHU, CPEAOBU U
KOTHUTHBHM (pakTopu. PBKOCTTa, KaTo OTpakeHHE Ha MO3byHATa
JaTtepaiu3anys, ce M3Cie[Ba KaTo BB3MOXKEH (DaKTOp, BIHSICI] BHPXY
TPEeBOKHOCTTA. JIeBOpbKHUTE C aTUNHWYHA JaTepaju3alus U IOBHILIEHA
akTUBHOCT Ha J[X, Moxe 1a 00paboTBaT eMOLMUTE MO Pa3InyeH HAUMH,
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KOETO MOTEHLUAIHO 3aCUiIBa cTpaxa M Bb30Oynata. Hsxou npoyuBaHus
CBBp3BaT JICBOPBKOCTTa C IMOBMIIEHA TPEBOXKHOCT IpPHU CTpPeC, HO
pe3yaTaTuTe ca HEKOHCUCTEHTHH.

Hpyru Qaxrtopu, KaTto COLHMATHH MPEapa3ChAbLUU WU IpEHATATHH
XOPMOHH, C€ COYaT KaTo MMOBHUILIABAIIY €MOIMOHAIHATA YyBCTBUTEIHOCT
IpU JIEBOPBKUTE, HO MHOTO M3CIEABAHUS HE OTKPUBAT pPa3lIu4Ms B
HUBaTa Ha Oa3UCHaTa TPEBOYKHOCT, BBIIPEKU NPU3HALUTE 3a IO-CHUIHA
PEaKTUBHOCT Ha CTPEC MPHU JIEBOPHKU HIIM CMECEHOPBKH.

Makap n1a He € npsKa NpUYMHA, PBKOCTTA MOXE Ja BIUSE Ha
TPEBOKHOCTTA Ype3 B3aUMOJICHCTBUETO CU C TEMIIEpaMEHTa, cpelaTta u
MO3BYHHMTE XapakTepucTuku. HeoOxomumu ca 1o-3aab1004eHH
u3CIeBaHus, 3a Aa ce pa3depe mo-100pe Ta3u Bpb3Ka U J1a C€ MOJKPENH
NICUXUYHOTO 3/]paBe Ha HEBPOAUBEPI€HTHUTE UHUBHIH.

1.17. Bpb3kara Mexay PbKOCT U Pa3ApPa3sHUTETHOCT
Makap psIKo J1a € u3cie/BaHa CaMOCTOSTEIHO, PbKOCTTa MOXKE Jla UMa
Bpb3Ka C Pa3Ipa3sHUTEIHOCTTA. JIEBOPBKUTE M CMECEHOPBKUTE YECTO
MOKa3BaT aTUIIMYHA MO3bYHA JIaTepalu3alys, KOETO MOXeE Ja 3aTpyJHU
eMOIIMOHAIHATA peryJalys W Ja 3aCHIM 4yBCTBHTEIHOCTTa. ToBa ce
CBBp3Ba C YEPTU KaTO UMITYJICUBHOCT U HECTAOMIIHOCT Ha HACTPOEHUETO,
KOMTO MOTI'aT /ia A0BEAAT /10 MOBUILIEHA pa3Jpa3HUTEIHOCT.

ConuanHUAT HATUCK, KaTO CTUTMAaTa Cpelly JIEBOPBKUTE, CHIIO MOXKE
Jla 3aCUIM €MOLIMOHAJHaTa peakTUBHOCT. CMECEHOPBKHUTE MOXe Ja ca
0COOCHO ysI3BUMU. BbIpeku TOBa, pa3apa3HUTENHOCTTa YECTO Ce
pasriaexxga Karo 4yacT OT MO-IUMPOKM  JIMYHOCTHU  4YepTH, a
LIeJICHACOUYECHUTE M3CIIeABaHMs 0 TeMaTa ca Majiko. HoBu MHCTpyMeHTH,
kato Munekca 3a adextuBHa peaktuBHOCT (Affective Reactivity Index),
MO3BOJIIBAT ~ MO-NPEIM3HO U3MEpBAaHE U HachbpyaBaT  ObJeIIU
u3cienBanus. M3cneaBanns Ha HEBPOJIOTHYHUTE U COLMAIHUTE (PaKTOPH
IperosiaraT 3HauuMa Bpb3Ka MEX]Ly TSX, KOSITO 3aciIy’KaBa BHUMaHHE.

1.18. Kpakoct m Bpb3KaTa M ¢ HEBPOTHU3BM, TPEBOKHOCT H
Pa3Apa3sHUTEJTHOCT
Makap u mo-cnabo wu3cienBaHa OT PBKOCTTA, KPaKOCTTa MPEI0CTaBs
1eHHa HH(OpMAIHs 32 EMOIMOHAIHNTE M JINYHOCTHU XapaKTEPUCTHKH.
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HenocrosiHHaTa WM cMeceHa KpakocT ce CBbP3Ba C MO-BUCOKU HHMBA Ha
HEBpPOTU3BM, TPEBOKHOCT M  pa3apazHutenHocT. IIpoyuBanus
mpenanoyiaraT, 4e KpakocTTa MOXe Ja OTpa3siBa  MO3bYHATa
JaTepaIn3anysl Ha EeMOLMUTE MTO-TOYHO OT PBKOCTTA.

CMeceHOKpakuTe TO0-4eCTO TMpOsIBSIBAT  YepTH, CBBP3aHH C
IIM30TUITHOCT, ¥ Ca CBPBXIPEJICTABEHHU IIPU Pa3CTPOICTBA, CBHP3aHU C
adexTuBHa qucperynamus, kato ADHD, mu3odpenus u guciexcusl.

Karo 1sno, cmeceHata KpakocT Kopeaupa C €MOLIMOHAJIHA
HECTaOUITHOCT U 4yBCTBUTEIHOCT KbM CTPEC, KOETO s MMpaBu obelaBaia,
HO Bce olle ciabo u3cieaBaHa o0JacT B IMYHOCTHATA U €MOIIMOHATHATA
MICUXOJIOTHSI.

1.19. JIaTepaiiHa KOHIPYEHTHOCT M BPb3KaTa il ¢ HEBPOTU3bM,
TPEBOKHOCT M Pa3IPa3HUTETHOCT
Makap u mo-cnabo wu3cienBaHa OT PBKOCTTA, KPAKOCTTa IMPEIOCTABS
1eHHa MHpOopMalrs 3a EMOLMOHAIHUTE U JTUYHOCTHU XapaKTEPUCTUKH.
HenocnenoBarenHara win cMeceHaTa KpaKOCT € CBbp3aHa C IOBUIICHU
HUBa Ha HEBPOTU3bM, E€MOLMOHAIHA HECTaOMIHOCT, YyBCTBUTEIHOCT
KbM TPEBOXXHOCT M pas3apazHuUTenHocT. [IpoyuBanus mpenmosarar, 4e
MPEANOYUTAHUAT KPaK MOXKE J1a OTpa3siBa MO-TOYHO JIaTepain3aluaTa Ha
€MOIIMUTE B MO3bKa, OTKOJIKOTO TOMHUHAHTHATA PBKA.

CMeceHOKpaKkuTe MHAUBHIN [0-YECTO MPOSIBABAT YEPTH, CBBP3aHU C
IIM30TUITHOCT, U Ca CBPBXIPEICTABEHH MPU CHCTOSHUS KaTO CHHIPOM Ha
neuIUT Ha BHUMaHHETO U xurnepaktuBHocT (ADHD), mmsodpenus u
JUCIIEKCHUSI — ChCTOSIHUSA, KOUTO YECTO C€ XapakTepusupar ¢ adeKTHBHA
mucperynanus. Kpakocrra cbino Taka € cnabo oOBbp3aHa ¢ MOJENN Ha
arpeCUBHOCT B CIOPTEH KOHTEKCT.

Karo 1wsno, cmeceHata KpakocT Kopeidpa C €MOLMOHAJIHA
MPOMEHJIMBOCT W UYYBCTBUTEIHOCT KBbM CTpEC, KOETO S TIpaBH
obemasamia, HO BCE OIe HEAOCTATBYHO TPOydeHa oOiact B
W3CIEABAHMITA HA JIMYHOCTTA M €MOI[MOHATTHOCTTA.
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I''IABA BTOPA. METOA0OJIOI'USI HA U3CJIEIBAHETO

2.1 Ilea HA M3cJIeIBAHETO U XMIIOTE3H

HacrosmoTo wn3cnenBaHe € MPOBEICHO C OCHOBHATa el Ja ce
aHamu3upa  Bpb3Kata  MexIy — (yHKOMOHaiHATa  XemHchepHa
JaTepanu3anys 1 HeTaTHBHATA eMOIIMOHAIHOCT B 3psjla Bh3pacT. 3a Ta3u
nen Osxa M3CNEABAaHM B3aUMOOTHOILICHHSTa MEXAY HEBPOTH3BM,
JUYHOCTHA TPEBOXHOCT W arpecMBHAa  pa3[pa3HUTEIHOCT, KaTo
JUYHOCTHU  XapaKTEpPUCTHKH, TICHO CBBp3aHM C  HEraTWBHAaTa
eMOIIMOHAIIHOCT, U TMAaTEPHUTE HA JIATCPATHUTE MPEANOYUTAHUS PBHKOCT,
KpPaKkoCT U TAXHATa KOHTPYEHTHOCT. JlombiHuTenHo Oerie u3cieaABaH U
MOJICpHPAIIHT €PEeKT Ha M0JIa BbPXY TE3U 3aBUCHMOCTH.

W3zcnenoBarenckure 1enu o0ycinoBuxa (GOpMYIHUPAHETO HA CIECTHUTE
M3CIIE0BATEIICKH 33/1a4H:

1. IlpoyyBane Ha Hay4HaTa JWUTEpaTypa, CBbp3aHa C Temara Ha
HACTOSAIIOTO TOKTOPCKO M3CJIC/IBAHE;

2. ITopGop Ha M3CIENOBATEICKH METOIH, MOIXOISIIN 3a LEIUTE Ha
NPOYYBAaHETO U MpeTHa3HAYCHH 3a N3CJICABAHE HA BH3PACTHH JINIIA,

3. HaOupane Ha gocTaTbhbueH Opoi yUaCTHUIIM 33 U3CIIEIBAHETO;

4. TlpoBexxaaHe HA WHIUBUIYATHO M3CJIEBAHE HA BCEKH YYAaCTHHK C
noAOpaHuTe U3CIEeI0BATEIICKA HHCTPYMEHTH;

5. 3BbpiIBaHE Ha CTATHCTUYECKH W HMHTEPIPETATUBEH aHAINW3 Ha
MOJTY4YEHUTE EMITUPUYHY JaHHU.

dopmynupanu 0sxa CIeTHUTE XUITOTE3H:

OcnoBHa xumorte3a: CpllecTBYBa 3HaYMMa Bpb3Ka MEXIY
(GyHKIMOHATHATA JIATEPATHOCT (PBKOCT, KPAKOCT M KOHIPYEHTHOCT
MEXAYy pbKa W Kpak) M JHMYHOCTHUTE 4YEPTH, CBbP3aHH C HEraTHBHA
€MOITMOHAIHOCT (HEBPOTH3bM, JHYHOCTHA TPEBOKHOCT W arpecHBHA
pa3Ipa3sHUTETHOCT), KaTO Ta3H BPb3Ka Ce MOAEpHpa OT TOoJIa.

Ilooxunomesa 1. HenecHOpbKH, 1€ CHOOIIABAT MO-BUCOKH HHMBA Ha
HEBPOTU3bM, JINYHOCTHA TPEBOXKHOCT U arpeCHBHA Pa3Apa3HUTEIHOCT B
CpaBHEHHE C IECHOPBKHTE.
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Ilooxunomesa 2: HenecHOKpakuTe 1€ ChOOIIaBaT O-BUCOKH HUBA HA
HEBPOTU3bM, JTUYHOCTHA TPEBOKHOCT U arpeCUBHA Pa3Apa3HUTEIHOCT B
CpaBHEHHE C JICCHOKPAKHUTE.

Ilooxunomeza 3: WVHauBUOUTE C HEKOHIPYEHTHH JIATepaJIHU
MpeArnovYnTanusl (HeChbOTBETCTBUE MEXIY BOJEIIA pbKa U BOJEL] KpakK)
me choOIIaBaT 3HAYMMO IO-BUCOKM HUBA Ha HEBPOTHU3BM, JIMYHOCTHA
TPEBOYKHOCT U arpeCHBHA Pa3pa3sHUTEIHOCT B CPAaBHEHUE C UHAUBUANTE
C KOHIPYEHTHA JIATEPAITHOCT.

Ilooxunomesa 4: Bpwb3kata MeXAy JaTEPATHUTE TMPEANOUYNTAHUS
(pPPKOCT, KPaKOCT M TAXHATa KOHTPYEHTHOCT) U XapaKTEPUCTUKUTE Ha
HEraTUBHATa €MOLMOHAHOCT (HEBPOTU3bM, JIMYHOCTHA TPEBOXKHOCT U
arpecuBHa pa3/ipa3HUTEIHOCT) LI CE pa3InyaBa B 3aBUCUMOCT OT I0Ja.

2.2. U3caenBaHa H3BajaKa
Benukute 208 yuacTHUIM OsiXxa NMPEJCTaBUTENIN HA TeHEpajHaTa TPbhLKa
MomyJjamnus, Karo TAXHOTO ydacTue Oe HambiIHO JO0OpOBOJIHO Ciel
npeaocTaBsiHe Ha MH(POPMAIUS 3a HAyYHUTE LEJIM Ha U3CTIeIBAHETO.

Bob3pacrra Ha ywacTHUnMTE Bapupame mexnay 19 u 63 roauHu
(cpenna Bb3pact = 36.44; crannaptHo otkioHeHue = 10.43), kato 131 ot
TAAX 0s1Xa )KeHU U 77 MBKeE.

2.3. U3caenoBaTe1cKH MHCTPYMEHTH
3a cnOMpaHe Ha eMIHUPUYHU JaHHU OsXa W3IMOJ3BAHU HSKOJIKO
M3CIIeI0BATEICKU HHCTPYMEHTA: JBa MeppopMaHCHH TeCcTa 3a OICHKAa Ha
MPENNOYNTAaHUTE PbKa M Kpak, U TP CaMOOLIEHBYHHM BBIPOCHUKA 3a
U3MEpBaHE Ha JIMYHOCTHU 4YEpTH, CBBbpP3aHU C HEraTWBHATa
€MOLIMOHAJIHOCT, @ HMMEHHO HEBPOTH3bM, JHMYHOCTHA TPEBOXKHOCT U
arpecuBHa pa3/Ipa3HUTEIIHOCT.

TecroBere 3a oOlEHKA HAa PBKOCT M KPaKOCT ca MpPEeABAPUTEIHO
CTaHIApPTU3UPAHU U TPHUIIAraHu OT ACEHOBa B peaulla M3Cie/IBaHUSHA
(GYHKIIMOHATTHUTE MO3bYHH ACUMETPHH KAaKTO MPU KIMHUYHA, TaKa U IPU
HOpMaJiHa nomynamus (Acenona, 2004, 2018).

OOmuAT mnaTepH Ha JaTepajdHU MPEANOYUTAHUS CE€ CyuTa 3a
KOHTPYEHTEH, KOTaTo MPEINOYNUTaHUATa 32 pbKa U Kpak Ha ydacTHUKA
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ChBMAJaT, T.€. U JBETE Ca JECHOCTPAHHU, JIEBOCTPAHHU WM CMECEHH.
Bcesika npyra koMOuHanus ce kiacupuuupa KaTo HEKOHTPYESHTHA.

JlmunocTeH BBOpocHUK Ha Aizenk — PeBmsupan (EPQ-R) Oeme
W3MOJI3BaH 3a U3MEpBaHEe Ha JTMYHOCTHaTa yepta HeBpoTu3bM (Eysenck,
Eysenck & Barrett, 1985).

Ckanara ,,JINUHOCTHA TPEBOKHOCT* OT BBIIPOCHUKA 32 TPEBONKHOCT
(STAI) (Spielberger, 1983) Oeme wu3MOA3BaH 3a U3MEpBaHE Ha
TPEBOKHOCTTA KAaTO IMYHOCTHA YepTa.

Ckanara ,,ArpecruBHa pa3pa3HUTEIHOCT OT BbrlpocHuKa 3a arpecus
Ha Buss-Durkee (BDHI) Gemie m3mon3BaH 3a OlleHKa Ha JTUYHOCTHATA
yepTa arpecuBHa pa3Apa3HUTETHOCT.

I'IABA TPETA. PE3YJITATHU OT U3CJIEABAHETO

3.1. Pa3npenesieHue Ha o0miaTta M3BaJAKa CHOped JaTepajiHUTE
NpeANnoYUTAHUS HA PbKATA M KPAKa M TAXHATA KOHTPYEHTHOCT
Pe?)y.HTaTI/ITe OT aHaJIM3a Ha PAasnpCACICHUCTO Ha BCUYKHU YYAaCTHUIU
criopen TsaxHata pbKocT (Tabmmma 1) mokasaxa, 4e MPOICHTHT Ha
ACCHOPBKUTC YUaCTHUIU € Hau-BHUCOK.

Tabnuya 1. Paznpedenenue na oouwyama u3zeadka cnopeo eéuoa Ha
npeonoYuUmanuemo 3a 600euia povKa

I'pynn Frequency Percent Valid Percent
JecHopbKH 96 46,2 46.2
CMmeceHOPBKH 80 38,5 38.5
JleBOpbKH 32 154 154

O6mo 208 100,0 100.0

Pe3ynTature OTHOCHO pasNpencsieHUETO Ha BCUYKM YYaCTHHULIM CIIOPEX
TaxHata KkpakocT (Tabmuma 2) moka3zaxa HaW-BHCOK TIPOIICGHT Ha
JIECHOKpPAKU YYacTHHUIM, CJIeIBAHU OT cMeceHOkpaku (46.2%). Haii-
HUCBHK Oellie MPOIEHTHT Ha JIEBOKPAKUTE YYACTHHIIH.

Cnopen pesynrartute, mpenctaBeHu B Tabmuma 3, moBeue OT
MOJIOBUHATa  OT  M3Cle/lBaHaTa W3BaJKa I[IOKa3BaT  pbKa-Kpak
KOHrpyeHTHOCT — 57.2%, a ocraHanute 42.8% moOka3BaT pbKa-Kpak
HEKOHTPYEHTHOCT.
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Taoénuuya 2. Paznpedenenue na oobujama uzeaoka cnopeo uoa Ha
HPeOnoYUmManus Kpaxk

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent| Cumulative Percent
JecHokpakoct 125 60,1 60,1 60,1
CMeceHa KpakocT 37 17,8 17,8 77,9
JleBOKpaKocT 46 22,1 22,1 100,0
O6mo 208 100,0 100,0

Taonuua 3. Pasnpedenenue na oodowama u3eadka cnopeo
Haluyuemo  uwauW  AUNCAMA  HA  KOHZPYEHMHOCH  MeMNCOy
nPeOnoUUmMaHuAma 3a PoKa U Kpax

JlaTepaana

KOHIPYEHTHOCT Frequency | Percent | Valid Percenf Cumulative Percent
KoHrpyeHTHOCT 119 57.2 57.2 57.2
HekoHrpyeHTHOCT 89 42.8 42.8 77.9

0610 208 100.0 100.0

OcBeH TOBa, KakTo ce Bkaa oT Tabimuna 4, NeCHOPBKUTE MMaT Haii-
BHCOKa JIaTepajiHa KOHIPYEHTHOCT, KaTo 85.4% OT TAX ca U JECHOKPAKH.
Haii-Hucka natepajiHa KOHTPYEHTHOCT UMAaT CMECEHOPBKUTE, KATO CaMO
22.5% oT TAX ca WM CMECEHOKpaku. MexIuHHA MO3ULHS 3aemMaT
JEBOPBKUTE, TbH Karo 56.2% OT TAX MOKa3BaT M JIEBOKPAKOCT.
Pa3znukure Mexay rpynure ca BUCOKO CTaTUCTHUYECKH 3HAUUMU (24| =
61.830, p =.000; Cramer’s V' = .386).

Taonuua 4. Paznpedenenue nHa yuacmuuyume 6 oduwyama u3eaoka
CHOped KOHZPYEeHMHOCHMA MeXHcOy PbKOCHL U KPAKOCH

Bua pbkoct Bua kpakoct

JecHoKkpakocT Cmecena kpakoct | JleBokpakocT

N | Percent N | Percent N Percent
JecHopbKoCT 82 | 85,4 10| 104 4 42
CMmeceHa PBKOCT 38 | 47,5 18 | 22,5 24 30,0
JleBOpBKOCT 5 15,6 9 | 28,1 18 56,2
Pearson Chi-Square; 2= 61.830, p =.000; Cramer’s V' =.386
Cramer’s V
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3.2. CpaBHHTe/ICH aHAJIN3 HA pasnpele/IeHHeTO Ha YYACTHHLHMTE
MO MOJI CIOpel TeXHHUTE JIATEPAJHHM NMPEANOYUTAHUS HA PbKATA U
KPaKa ¥ KOHTPYEHTHOCTTA MeXKAY TAX

Bunno or Tabnmuma 5, Hali-roJNsIM TPOIEHT OT MBXKETE IOKa3Bar
CMECEHOPBKOCT, a HaW-roJIsIM MPOLIEHT OT KEHUTE — JIECHOPBHKOCT.
Paznukara e cpiiectBena (% = 6.145, p = .046; Cramer’s V' =.172).

Taonuua 5. Paznpedenenue na yuacmuuyume no noji Cnopeo 6uoa
Ha nPeonoYumanama poka

I'pynu Bba ppkocT
JecHopbkocT CMmeceHa PBKOCT JleBopBbKOCT
N Percent | N Percent N | Percent
I'pyna mbixe 27 35.1 35 45.5 151 19.5
I'pyna xeHu 69 52.7 45 34.4 17 1 13.0

Pearson Chi-

Square; Cramer’s V

7o 6.145, p = .046; Cramer’s V=172

Bunno ot Tabmuma 6, mpoOlEHTHT HAa HEIECHOKPAKUTE € MO-BHCOK B
MBXKaTa rpyrna, OTKOJKOTO B KEHCKATa rpyrna, ¥ o0paTHO, HO pa3juKara
€ cTaTUCTU4eCcKH He3HaunuMa (y’p| = 4.785, p = .091; Cramer’s V' = .152).

Tabauya 6. Paznpedenenue na yuacmuuyume 6 noniogume pynu
cnopeo 6uda Ha NPeOnOYUMAaAHUA KPAK

I'pynn Tun kpakoct
HecHokpbkoct | CmeceHa kpakocT | JleBokpakocT
N Percent | N Percent N Percent
I'pyna mbaxe 39 50.6 18 23.4 20 26.0
I'pyna :xeHu 86 65.6 19 14.5 26 19.8

Cramer’s V

Pearson Chi-Square;

)(2\2\: 4.785,]) =.091
Cramer’s V=152

Bunno or Tabmuia 7, MpONEHTHT HA KEHHUTE, KOUTO JIEMOHCTpUpPAT
KOHTPYEHTHOCT MEXAY PBKOCT M KPAKOCT, € CTATUCTUYECKH 3HAYUMO T10-
BHCOK B cpaBHeHUE ¢ MbxeTe (y%1) = 5.463, p = .019; Cramer’s V' =.162).
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Tabnuya 7. Pasnpedenenue Ha yyacmuHuyume HO NOA 6
3A6UCUMOCH OM KOHZPYEHMHOCHIMA Mexcoy NPeonovYumanuama 3a
PYKa u Kpak

I'pynn Hanuuymne Ha KOHrpyeHTHOCT | JIMmnca Ha KOHIPYEHTHOCT
N Percent N Percent

I'pyna mbixe 36 46.8 41 53.2

I'pyna xeHu 83 63.4 48 36.6

Iéigfl‘:r‘,?;,"sq“are’ = 5.463, p = .019; Cramer’s V = .162

3.3. CpaBHHTeJIeH aHAJM3 Ha pe3yJaTaTuTe OT JHYHOCTHHUTE
BBIPOCHUIIM MeAy FPYNH ¢ Pa3jM4yHA PbKOCT U TeXHUTE MOJOBH
NOATPYNH

3.3.1. Pe3yaratu 0T cCKajara 3a HEBPOTH3bM IIPU Tpynu ¢
pa3jinyHa PHKOCT ¥ TEXHHUTE MOJOBH MOATPYNH

3.3.1.1. Cpasnenue na pesyimamume om ckarama ,,Heepomuzvm*
Medncdy 0eCHOPBKU, CMECEHOPBKU U 1€60PBKU 2PYRU
Pesynrature oT eaHodakTopHHMA aucnepcuoHeH aHanuz (ANOVA)
(Tabnumua 8) mokasaxa, 4e JeBOpbKaTa Irpyla uMa Hall-HUCKU PE3yJITaTH
mo ckana HeBpoTu3bM, T0OKAaTO CMECEHOpBhKATa rpyna uMa Hail-BHCOKH,
KaTO Pa3IuKUTE ca CTaTUCTUYECKH 3HAUUMU (F(2) = 3.219; p = .042).

Taoauya 8. Cpeonu cmoinocmu no ckaiama 3a He6POMU3ILM NPU
2pynu ¢ paziuiHa poKocm

I'pynn N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
JecHopbKH 96 12,1042 4,84383 ,49437
CMeceHOpBKH 80 12,4250 5,25014 ,58698
JleBOpbKH 32 9,8125 5,26362 ,93048
(011011 (1] 208 | 11,8750 5,12206 ,35515

MHOXeCTBEHUTE MEXIYyTPYIIOBH CPABHEHHUS [TOKa3aXa 3HAYMMH Pa3IUKH
MEX]y JIeBOpBbKaTa rpyna U JIBeTe JPyTU IPyNHu — HA IECHOPBKUTE (p =
.028) u Ha cmecenopbkute (p = .015). Paznukure Mexay rpynurte Ha
JIECHOPBKU M CMECEHOPBKU Osixa He3HauuMu (p = .676).
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PasnpenenenneTo Ha yYaCTHUIIMTE B TPYIUTE C pa3iMdHa PbKOCT CIOPEN

HUBOTO Ha HeBpotusma (Tabmmia

9) mokazaxa HECBHIIECCTBCHHU

MeXAyrpynoBu pa3inuku (y%4 = 7.604, p = .107; Cramer’s V' = .135).

Tabnuya 9. Paznpedenenue Ha yuacmuuyume 6 pynume ¢
Ppaziuyen 6ud PLKOCHI CROped HUGOMO HA He6POMU3bM

I'pynu HuBo Ha HEBPOTU3BM

Hucko Cpenno Bucokxo

N | % N | % N | %
JecHOpbKHU 17 | 17,7 64 | 66,7 151 15,6
CMeceHOpPBKH 12 | 15,0 52 | 65,0 16 | 20,0
JleBopbKM 11 | 34,4 19 | 59,4 2 16,2
Pearson Chi-Square; CraCramer’s V' 2 u=7.604, p=.107; Cramer’s V' =.135

3.3.1.2. Cpasnuenue na pesyrmamume om ckarama ,,Hespomuszom“

Medncoy nonosume pynu

Pesynrature, npeacraBenu B Tabnuma 10, moka3axa 1mo-BHCOKO HHBO Ha
HEBPOTU3bM IIPH >KEHUTE B CPAaBHEHHE C MbXeTe. MexayrpynoBara
pasnuKa € ¢ BUCOKA CTaTHCTUYECKa 3HAYMMOCT (F(206) = 4.853; p = .000).

Taonuua 10. Cpeonu cmoiinocmu no ckanama 3a He6POMU3IbM HA

nonoeume zpynu
I'pynu N Mean Std. deviation | Std. Error
I'pyna mbxe 77 9.74 5.17 .589
I'pyna sxxenu 131 13.12 4.67 408
F (sig) Fios = 4.853; sig =.000

Tabnuya 11. Paznpedenenue na yuacmuuyume ¢ nojiosume Zpynu
Cnope) HUBOMO HA HEGPOMU3I DM

I'pynnu HuBo Ha HEBPOTU3BM
Hucko Cpenng Bucokg
N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent
I'pyna mbixe 14 | 18.2 51 | 66.2 12 | 15.6
I'pyna xeHu 26 | 19.8 84 | 64.1 21 | 16.0

Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s V'

7p=.109, p = .947; Cramer’s V' =.023
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CpaBHEHHETO Ha pasNpeAesIeHUETO Ha YYaCTHULIUTE B TMOJOBUTE TPYIU
copen HMBOTO Ha HeBpoTH3bM (Tabmmma 11) He mokasza 3HAUYUMU
Mexayrpynosu pa3imuku (y%z = 0.109, p = .947; Cramer’s V' =.023).

3.2.1.2. Cpasnenue na pezyimamume no ckanrama ,,Heepomuszovm“
Medxncdy nojiosume nROOZPYnU Ha ZpynRume ¢ paziudHd PbKoCcm
Pesynrarure ot nucniepcuonnus ananu3 (ANOVA) nokasaxa, 4e u 1Bata
¢akTopa — ppkocT (F2) = 3.035; p = .050) u mon (Fuy = 18.751; p =
.000), ©MaT CTAaTUCTUYECKH 3HAYUM €(EKT BBPXY CpPEAHUTE CTOHHOCTH
M0 CKajara 3a HEBPOTHU3BM, HO TAXHOTO B3aMMOJCHCTBHE HSIMA 3HAYHM

edext (F2) =0.010; p = .990) (Tabnuma 12).

Tabnuua 12. Onucamenna cmamucmuxa (M, SD, SEM) 3a
pe3yimamume nO CKAJ1AmMa 3a HEGPOMU3bLM 6 NOJIOGUME NOOZPYNU HA
2PYRU C Pa3IUYHA PHLKOCH

I'pynu Ios0BH rpynu N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error
JecHOopbKH Mupixe 27 | 9.66 5.06 931
Kenn 69 | 13.05 | 443 .582
CMmeceHopbku | Mbxe 35 110.48 | 51.23 818
Kenn 45 1 13.93 | 4.71 721
JleBopbKH Mmpbxe 15 | 8.13 4.94 1.249
Kenn 17 | 11.29 | 5.22 1.173

MHOXeCTBEHUTE CPaBHEHHMS MOKa3axa CTATHCTHUYECKH 3HAYMMU PA3ITHKH
MEXJy JIeBOpBKaTa rpymna W JIBETe APYTH TPyNMu — JIeCHOpBKara (p =
.021) u cmecenopbkata (p = .011). He Osxa ycTaHOBEHH 3HAYUMHU
Pa3IMKU MEX]y IeCHOpBbKaTa U CMECEHOpBbKaTa Irpyni (p = .662).

3.3.2. Pesyaratm 0T ckajgara 3a TPEeBOXKHOCT NPH TIpynure ¢
Pa3JIMYHA PHKOCT M TEXHHUTE MOJOBH MOATPYIH

3.3.2.1. Cpasnenue na pezyimamume om ckanrama , Tpegeoscnocm’
Medncoy cpynume 0eCHOPBLKU, CMECEHOPBKU U J1€60PbKU

Pesynrature ot mucnepcuonHus ananu3z (ANOVA) (Tabmuma 13)
MokKa3axa, 4e JIeBOpbKaTa Ipyna MMa Haill-HUCKM pe3yjiTaTH IO cKajara

(4
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3a TPEBOXHOCT,

3HauumocT (F2) = 0.967; p = .382).

ITocT-XOK TECTOBEeTE 3a MHOXKECTBCHHU CpaBHCHHUA CbHIIO ITOKa3zaxa

HE3HAYUMU Pa3IIuKU MEXJy TPYIIUTE.

Taoauya 13. Cpeonu cmoiinocmu no cKaiama 3a MpeeoNHcHOCm Ha

2pynume ¢ paznuina poKocm

JIOKaTO CMECEHOpbKaTa rpyla HMa Hal-BUCOKHU
pesyntatu. Bbhopeku TOBa pa3nUKUTE HE JOCTUraT CTaTHCTHYECKa

I'pynu N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
JecHopbKHU 96 | 41.52 9.16 9.935
CMeceHOpBKH 80 | 43.15 9.56 1.069
JleBopbKH 32 | 40.62 12.38 2.189
O6mo 208 | 42.01 9.86 .684

Tabmuma 14 moka3Ba TPOIEHTHOTO pasNpeeicHUe Ha HHUBaTa Ha
TPEBOXKHOCT B I'PYIIUTE C pPa3jIMuHA PBKOCT. BBIIpeku pasnuuusTa B 1eia
Ha YYaCTHHUIIUTE C HUCKA TPEBOXKHOCT, T€ HE Ca CTATUCTUYECKH 3HAYNMHU
(@ =6.345, p = .175; Cramer’s V' = .124).

Taonuua 14. Pasnpedenenue na yuacmuuyume 6 2pynume ¢
Ppasnuuen 6ud pbKOCm cCnoped HUGOmMO HA MPEEOIHCHOCH

I'pynu HuBo Ha TPEBOKHOCT
Hucko Hopmaano Bucoko
N % N | % N | %
JecHopbKH 9 9.4 53 | 552 34 1354
CMmeceHOPBKH 5 6.2 47 | 58.8 28 | 35.0
JleBopbKH 7 21.9 16 | 50.0 9 281
Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s 2uE 6.345, p=.175; Cramer’s V'=.124

3.3.2.2. CpaBHeHHe HA pPe3yJITATUTE OT CKAJIATA 32 TPEBOKHOCT
Me:KI1y MOJIOBUTE IPYNU
Bumgno or Tabnuma 15, cpaBHSBaHETO Ha CpPEJHUTE CTOMHOCTH TIO
cKajara 3a TPEBOXKHOCT TOKa3axa O4aKBaHATa TCHJCHIUS 3a MO-BHCOKO
HUBO Ha TPEBOXKHOCT MpU KeHuTe. MexayrpymnoBara pasjidka e
CTaTUCTUYECKHU 3HauUuMa (¢206) = 2.502; p = .013).
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Taonuya 15. Cpeonu cmoiitnocmu no ckaiama 3a mMpeeoIHCHOCH

npu noaosume pynu

I'pynn N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
I'pyna mbixe 77 39.80 10.35 1.179
I'pyna xeHun 131 43.30 9.36 818
t (p) t po6/~ 2.502;p =.013

Tabmuma 16 moka3Ba 3HaUYMMa pa3IuKa MEXAY IMOJIOBETE MO0 OTHOIICHUE
Ha HUBaTa Ha TPeBOXHOCT (}*2) = 8.060, p = .018; Cramer’s V = .197),
KaTO BHCOKaTa TPEBOXKHOCT CE€ OTYHUTA JIBA ITBTH MO-YE€CTO MIPH JKCHHTE.

Tabnuya 16. Paznpedenenue Ha yuacmuuyume 6 nojosume Zpynu

cnopeo HUBOMO HA MPEBOIHCHOCM

I'pynn HuBo Ha TpeBOKHOCT
Hucko Hucko Hucko
N % N % N %
I'pyna mbixe 10 13.0 50 | 64.9 17 22.1
I'pyna xenun 11 8.4 66 | 50.4 54 41.2

Pearson Chi-Square;
Cramer’s V

2= 8.060, p = .018; Cramer’s V=197

3.3.2.3. CpaBHeHHne Ha pe3yJrarure OT cKajara ,, TpeBoxkHOCT*
ME:K/1y MOJIOBUTE MOATPYNHU HA TPYNUTE ¢ PA3JIMYHA PBKOCT

Tabnuua 17. Onucamenna cmamucmuxa (M, SD, SEM) 3a

pesyimamume no cKkajiama 3a mpeeosiCcHocm 6 nojioeume nodzpynu Ha

spynume C pa3jiuiia pbKocm
I'pynu IosoBH N | Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error

NOATrPYNH

I'pyna gecHopbkn Mmpxe 27 39.48 9.30 1.879
Kenn 69 4231 9.05 1.175

I'pyna cmeceHOpPBKH Mmpxe 35 41.05 9.26 1.650
Kenn 45 44.77 9.57 1.455

I'pyna aeBopbKu Mmpxe 15 37.46 14.23 2.251
Kenn 17 43.41 10.11 2.368

Kakto e mokazano B Tabnuma 17, nucnepcuonHusT anamu3 (ANOVA)
pa3kpu 3HauyuM e(eKT Ha IoJIa BbPXY CPEIHUTE CTOMHOCTH IO CKajaTa
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3a TpeBoknoct (F(1) = 7.200, p = .008), ngokaTto pBKOCTTa H
B3aMIMOJICHICTBHETO M C TOJIa HE TOKa3axa CTATUCTHUYECKH 3HAYMMHU
edextu (F(1)=1.137, p=.323; F2)=0.286, p =.751).

MHOXECTBEHUTE MEXKIYTPYNIOBU CpPaBHEHHUs HE TOKa3axa 3HAUYUMU
Pa3IMKU MEXy CpaBHSABaHHUTE MOArpymnu (p > .05).

3.3.3. Pe3yaraTu OT cKajaTa 3a arpeCHBHA pPa3Jpa3HUTETHOCT HA
rPyNnuTe ¢ pa3jimyHa PbKOCT M TeXHUTE MOJIOBU MOATPYNH

3.3.3.1. Cpagnenue na pesynmamume om cCKaaiama 3a azpecueHd
PAa3opazHuUmMenaHOCH Mexcoy Zpynume ¢ pa3nuiHa poKocm
Pesynrature or ANOVA (Tabnuna 18) mokazaxa HE3HaUYMMHU Pa3IUuKH
MEXIy TPYNUTE C pa3iiidHa PBKOCT OTHOCHO CPEAHUTE CTOMHOCTU MO
CKaJla arpecuBHa pazapasHuTeHOCT (F(2) = 0.189; p = .828).

Tabnuya 18. Cpeonu cmoutnocmu no ckalama 3a azpecugHa
a30pazHUmMeHOCH HA 2PYRUme C Pa3iudHA PbKOCH

I'pynn N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
JecHOpbKHU 96 2.46 1.91 .195
CMeceHOpPBKH 80 2.31 2.12 237
JleBopbKH 32 2.28 1.48 262
Oour0 208 237 1.93 134

ITocT-X0K cpaBHEHMATA II0Ka3aXxa HECBUIECTBEHH pPAa3lIUKU MEXIY
JIEBOPBKU U IECHOPBKU (p = .637), Mex1y JIEBOPBKH U CMECEHOPBKH (p
=.939), KaKTO U MEXIy JECHOPHKH U CMECEHOPBKH (p = .596).

Taonuuya 19. Pasnpedenenue Ha yuacmuuyume 6 2zpynume c
PAa3iuuHa PLKOCM CROped HAIUYUEemO/0MCLCMEUEemo HA azpecusHa
PazopasHumenHocm

I'pynn ArpecuBHa pa3ipa3HUTEJTHOCT
JIlumca Hajauune
N % N :
JecHopbKH 91 94.8 5 5.2
CmeceHOpBKH 71 88.8 9 11.2
JleBOpBKH 31 96.9 1 3.1
Pearson Chi-Square;Cramer’s V 2= 3.324, p=.190; Cramer’s V' =.126
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[IpencraBenure B Tabmmma 19 pesynaTaT moka3BaT  HE3HAYUMU
Pa3jinK B pa3npCACJICHUCTO HAa YYAaCTHUHIHUTC B I'PYIUTC C pa3jindiHa
PBKOCT CHOpe]] HAIMYUETO Ha ATpecHuBHa pasapasHUTETHOCT (y*(2) =
3.324, p =.190; V na Kpamep = .126).

3.3.3.2. CpaBHeHHMe Ha pe3yJTaTHUTe OT CKAJaTa 3a arpecHMBHa
Pa3Apa3sHUTEJHOCT HA MOJIOBUTE IPyNH
Kakro ce Bmwxna or Tabmuma 20, cpaBHEHHITa HA CPEAHUTE CTOMHOCTH
0 CKaJlaTa 3a arpecMBHA pa3Apa3HUTETHOCT HE MOKa3axa CTaTUCTHUYECKH
3HAYUMHM pa3Iuku Mexay nonosere (1(206) = 0.722; p =0.471).

Taonuua 20. Cpeonu cmouiHocmu no ckKalama 3a azpecueHa
Pa3opasHumennocm npu noioeume pynu

'pynu N Mean Std. deviation | Std. Error
Mpbike 77 2.50 2.05 234
Kenu 131 2.30 1.86 163

t(p) tnos=.722; p = 471

Pesynrature OT CpaBHEHMETO Ha Pa3NpENEICHUETO HAa YYACTHULIUTE IO
MOJI CHOpEe]l HAIMYMETO WM JIMICaTa Ha arpecMBHA Pa3Ipa3HUTEIHOCT,
npencraBeHy B TaOnwmima 21, mokasaxa Jmumca 3HAYUMH PA3IUKA MEKITY
nosoBute rpymu (¥%2| = 1.845, p = .174; Cramer’s V = .094).

Taonuya 21. Paznpedenenue na yvacmuuyume 6 nojosume Zpynu
cnopeod Hanuuuemo uau TUNCama Ha azpecusna pazopasHumenaHocm

I'pynn ArpecuBHA pa3Ipa3HUTETHOCT
Jlunca Hannumne
N % N %
Mmnixke 69 89.6 8 10.4
Kenn 124 94.7 7 5.3
Chi-Square; Cramer’s V' 2u= 1.845, p = .174; Cramer’s V = .094

3.3.3.3. Cpagnenue na pesynmamume om cCKaaiama 3a azpecueHd
Pa30pazHuUmeIHOCm Mexcoy noosume nOOZPYnu HaA OeCHOPHKU,
CMeCEeHOPBKU U 1e60PBKU 2PYRU
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Kakro e mokazano B Tabmwmma 22, HUTO eaWH OT TpuTe (hakTopa —
o (F(1) = 0.263, sig. = 0.609), ,,ppkoct* (F(2) = 0.119, sig. = 0.888)
u B3auMmozeiicteuero mon-pekocTt (F(2) = 0.819, sig. = 0.442) — He
OKa3Ba CTATHCTUYECKU 3HAYUM €(PEKT BBPXY CPEIHUTE CTOMHOCTH Ha
TPYIINTE 110 CKajlaTa 3a arpeCUBHA Pa3IPa3HUTEITHOCT.

Tabnuua 22. Onucamenna cmamucmuxa (M, SD, SEM) 3a
pe3yimamume N0 CKAl1ama 3a azpecusHa pazopazHuUmeIHocm 6
nojlogume nNOOZPynu Ha 2pynume ¢ pa3iudHa pPoKocm

'pynu osoBu moarpynu | N | Mean Std. Deviation
JeCHOPBbKHU MBbXKE 27 2.44 1.71
KEHU 69 247 2.00
CMeCeHOPBbKHU MBIKE 35 2.68 2.38
KEHH 45 2.02 1.87
JIeBOPBKH MBIKE 15 2.20 1.85
KEHU 17 2.35 1.11

3.4. CpaBHHTeJIeH aHAJM3 Ha pe3yJaTaTuTe OT JHUYHOCTHHUTE
BBIPOCHUIIM MEKIY IPYNU € Pa3jMYHA KPAKOCT M TeXHUTE MOJOBH
NoArpynu

3.4.1. Pesyaratu 0T cKajara 3a HEeBPOTH3bM Ha TIpynuTe ¢
Pa3/Iu4YHA KPAKOCT U TeXHHUTE MOJOBH MOATPYNH

3.4.1.1. Cpasnenue na pesyimamume om ckarama ,,Heepomuzvm*
Medncdy 0eCHOKPAKU, CMECEHOKPAKU U J1e60KPAKU 2pynu

Pesynrature ot mucnepcuonaust aHanu3 (ANOVA) (Tabmuma 23)
MoKa3axa JIMIca Ha 3HayMMa pa3jivka B HMBAaTa Ha HEBPOTU3BM MEXKIY
IpynuTe ¢ pasnuyHa Kpakoct (F2) =2.165, p =0.117).

Taonuua 23. Cpeonu cmoininocmu no ckaiama 3a HegPOMu3vm npu
2pynu ¢ pasniuiHa KpaKocm

Tpynu N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
JECHOKPAKH 125 12.44 4.96 443
CMeCEeHOKPAKH 37 10.59 5.04 .829
JIEBOKPAKHU 46 11.36 547 .807
001mo 208 11.87 5.12 355

27



MHoOXeCcTBEHUTE CpaBHEHUS MOKa3axa MOYTH 3HAUYMMa Pa3jiuKa MEXIY
JECHOKPAaKUTE U cMeceHOKpakuTe rpynu (p = .054), nokato pas3iukure
MEXIy JIECHOKpaKHUTe | JIeBOKpakute (p = .224) u Mexnay
HeZlecHOKpakuTe TpymH (p = .492) He 0s1Xa CTAaTUCTUYECKU 3HAYNMH.

Tabnuia 24 npencraps pa3npenesieHeTO Ha HUBaTa Ha HEBPOTHU3bM B
pa3IMYHUTE TPYNH CIIOPE] KPAKOCTTA.

Taonuua 24. Pasnpedenenue na yuacmuuyume 6 2pynume ¢
PAa3nuuHa KpaKocm cnoped HUGOmo Ha HeGPOMU3bM

rpynu HuBo HAa HEBPOTH3BM
HHUCKO cpenHo BHCOKO
N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent
JeCHOKPaKH 20 | 16.0 84 | 67.2 21 | 16.8
CMEeCEeHOKPaKH 10 | 21.7 22 | 59.5 5 | 135
JIeBOKPaKH 10 | 21.7 29 1 63.0 7 [ 152
Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s 2uE 2.503, p = .644; Cramer’s V' =.078

3.4.1.2. CpaBHeHHe Ha pe3yJaraTuTe OT CcKajgara ,HeBpormzbm*
MEKIy MOJIOBHTe WOATPYNH HA [eCHOKPAKH, CMeCEeHOKPaKH M
JIEBOKPAKH TPyNu
Bunno ot Tabnuima 25, caMo morsT UMa 3HAYUM €EKT BbPXY CPEIHHUTE
CTOMHOCTH TO CcKajata 3a HeBpoTu3bM (F(1y = 15.521, p < .001).
Kpakocrra (F) = 0.974, p = .379) u B3auMOJEUCTBUETO MOJI—KPAKOCT
(Fy=0.250, p = .779) He noka3BaT CTAaTUCTUYECKU 3HAYUMU €PEKTH.

Tabnuua 25. Onucamenna cmamucmuxa (M, SD, SEM) 3a
pe3yimamume nO CKAJ1AmMa 3a HEGPOMU3bLM 6 NOJI0GUME NOOZPYNU HA
2pynume ¢ paziuiHa KpaKocm

rpynu nojosu noarpynu| N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error
JeCHOKPAKH MBXKE 39 | 10.10 4.97 797
KEHH 86 | 13.50 4.60 496
CcMeCeHOKPaKH MBXKE 18 | 9.31 4.74 1.089
KEHH 19 | 13.50 4.60 496
JIEBOKPAKHU MBXKE 20 | 9.30 5.98 1.337
KEHU 25 1 13.32 4.25 .851
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JlecHOKpakuTe KEHH I[0Ka3axa 3HAYUMO TI0-BUCOK HEBPOTHU3BM B
CpPaBHEHHE C MBXKUTE rpymnu: aecHokpaku (p < .001), cmeceHokpaku (p
= .001) u nesokpaku (p = .001). JluncBar 3HAUYUMH PA3TUKH MEKITY
XKEHUTE ChC CMECEHA KPAKOCT U ocTaHanute rpymnu (p > .05).

3.4.2. Pesyaratu OT cKajaTa 3a TPEBOKHOCT Ha TIpynurTe ¢
Pa3jiMYHA KPAKOCT U TEXHUTE MOJIOBH MOATPYyNH

3.4.2.1. Cpasnenue na pesyimamume no ckana ,, Tpeeoyxcnocm* na
zpynume ¢ pasnuiHa KpaKkocm
HucnepcuonnusT ananu3 (ANOVA) nokasa, uye HsMa 3HaYUMU Pa3IuKu
B HUBaTa Ha TPEBOXKHOCT MEXIy TIpymuTe cropeln Kpakoctra (Fp) =
0.023, p = .977), xakTo e moka3zano B Tabmuma 26. [TocT-x0K TecToBeTe
CBIIIO HE Pa3KpUxa 3HAYMMHU PA3IIUKH MEXTy Te3u rpymnu (p > .05).

Taoauuya 26. Cpednu cmoiiHocmu no ckaiama 3a mMpeeoIHCHOCH
HpU 2PYRU ¢ pa3nuyna KpaKkocm

N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
rpynu 125 41.95 8.93 799
JIeCHOKPaKHU 37 41.86 11.17 1.836
CMECEHOKPaKHU 46 42.28 11.30 1.666
JIeBOKPaKH 208 42.00 9.86 .684

He 6sixa ycTaHOBEHM 3HAUMMM Pa3IuyMsl MEXIy TPYNHUTE C pa3iIudHa
KpPakoCT IO OTHOIIEHHWE Ha TpeBokHOcTTa (F2) = 0.023, p =.977),
MMOTBBPJICHO U OT MOCT-XOK TecToBeTe (p > 0.05).

Tabnuua 27 npeacrass pa3npeielIeHUeTO Ha HUBAaTa Ha TPEBOXKHOCT B
pa3IMYHUTE TPYIH CIIOPE]] BUIAa KPAKOCT.

Taonuua 27. Pasnpedenenue Ha yuacmHuyume 6 2pynume ¢
Pasnuuen mun KpaKkocm cnopeo HUGOmo HaA MPEeGoIHCHOCH

I'pynu HuBo Ha TPEeBOKHOCT
HHUCKO CpefHo BHCOKO
N % N % N %
JeCHOKPaKH 10 8.0 69 55.2 46 36.8
CMeCEeHOKPaKH 4 10.8 22 1595 11 29.7
JIeBOKPaKH 7 15.2 25 | 543 14 | 304
Pearson Chi-Square 2u=2.537, p=.640; Cramer’s V' =.078
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JluncBaxa 3HAYMMHU MEXTYTPYIIOBH pa3jinyns B HABATa Ha TPEBOXKHOCT
(2@ = 2.537, p = .640; V na Kpamep = .078), Mmakap J1€BOpPBKUTE Ja
NoKasaxa ciaba TeHACHIMS KbM Hali-HICKO HUBO Ha HEBPOTU3BM.

3.4.2.2. CpaBHeHHe Ha pe3yJITaTUTe MO cKaJja ,, TpeBoKHOCT® Ha
MOJIOBHTE MOATPYNHU HA TPYNHUTE C PA3JINYHA KPAKOCT
Pesynrature or ANOVA (Tabnuma 28) mokaszaxa, 4e MoTbT UMa 3HAYUM
eeKT BbpPXY CpeIHUTE CTOMHOCTHU 1O cKana TpeBoxkHocT (F(1) = 4.366, p
= .038), HO KpaKoCTTa M B3aWMOJCHCTBHUETO TIOJ-KPAKOCT HSIMAT
3HauumMu edextu (F) = 0.172, p = .842; F2)=0.129, p = .879).

Tabauua 28. Onucamenna cmamucmuxa (M, SD, SEM) 3a
pesynmamume no ckana Tpesoicnocm Ha nonoeume noozpynu Ha
Z2pynume ¢ paziuydeH mun KpaKocm

rpynu MOJIOBH N | Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error
NOArpyNnu

JeCHOKPAKH mexe | 39 | 39.07 8.66 1.386
xean | 86 | 43.25 8.80 949

CMECEHOKPAKH Mbke | 18 | 39.52 11.26 2.584
xeHH | 19 | 43.68 10.90 2.501

JICBOKPAKH mbke | 20 | 40.90 12.78 2.857
xeHH | 25 | 43.80 10.08 2.017

MHOXECTBEHUTE CpaBHEHHs MOKa3axa 3HAYMMa pas3liMKa €JMHCTBEHO
MEXIy MBXKETEe U )KEHHTE B TpyIaTta Ha JecHOKpakute (p =.028), mokaro
BCUYKH OCTaHAJIN MEKIYTPYyHNOBH pa3auKku He 0sgxa 3HauumH (p > .05).

3.4.3. Pe3yaratu mo ckajgara ,,ArpecHBHa pa3Ipa3HUTEJTHOCT*
HA IPyNHUTE C Pa3jiMYeH THII KPAKOCT U TEXHHUTE MOJ0BH MOATPYNH
3.4.3.1. Cpaenenue na pesyamamume no ckana ,Azpecusna
Ppazopaznumennocm* Ha zpynume ¢ pasnuien mun KpaKocm
Kakto e mokazano B Tabmuma 29, ANOVA He ycTaHOBU 3Ha4MMHU
pa3nuuusl B arpeCUBHATA Pa3Apa3HUTEIHOCT MEKIY IPYyIHUTE C pa3InuyeH
U KpakocT (Fp) = 1.524, p = .220), BbIpeKH ye JIEBOKPAKUTE MMaxa
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Hal-HUCKH,

a JICCHOKpAaKUTE€ — Hall-BUCOKM pe3ynTtatu. [locT-xok

TECTOBETE MOTBBPAUXA JIUIICaTa Ha ChllleCTBeHH pasznuuus (p > 0.05).

Tabnuya 29. Cpeonu pesyaimamu no ckailama

A30pA3HUMENHOCH “ HA 2PYRU C PA31UY€eH MUN KPAKOCH

wAepecusna

rpynu N Mean Std. deviation | Std. Error
AECHOKPAKH 125 2.56 1.97 176
CMEeCEeHOKPaKH 37 2.24 1.78 293
JIEBOKPAKH 46 2.00 1.93 284
O610 208 2.37 1.93 134

Taobnuya 30. Paznpedenenue na yyacmuuyume 6 pynume ¢ paziuieHn
Mun KpaKkocm cnopeo Haiuuuemo Ha Azpecusna pazopazHumenHocm

I'pynu ArpecuBHa pa3apa3HUTETHOCT
JIunca Hasunune
N % N %
AECHOKPAaKH 116 | 92.8 9 7.2
CMeCEHOKPaKH 34 91.9 3 8.1
JICBOKPAKH 43 93.5 3 6.5
Pearson Chi-Square;Cramer’s V' 2= .077, p=.962; Cramer’s V' =.019

Bunno ot Tabnuua 30 He 06sixa yCTaHOBEHH 3HAUMMM TPYNOBU pa3auyuus
B pas3Mpe/ieieHHeT0 Ha YYaCTHUIUTE B TPYIHTE C Pa3IMyHa KPaKoCT B
3aBU3MMOCT OT HAJIMYMETO HA arpecuBHa Pa3ApasHUTEIHOCT (y*(2) =
0.077, p = .962; V na Kpamep = .019).

3.4.3.2. CpaBHeHHe HA pe3yJTaTuTe MO0 CKajJara ,ArpecMBHA
PA3APA3ZHUTETHOCT MeXKIy MNOArPYyNHTe MO MOJ B TPynHTe HA
JAE€CHOKPAKH, CMECEHOKPAKH M JIeBOKPAKHU
ANOVA (Tabnumna 31) He ycTaHOBM 3HauuMHU edekTh Ha mon (F(1) =
0.740, p = .391), kpakoctr (F2y = 2.062, p = .130) uaM TAXHOTO
B3aumogeiicreue (F2) = 1.993, p = .139) BbpXy cpeaHUTE pe3ynTaru 3a
arpecuBHA pa3pPa3HUTEITHOCT.
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Tabnuua 31. Onucamenna cmamucmuxa (M, SD, SEM) 3a
pe3yimamume no ckaia Azpecusna pazopasHumenaHoCcm 6 nojiogume
nOOZPYRU HA Zpynume ¢ paznuierH mun KpaKocm

rpynu nosoBu moarpynu| N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error
JeCHOKPaKH MBXKE 39 12.82 1.97 315
JKCHH 86 | 2.44 1.97 212
CMeCeHOKPaKHu MBKE 18 1 2.73 2.07 476
JKCHU 19 | 1.73 1.24 .284
JIEBOKPaKHU MBXKE 20 | 1.65 2.00 448
KECHH 25 | 2.37 1.93 134

MHoOXeCTBEHUTE CpaBHEHMS IIOKa3axa 3HAUYMMa pa3IMKa EJUHCTBEHO
MEX1y IECHOKpaKH U JIEBOKpaku Mbxe (p = .028).

3.5. CpaBHuTe/lIeH aHAJIM3 Ha pe3yJTaTuTe OT JUYHOCTHUTE
TeCTOBE MKy I'PyNaTa ¢ KOHFPYeHTHU U TPyNaTa ¢ HEKOHIPYEHTHHU
JIaTepaJiHU NPeINOYNTAHUA «PbKa-KPaK»

3.5.1. Cpagnenue na pezyrimamume no ckana ,Heepomuzvm* na

2pynama ¢ KOHZDYeHMU U 2pynama ¢ HEeKOHZPYEHMHU J1amepaiHu
npeonouumanus «PoKa-KpaK»
Pesynrarure ot T-tect 3a He3aBucuMu u3Baaku (Tabnuma 32) mokazaxa,
4Ye YYaCTHUIMUTE C HEKOHTPYCHTHH JAaTEpajHH TNPEATNOYNTAHHS HMaT
3HaYUMO TO-BUCOKHU PE3YyJTaTH MO ckaia HeBpoTu3bM B CpaBHEHHE C
TE3H ¢ KOHTPYCHTHHU nipeanountanus (Foe) = 2.354, p =.019).

Taonuya 32. Cpeonu pesynmamu no ckarama ,,Hespomuszvm® 3a
2pynama cvC Cb2ACy8AHU U ZPYRAMA C HeECHNACYEAHU J1amepanHu
npPeonoYUmManus PoKa-KpaKk

I'pynu Std. Std.
N | Mean | deviation | Error

¢ KOHTPYeHTHH JaTepajHu npegnountanus | 119] 11.15 | 4.78 438

C HEKOHT'PYEHTHH JiaTepajHu npeanouutanus| 89 | 12.83 | 542 575

F (sig) Fpoe=2.354; sig=.019

Ot npeacraBenurte B Tabnuua 33 pe3yaTaTtu, OTHOCHO pa3NpeieleHueTo
Ha yYaCTHUIUTE B JBETE I'PyIH CHOPE] HUBOTO HA HEBPOTU3BM, € BUJIHA
3HaYMMaTa MEeXIyrpynoBa pasnuka (y*2) = 7.820, p =.020; V' na Kpamep
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= .023) Ha TO-BHMCOK MPOIICHT HA YYaCTHUIIUTE C BHUCOKO HHUBO Ha
HEBPOTU3LM B IpyllaTa ¢ HEKOHIPYECHTHU JIaTEPaHU MPEAIIOYUTAHUSA B
CpaBHEHHUE C Tpylara ¢ KOHrpyeHTHH TakuBa (23.6% cpenty 10.1%).

Taonuuya 33. Pasnpedenenue Ha yuacmuHuyume 6 zpynama c
KOHZpYyeHmHu u  zpynama ¢  HEKOHZDYeHMHU  JIAmepanHu
nPeOnouYUmManua «PbKa-KpaKk» cnoped HUGOMO HA HeGPOMU3 LM

I'pynn HuBo Ha HeBPOTU3BM
HHCKO cpeaHo BHCOKO
N | % N | % N | %
¢ KOHTPYEHTHH JIATepaTHU 27 | 22.7 80 | 67.2 12 10.1
MpenoYuTaHus
€ HEKOHTPYEHTHH JIaTepaTHu 13 | 14.6 55| 61.8 21 23.6
NpeanoYnuTaHus
Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s V' 2= 7.820, p = .020; Cramer’s V' =.194

3.5.2. CpaBHeHHe Ha pe3yJTaTHTe MO ckajaa , TpeBoKHOCT® Ha

rpynara ¢ KOHIPYEHTHH M IpynaTa ¢ HEKOHIPYEHTHH JIaTepaJIHu
NpeANOYUTAHUSA «PbKA-KPaK»
Pesynrature ot T-TecT 3a HE3aBHCHMH H3BAJKH MEXAy TIpyrnaTta ¢
KOHTPYEHTHHM U TpylaTa ¢ HEKOHIPYEHTHH JIaTepaJIHU NPEANOYUTaHUS
pbka-kpak (Tabnmma 34) moka3BaT HECHIIECTBEHO  I0-BHUCOKA
TPEBOXKHOCT 3a TpynaTa ¢ HEKOHTpyeHTHH (Z(206) = 1.469, p = .143).

Taonuya 34. Cpeonu cmounnocmu no ckana ,,Tpegosycnocm* na
z2pynama ¢ KOHZPYeHMHU W 2PYRama ¢ HEeKOHZPYeHMHU J1amepaiHu
nPeoOnouUmManus «PoKa-KpaK»

I'pynu N | Mean | Std. deviation Std. Error
¢ KOHIPYEHTHH JIATEPAJTHH NMPeINOYNTAHUS 119] 41.14 9.75 .893
¢ HEKOHTPYEHTHHM JiaTepajHu npeanoyuranns| 89 | 43.16 9.95 1.055
t (p) t 206/= 1.469;p =.143

Pesynrature OT CpaBHEHHMETO Ha Pa3NpeNIeICHUETO Ha YYACTHUIUTE B
TE3H JIBE TPYNH CIOpea HUBOTO Ha TpeBoKHOCT (Tabnuma 35) mokazaxa
CTaTUCTUYECKM HE3HAYMMa MEXIyrpylnoBa pasiuka (y*2) = 2.239, p =
.326; V na Kpamep = .104).
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Taonuuya 35. Pasnpedenenue Ha yuacmuuyume 6 zpynama c
KOHZpYyeHmHu u  zpynama ¢  HEKOHZDYeHMHU  JIAMmepanHu
nPeOnouYUmManuA PoKaA-KPaKk cnopeo HUgomo Ha MpPeeoIHcHOCH

I'pynn HuBo Ha TPEBOKHOCT
HHUCKO CPEIHO | BUCOKO
N | % N | % N | %
¢ KOHTPYEHTHH JIATePATHH NPeANOYNTAHUS 14 | 11.8 1 69 | 58.0 | 36 | 30.3
C HEKOHTPYEHTHH JIaTepajHu npegnountanusa | 7 |79 |47 | 52.8 |35 |393
Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s V PoE 2.239, p = .326; Cramer’s V=1

3.5.3. CpaBHeHme Ha pe3yJTaTHTe MO CKajJa ,ArpecMBHA
Pa3apasHUTETHOCT MexAy Ipynara ¢ KOHIPYEHTHHM W TIpynara c
HEKOHT'PYEHTHH JIATEPATHH MPEINOYUTAHUS «PbKA-KPaK»
OneHsBaHeTo Ha edeKTa Ha KOHTPYCHTHOCTTTA «PBKa-Kpak» BBPXY
arpecuBHaTa pazapasHutenHoct (Tabmmima 36) mokasa Jmrca Ha 3HaYuMa
pasiivKa B CpEIHUTE IPYIIOBU CTOMHOCTH (f206) = 1.469, p = .143).

Tabnuya 36. Cpeonu cmouinocmu no ckaia ,Azpecusna
pasopasnumennocm* Ha 2pynama ¢ KOHZPYEHMHU U Z2pynama c
HEKOHZPYEeHMHU J1amepannu npeonoyumanus PoKa-KpaKk

I'pynu N | Mean | Std. deviation Std. Erron
¢ KOHTPYEHTHH JIATePAJIHU NPeNnoYuTAHUSA 119] 41.14 | 9.75 .893

C HEKOHT'PYEHTHH JiaTepajHu npeanountanus| 89 | 43.16 | 9.95 1.055

t(p) tnos= 1.469; p=.143

Tabnuuya 37. Paznpedenenue Ha yyacmHuyume ¢ 2zpynama c
KOHZDYeHmHU U  2pynama ¢  HEKOHZDYeHMHU  JamepaiHu

npeonoyumanus «DBKA-KPaK», cnopeo Hanuuyuemo unu
omcoecmeuemo Ha azpecusnapa30pa3numeﬂnocm
'pynn ArpecuBHA pa3Apa3sHUTEJIHOCT
JIMICca HaJIM4ne
N Y% N Y%
¢ KOHTPYCHTHH JIaTePAJHH NPeINOYUTAHUSA 110 92.4 9 7.6
C HEKOHTPYEHTHH JIaTePaJHHA NPeNOYUTAHHSA 83 933 6 6.7
Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s V' 2= 051, p=.821; Cramer’s V'=.016

34




Tabmuma 37  moka3Ba  paslpeiciCHMeTO  Ha  arpecuBHATa
Pa3Ipa3HUTEIIHOCT CIIOPE]l KOHTPYEHTHOCTTA « PbKa U KpPaK», OT KOSITO €
BHJIHA JIUTICATa HA 3HaUYMMa pasnuka mexay rpynure (Y1) = 0.051, p =
.821; V' na Kpamep = .016).

JUCKYCHUAA

JlucepTallMOHHUAT TPy HM3CJIeIBa Bpbh3KaTa MEXIy (QYHKIIMOHATHATA
MO3bYHA JlaTepaju3alUsi W HEraTuBHAaTa EMOIMOHAJIHOCT — TEMa,
Oelnsi3aHa OT MPOTHBOPEYMBH PE3YIATATH B MPEAXOJHU MpoyuBaHus. Ha
OCHOBaTa Ha yTBBpAcHH TeopermuHu pamku (Porac & Coren, 1975;
Davidson, 2004; Gainotti, 2012) u eMnupuyHu JaHHU O€ HM3CieBaHa
PBKOCTTA, KPAaKOPBKOCTTA U TAXHATa KOHIPYEHTHOCT BBB Bpb3Ka C TPH
JTUYHOCTOBH XapAaKTEPUCTUKU — HEBPOTU3BM, JIMYHOCTHA TPEBOXKHOCT U
arpecuBHa pa3/Ipa3HUTEIHOCT, KaToO Ce aHaJU3upa U MoJiepupaliaTa poss
Ha TI0JIa.

UzcnenBanero Oe MpoBENEHO BBPXY HpeICTaBUTENHA H3BagKa OT
208 KIMHUYHO 3ApaBu Bb3pacTHH (19—63 T.), upe3 0OEKTHUBHU TECTOBE 32
PBKO- U KPAaKOPBKOCT M CTAHJAPTU3UPAHU BHIIPOCHUIIH 32 JINTHOCTOBHUTE
XapakTepuCTHKU. Pe3ynTatute MOTBBpAMXA IOMUHHPAHETO Ha JSCHA
pbKa W JIeC€H Kpak, B CHOTBETCTBHE C JIOOpE yCTaHOBEHATa BpPh3Ka
MeX 1y JisiBoXxeMUchepHaTa MOTOPHA JOMHUHAHTHOCT U MPEANOYUTAHUETO
kbM gecHata crpaHa (Bryden, 1998; Packheiser et al., 2020).
KonrpyeHTHOCTTa Ha pPBKOCT M KPaKOPBKOCT O€ TMO-BUCOKA TIpH
JCCHOPBKHUTE, JTOKATO JICBOPBKHUTE IMOKa3axa IMO-TojiiMa BapUaOMITHOCT
(Augustyn & Peters, 1986). HabmogaBanu Osixa ¥ MOJOBU pasinyus —
MBXKETE I10-4eCTO JIEMOHCTPHUpaxa CMECeHa pPBKOCT, a IKEHUTC —
JECHOPBKOCT U MO-BUCOKA KOHTPYEHTHOCT MEXIY PBKOCT M KPaKOCT.

[To oTHOIICHWE HA E€MOITMOHATHHUTE XAPAKTEPUCTHKH PE3yJITATUTE
JIOpa3BUBAT  ChHIIECTBYBAIIMTE  mpeArnoioxkeHus. [IpotuBHO  Ha
YTBBPJCHUTE TE3H, CIOPE] KOUTO HEICCHOPHKHUTE Ca IO-EMOIMOHAITHO
ysi3Bumu (Bishop, 1990; Satz & Green, 1999), B HacTOA1I0TO H3CIeIBaHE
JICBOPBKUATE OTYETOXA 3HAYMTEITHO ITO-HUCKM HHBA Ha HEBPOTHU3BM
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CHIpPsIMO JIECHO- M cMeceHopbKuTe. KirtowoBo Oe, ye He mocokara Ha
PBKOCTTa, a HEKOHIPYEHTHOCTTa MEXIy PBKOCT U  KpPaKOCT
Ipe/IcKa3Balle MO0-BUCOK HEBPOTU3BM, KOETO MOJKPEIs CXBALIAHETO, 4e
MMEHHO HECBITIaCyBAaHOCTTA HA JIaTepaIU3alMATa € TO-CUJICH UHIUKATOP
3a ys3BuMocT (Lyle et al., 2013; Tran, Stieger, & Voracek, 2014). To3u
pe3yaTar JOMycKa, ue cTaOuiHaTa JIEBOPBKOCT MOXKE IOpH Ja uMa
3amuTeH e(ekT, oOsCHSIBaH C HEBpOHaNHW KoMmrieHcamuu (Propper &
Christman, 2008) win ¢bC COMOKYNTYpPHHU (PAKTOPH KATO MPEOAOISIBAHE
Ha ucropuueckara crurmarusaius (Papadatou-Pastou et al., 2020).

JInuyHOCTHATA TPEBOXKHOCT HE MOKAa3a CHIIECTBEHU PA3IUUYHI MEKIY
TPYIIUTE C pa3ludHa PBKOCT, KOETO CHOTBETCTBA HAa CHBPEMCHHHUTE
JIaHHU, Y€ PBKOCTTA HE € CTAaOMJICH MPEeIUKTOp 3a TpeBoXKHOCT (Wright &
Hardie, 2012; Ocklenburg et al., 2023). Ilo ananorus, arpecuBHaTa
pa3Apa3sHUTETHOCT CHIO HE CE OKa3a 3HAYMMO CBBp3aHa C JaTepaIHUTE
NPEANOYUTAHNS, BBIIPEKN Y€ CMECEHOPBKUTE MOKa3axa JIEKO MOBUIICHH
CTOHHOCTH, B CHOTBETCTBHE C OTJCJIIHU MPEIXOJHU HAOIIOAEHUS 3a MO-
rojisiMa emonmoHanHa aduiaHocT (Cherbuin & Brinkman, 2006).

KpaxocrTa cama o ce6e cu He 6¢ cBbp3aHa 3HAYMMO C HUTO €/IHa OT
TPHUTE JTUYHOCTOBU XapaKTEPUCTHKH. JIEKUTEe TEHICHINU KbM IO-BHUCOK
HEBPOTU3bM M arpecMBHA pa3Apa3sHUTETHOCT IPH JECHOKPAKUTE HE
JIOCTHTHAXa CTAaTUCTHYECKa 3HAYUMOCT M KOHTPACTUpAT C TO-paHHH
U3CJICBAHUS, KOUTO TOAYEPTAaBaT YS3BHMOCTTa HA CMECEHOKPAKHTE
(Mandal et al., 2012). ToBa OTHOBO MOTBBPKIaBa, 4Y¢ KOHTPYEHTHOCTTA
Ha JaTepaJHUTE TPEINOYUTAHHS € MTO-ChIIECTBEHA OT TAXHATa MOCOKa.

KoHrpyeHTHOCTTa MEXIy PBKOCT W KPAKOCT C€ OouYepTa KaTo Haii-
CHJICH NPeAUKTOp. HEeKOHIpyeHTHNTE yYaCTHUIIM OTYETOXa 3HAYMTEIIHO
MO-BUCOK HEBPOTH3BbM, KOETO TIOTBBpPXKIAaBa NPEAWIIHH JTaHHA 32
Bpb3KaTa MEXIy HEKOHIPYyCHTHATa JaTepaiu3alus W pelylupaHaTta
xeMmucepHa Creruain3anys, BoAena 10 ysI3BUMOCT B €MOIIMOHATHATA
perymauus (Elias et al., 1998; Tran et al, 2014). Bpb3kure c
TPEBOKHOCTTa W arpecuBHaTa pa3Jpa3HUTENHOCT Osxa Mo-ciabu U
CTaTHCTHYECKH HE3HAYMMHM, HO CBILO CIIEJBaxa MOCOKAaTa Ha MO-BHCOKH
CTOHHOCTH MPH HEKOHTPYCHTHUTE WHIUBHIH.
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YcranoBeHo Oerre, 4e TMONBT OKa3Ba HE3aBUCUM €(QEKT BBPXY
W3CIICABAHUTE JIMYHOCTOBU  XapaKTepUCTHKU. JKEHHUTe oTderoxa
3HAYUTEIIHO TMO-BUCOKM HHBa HA HEBPOTU3BM U  TPEBOXKHOCT,
cboTBeTCTBalM Ha YyTBbpAeHHUTEe naHHU (Costa & McCrae, 1992;
McLean et al., 2011; Altemus et al, 2014). ArpecuBnara
pa3apa3sHUTENTHOCT HE CE Pa3IMyaBalle CHIIECTBEHO MO IOJ, BBHIIPEKH
JieKaTa TeHJCHIMS KbM IMO0-BUCOKU CTOMHOCTH MpU MbxeTe. BaxkHo e, ue
MOJIBT HE MOJIEpHpa BIUSHUETO HA KOHTPYEHTHOCTTa MEXKIY PBKOCT H
KpPaKOCT, KOETO MpeJoiara YHUBEPCaTHOCT Ha TO3U €(eKT MpHu JBaTa
rnoJa.

B 0000menue, pe3yaTaTUTe IONPUHACAT 3a IO-HIOAHCHUPAHO
pa3bupaHe Ha Bph3KaTa MEXKAY JIaTEpaTu3alysiTa U eMOIMOHATHOCTTA.
Te moxa3Bar, ye HEKOHIPYEHTHOCTTa Ha MOTOPHUTE MpPEANOYUTaHUS, a
HE caMara JIEBOPBKOCT, € HWHIUKATOpP 32 EMOIMOHATHA YSI3BUMOCT,
JIOKaTO CTAaOMITHATA JICBOPBKOCT MOXKE J1a Ob/ie (aKTOp HA YCTOHYHBOCT.
[TomoBuTe pa3nuuus ce MOTBHPAUXA 32 HEBPOTHU3IBM U TPEBOKHOCT, HO
He Mmonuduuupaxa edeKkTuTe Ha KOHrpyeHTHocTTa. ToBa momuyepraBa
3HAYEHUETO Ha aHalW3a Ha KOHTPYCHTHOCTTa Ha JaTCpaTHHUTE
MPEITOYNUTAHUS, H3BBH TPAAUIIMOHHATA JITBO—/ISICHA KITacCH(PUKAIHUS.

Oepanuuenus u nepcnekmusu. W3crnenBaneto ce 0Oa3upa Ha
CaMOOIICHPYHHU METOJIH, KOSTO KPUE PUCK OT MPHUCTPACTHS B OTTOBOPHTE.
W3Bankata, Makap ¥ JOCTaThYHO ToJiIMa U BH3PAaCTOBO Pa3HOPOJHA, Oe
KyJITYpHO OTpaHWYCHA, a HANPEYHO-CPE30BUAT JHM3AMH HE TO3BOJISABA
MPUYMHHO-CIICICTBEHN W3BOAU. bbaemu mnpoyuBaHUsA cleaBa Ja
BKJTFOUYAT JIOHTUTYIMHAITHA U MYJITHMOJAITHU MMOAXOAHA U (PH3UOJOTUIHH
nokazarenu (Etkin et al, 2011). PasmmpsBanero Ha u3cieIBaHUATA
BBPXY KIMHUYHH W MEXKIYKYJITYPHH MOMyJIalliKi OW ITO3BOJIMIIO TIO-
3a1bI00UEHO pa3OupaHe Ha poyisiTa HA MO3bUHATA JaTepaiau3anus 3a
E€MOIIMOHATHATA YSI3BUMOCT U YCTOMYNBOCT.
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U3BOIM

1. TIpeobmamaBamuTe MOTOPHH JIATEpaTHU MPEATIOYUTAHUS CPE.
reHepaiHaTa IPhLKa MOIyJIAIHS ca IEeCHOPBKOCT U JECHOKPAKOCT.

2. KoHrpyeHTHOCTTa MEeXAy JIaTepajlHUTe MPEANOYUTaHUs «pPbKa-
KpaK» € I0-BUCOKa CpeJl IECHOPBKUTE B CpaBHEHHE C HEICCHOPBKHUTE,
0COOEHO B CpaBHEHHE ChC CMECEHOPBKUTE.

3. Hanune ca moyioBM pasivuusi B MaHyaJHHUTE MPEIIOYHTAHUS:
YyecToTaTa Ha JIECHOPBKOCT € MO-BHUCOKA IMPH KEHUTE, OTKOJIKOTO MpPH
MBIKETE.

4. He ce ycTaHOBSBaT 3HAUUMH IOJIOBU Pa3IMYMs [0 OTHOIIEHUE HA
KpaKoCTTa.

5. Hanuue ca monoBM pa3nuyusi B KOHTPYEHTHOCTTA «PbKa—KpaKk»:
YyecToTaTa Ha KOHTPYEHTHOCTTa MEXIY PBKOCT U KPAaKOCT € IMO-BHUCOKa
MIPU KEHUTE, OTKOJIKOTO MPH MBXKETE.

6. JleBopbKuTE CBHOOIIABAT 332 3HAYMMO MO-HHUCHK HEBPOTHU3BM B
CpPaBHEHHE KaKTO C JECHOPBKHTE, Taka M CbC CMECEHOPBKHTE.
JIeCHOPBKUTE U CMECEHOPBKUTE HE CE pa3inyaBaT 3HAYUMO 10 HUBOTO
Ha HEBPOTH3bM, KOETO IMperoiara, 4¢ HeIecCHOPbKOCTTa HE € CBhp3aHa
C MO-BUCOKA €MOIIMOHAIIHA YA3BUMOCT.

7. J1eCHOPBKUTE, CMECEHOPBKHUTE U JIEBOPBKUTE WHIMBUAM HE C€
pa3nuyaBaT 3HAYUMO IO HHUBOTO Ha JUYHOCTHA TPEBOXKHOCT, KOETO
npejrnonara, Y¢ PbKOCTTa HE € HaJeXKJEH NMPEAUKTOp Ha JMYHOCTHATA
TPEBOKHOCT.

8. ArpecuBHaTa pa3IpPasHUTEIHOCT HE C€ pa3udaBa 3HAYAMO
MEX1y TPYIHUTE C pa3IuYHa PHKOCT.

9. IlombT M PBKOCTTA, HO HE W TIXHOTO B3AMMOJACWCTBUE, WMAT
3HaYUMU e€PEKTU BbPXY HEBPOTU3MA.

10. Camo mosbT, HO HE ¥ PBKOCTTA WJIM B3aUMOJCHCTBUETO MEXKIY
MOJT U PBKOCT, OKa3Ba 3HAYUM e(eKT BbPXY TPEBOXKHOCTTA, KATO KECHHUTE
ca MO-TPEBOXKHU B CPAaBHEHHE C MBKETE.

11. TloapT, ppKOCTTa U TAXHOTO B3aMMOJCICTBHE HSAMAT 3HAUMMHU
e(eKTH BPXY arpeCHBHATA Pa3pa3sHUTEITHOCT.
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12. JlesicCHOKpakuTe, CMECEHOKPAKUTE U JICBOKPAKUTE WHIAUBUIN HE
CC pasjiniyaBaT 3HAYMMO [0 HHBATa Ha HCBPOTHU3BM, JIMYHOCTHA
TPEBOKHOCT WJIM arpecHBHA pa3[pa3HUTETHOCT, KOETO Mpeamnojara, 4e
HEJIECHOKPAKOCTTa HE € CBbp3aHa C M0-BHUCOKA EMOIIMOHAJIHA YSI3BUMOCT.

13. B3auMoAeiCTBHETO «ITOJ—KPAaKOCT» HSAMA 3HAYUM €(PEKT BHPXY
HCBpPOTU3MA, JJMYHOCTHATa TPCBOXKHOCT u arpecuBHaTa
pa3apa3HUTETHOCT.

14. IlonbT uMa BIMSIHME BBPXY HEBPOTHM3Ma U JIMYHOCTHATA
TPEBOKHOCT, HO HE M BBPXY arpecuBHaTa pa3Ipa3HUTENHOCT. Te3u
pE3yJTaTu NOAKPCHIAT TCOPHUHU, KOUTO AKLICHTUPAT BBPXY 6HOHOFI/I‘-IHI/ITG
U [CHUXOCOIMAJHUTE MEXaHM3MH Ha IOJIOBUTE  pa3lnyus B
CMOIMOHAJIHATA YSA3BUMOCT.

15. UnguBuanTe C  HEKOHTPYEHTHAa  PBKOCT HU  KPakoCT
JEMOHCTPUpPAT TO-BUCOK HEBPOTH3bBM B CpPaBHEHHE C TE3H C
KOHTPYEHTHOCT Ha Te3U JaTepaTHu IPEOYNTAHUS.
HekoHrpyeHTHOCTTa «pbKa-Kpak» HsAMa 3HAYUMH €PEKTH BBPXY
JUYHOCTHATA TPEBOXKHOCT U arpecuBHATa pa3pa3HUTETHOCT.

ITPUHOCH

1. M3cnenBaHero npenocTaBy EMIIMPUYHA MOJKPENA 3@ CIOAKHOCTTA
W WHIUBUAyadHATa BapUaOWIHOCT Ha JaTepaTHUTE MPEANOYUTAHUS,
MOJYEPTAaBANKNA TMOJUYEPTABAKKA 3HAYEHUETO Ja CE€ U3Je3€ W3BbH
MIPOCTOTO TUXOTOMHO PA3IJIeKJaHE HA PhKOCTTA U KPAKOCTTA.

2. OcurypeHu ca HOBU JlaHHU 3a MATEPHUTE HA KOHIPYEHTHOCT
MEXIYy PBKOCT U KPAKOCT, MOKAa3BANKHU, Y€ AECHOPBKUTE IEMOHCTPUPAT
[10-BHCOKa KOHIPYEHTHOCT B CPAaBHEHHUE C HEJJIECHOPBKUTE, a )KEHUTE I0-
YeCTO  NpOsBSABAT  MO-U3pa3€Ha  JIECHOPBKOCT W MO-ToJjisAMa
KOHI'PYEHTHOCT MEKY PBKOCT M KPAKOCT B CPABHEHUE C MBIKETE.

3. Pegynrature  ocrnopuxa MO-paHHM  OPEANOJOXKEHHUSA, Ye
HEJECHOPBKOCTTA €  CTabujeH TMpeAuKTOp Ha  €MOLMOHAJIHA
HECTaOMUITHOCT, KaTo MoKa3axa, ue JEBOPBHKUTE CHOOIIABAT 3a MO-HUCKU
HUBa Ha HEBPOTU3bM B CPAaBHEHUE C IECHOPBKUTE U CMECEHOPBKUTE.
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4. YcTaHOBH ce, Y€ HUTO PBKOCTTA, HUTO KPAKOPBKOCTTa CaMH IO
cebe cM ca 3HAYMMH TPEAVKTOPH HA JIMYHOCTHATA TPEBOXKHOCT,
HEBPOTH3Ma WJIM arpecMBHATa Pa3apa3HUTEIHOCT, KOETO TOKa3Ba, 4e
CaMOCTOSITEJIHUTE TIOKA3aTeNld 32 PbKOCT U KPaKOCT Ca HEJOCTAThYHU 32
ompeessTHe Ha EMOIIMOHATHATA YSI3BUMOCT.

5. 3a pa3nuka OT TOBa, HEKOHIPYEHTHOCTTa MEXAY pPBKOCT U
KpakocT 0€ 3Ha4MMO CBBp3aHa C MO-BHCOKH HHWBAa Ha HEBPOTHU3BM, KaTO
KOHIPYEHTHOCTTAa MEXIY PBKOCT M KpPAaKOCT CE€ OTKpPOM Karo IIo-
YYBCTBUTEJICH MapKep Ha €MOIIMOHAIIHA YS3BUMOCT OT CAMOCTOSITCITHUTE
MOKAa3aTeNH 3a PbKOCT UM KPAKOCT.

6. AHamM3UTEe TOKa3axa, Y€ IMOJBT OKa3Ba ChHIIECTBEHU e(eKTH
BBPXY HEBPOTH3Ma M JUYHOCTHATA TPEBOXKHOCT (C MO-BUCOKHM HUBA IIPU
KEHUTE), HO HE W BBPXY arpecMBHATa pa3Apa3sHUTEIHOCT, IOKATO
B3aMMOJICHCTBUATA MEXIy TOJ U JaTepalHH MPEANOYUTaHHs He Osxa
CTaTHUCTHYCCKH 3HAYHNMH.

7. Pesynrtarute HachpuyaBaT ObJACIIM U3CIIEIBAHUS BHPXY BB3MOKHHU
KOMITCHCATOPHU HEBPOHHU MEXAHU3MH TPHU JICBOPHKH M HHAMBUIN C
HCKOHI'PYCHTHOCT Ha JIATCPAJIHUTC MPCAIIOYUTAHUA, KOUTO 6HX3 MOTJIN
na  OOSICHAT TEXHUTE CHeUM(UYHM EMOLUMOHATHH mnpodhuim
YCTOWYHMBOCT CHPSAMO €MOLIMOHAIHA AUCPETYIAlIS.

IIYBJINKALOUWUU ITIO TEMATA HA ITUCEPTALIUATA:
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INTRODUCTION

The study of brain lateralization and its link to negative emotionality is
a central topic in cognitive and clinical neuroscience. Despite progress
in understanding brain asymmetry, it remains unclear to what extent
lateralized processes influence emotional regulation and vulnerability to
psychopathology. Competing theories, such as the valence hypothesis
(left hemisphere for positive emotions, right for negative) and the
motivational hypothesis (left for approach, right for avoidance), reflect
ongoing debate and hinder clinical application. Technological advances
(e.g., fIMRI, EEG) show that emotional lateralization is dynamic and
influenced by many factors. Understanding these mechanisms is
essential for improving psychological interventions and prevention
strategies.

CHAPTER I. THEORETICAL PART

1.1 Personality — conceptual models
Numerous definitions of "personality" have been proposed, but it is
widely accepted as a dynamic and organized system of traits that
influence cognition, motivation, emotion, and behavior. Personality also
reflects an individual's genetic background and developmental history,
shaped by adaptation to environmental and situational demands
(Atkinson et al., 2014; Gerrig, 2013).
Researchers focus both on understanding the structure and traits of
personality and on applying this knowledge to explain behavior and
overall psychological functioning. Studying individual differences is
considered one of the richest sources of insight into personality. While
personality includes stable behavioral tendencies, it also encompasses
internal, often unobservable components such as thoughts, memories,
fantasies, and unconscious processes (Ciccarelli & White, 2010).
Several major theoretical approaches aim to define and understand
personality: the psychodynamic, behaviorist, humanistic, social-
cognitive, and trait-based approaches (Gerrig, 2013).



1.2. Emotions — conceptualization
Emotions are complex psychological constructs essential for human
adaptation, involving physiological responses, cognitive evaluations,
and subjective experiences. Although widely studied, emotions still lack
a universally accepted definition due to their multi-faceted nature.

Theories range from early physiological models (James-Lange,
Cannon-Bard) to cognitive (Lazarus, Arnold) and modern
constructionist views (Barrett), which propose that emotions are not
innate but formed through learned processes involving perception,
memory, and language. Despite differences, most theories agree on
emotions' central role in behavior regulation, survival, and social
interaction.

1.3. Brain structures underlying emotions
Emotions are automatic, valenced mental states shaped by evolution to
aid survival, involving complex interactions between cortical and
subcortical brain regions. Fundamental emotions like fear, anger, and
happiness are linked to specific neural circuits, particularly the
amygdala, hippocampus, and anterior cingulate cortex.

While early research emphasized discrete brain regions for specific
emotions, recent findings highlight overlapping and distributed neural
networks. Meta-analyses suggest that no single area is uniquely tied to a
specific emotion; instead, emotions emerge from dynamic, integrated
neural systems. This network-based perspective challenges traditional
basic emotion theories, advocating for a more nuanced understanding
that incorporates behavioral, neuroimaging, and clinical data. Despite
methodological limitations and theoretical disagreements, the concept
of basic emotions remains influential, though it requires ongoing
refinement to align with contemporary neuroscience.

1.4. Lateralization of emotional processing



Early findings showed that emotional processing, like language, can be
lateralized. Even with left-hemisphere damage and speech loss,
emotional language often stayed intact. Two main theories arose: the
right-hemisphere hypothesis (all emotions processed in the right
hemisphere) and the valence hypothesis (left for positive, right for
negative emotions).

The approach-withdrawal model links motivation to lateralization —
approach emotions (e.g., happiness, anger) activate the left hemisphere;
withdrawal emotions (e.g., fear, sadness) the right. Though some
support exists, most emotions engage both hemispheres (Demaree et al.,
2005).

This model suits emotional behavior, while the right-hemisphere
hypothesis fits perceptual tasks. Emotional lateralization also relates to
mental health, though newer research emphasizes genetic and
psychosocial causes over brain damage. Evolutionarily, lateralization
may aid quick emotional responses.

1.5 Neuroticism and emotionality
The Big Five model is the main framework for personality traits, with
extraversion and neuroticism most studied due to their links to emotion
and mood disorders (Lahey, 2009). Emotional and personality language
overlap significantly (Lin et al., 2014), suggesting a two-way link: early
emotions shape personality, and traits later influence emotional
experience. Affective neuroscience highlights subcortical limbic
structures in basic emotions (Panksepp & Biven, 2011). Neuroticism
reflects sensitivity to negative affect (e.g., anxiety, sadness) and relates
to health, social, and work issues (Eysenck & Eysenck, 1985;
Iliopoulos, 2019). Still, emotional dysregulation also involves affective
instability, marked by intense, shifting emotions, especially relevant in
disorders like borderline and bipolar, yet often overlooked (Bagge et al.,
2004).

Barlow et al. (2014) noted neuroticism stems from temperament,
shaped by early environment. Though biologically based, traits are



modifiable through experience, such as parenting and early stress. For
instance, maternal anxiety affects children's stress responses.

Lastly, neuroticism is highly heritable and strongly predicts
depression and anxiety (Brown & Rosellini, 2011), though its exact
role, particularly in depression, remains unclear.

1.6 Anxiety and emotionality
Anxiety is a complex state involving responses to real or perceived
threats. Though adaptive by increasing vigilance (Steimer, 2002),
excessive anxiety disrupts life. Unlike fear, which reacts to clear
danger, anxiety involves internal, uncertain threats and future
anticipation (Barlow, 2000).

Humans and animals show anxiety-like behaviors, such as
displacement activities (Barlow, 2000). Anxiety is closely linked to
perceived lack of control and uncertainty (Barlow, 2000). Pavlov’s
work on neuroses contributed to concepts like trait anxiety and gene—
environment interactions (Pavlov, 1954; Quah et al., 2020).

Trait anxiety increases risk for anxiety and depression, involving
greater amygdala activity and weaker prefrontal regulation (Etkin et al.,
2011). Right-hemisphere structures also influence stress responses
(Sullivan & Gratton, 2002).

In summary, anxiety is evolutionarily useful but can become
harmful, shaped by genes, environment, and brain function.

1.7. Irritability and emotionality
Irritability is a heightened tendency to feel anger or impatience with
little provocation (APA, 2022). While sometimes normal (e.g. after
sleep loss), persistent irritability can indicate psychiatric conditions. It
overlaps with anger and aggression, involving emotional reactivity,
hostility, and sometimes aggression (Saatchi et al., 2023).

There is debate whether it is a stable trait linked to neuroticism
(Beauchaine & Tackett, 2020) or a situational state triggered by stress
(Toohey & DiGiuseppe, 2017). A hybrid model suggests both chronic
and episodic forms with distinct impacts (Stringaris & Taylor, 2015).



Irritability is moderately heritable and associated with mood
disorders, though specific genes remain unclear (Vidal-Ribas et al.,
2016). Neuroimaging shows heightened amygdala activity and reduced
prefrontal control (Thomas & Bouchard, 1993). Clinically, it appears in
depression, anxiety, and bipolar disorder, requiring tailored treatment.

1.8. Gender differences in personality traits, related to negative
emotionality

1.8.1. Gender and neuroticism

Neuroticism, a key personality trait linked to emotions and mood
disorders, exhibits consistent gender differences: women typically
report higher levels of neuroticism than men across cultures and age
groups (Costa & McCrae, 1992). This gender gap emerges as early as
adolescence and remains stable throughout life (Feingold, 1994).

Biological factors, such as hormonal fluctuations and stress
hormone regulation, partially explain women’s increased emotional
reactivity, while sociocultural norms encourage greater emotional
expressiveness in women and emotional restraint in men (Lahey, 2009;
Barlow et al., 2014).

These differences contribute to gendered patterns of mental health,
with women more prone to internalizing disorders (e.g., anxiety,
depression) and men to externalizing problems (e.g., aggression,
substance wuse) (Nolen-Hoeksema, 2001). Given neuroticism’s
predictive role in emotional distress and clinical conditions,
understanding its interaction with gender is vital for personalized
mental health care.

1.8.2. Gender and Anxiety
Trait anxiety, closely linked to neuroticism, is consistently higher in
women than men (McLean et al., 2011). This difference arises early and
persists due to both biological mechanisms, such as ovarian hormone
effects on emotion-regulating brain areas like the amygdala and
prefrontal cortex, and sociocultural factors that shape emotional
expression and coping strategies (Altemus et al., 2014; Etkin et al.,



2011). Women with elevated anxiety often experience comorbidities
such as depression and eating disorders, while men may mask anxiety
through externalizing behaviors like substance use (Rosenfield &
Mouzon, 2013). Gender-sensitive approaches in clinical assessment and
treatment are essential to address these differences effectively.

1.8.3. Gender and Irritability
Irritability involves emotional and behavioral aspects that differ by
gender (APA, 2022). Men often externalize it through aggression, while
women internalize it as anxiety or depression (Deveney et al., 2019).
Hormonal changes, especially around the menstrual cycle and
postpartum, contribute to irritability in women (Leibenluft et al., 2006).

Socialization leads boys to express anger openly and girls to
suppress it, shaping different irritability patterns (Toohey &
DiGiuseppe, 2017). Trait irritability is more stable and common in
males, while situational forms may be more frequent in females
(Stringaris & Taylor, 2015). Gender differences also appear in
comorbidities: externalizing disorders in boys, internalizing in girls
(Vidal-Ribas et al., 2016). These patterns highlight the need for gender-
sensitive approaches in assessment and treatment.

1.9. Functional specialization of the cerebral hemispheres — a
general theoretical framework
Hemispheric lateralization refers to the structural and functional
differences between the left (LH) and right (RH) cerebral hemispheres,
enhancing brain efficiency without enlarging brain size (Hartwigsen et
al., 2021; Vallortigara & Rogers, 2005). This asymmetry has a genetic
basis but is also influenced by factors like handedness and gender.

Anatomically, the planum temporale in Wernicke’s area is typically
larger in the LH, particularly in right-handed individuals with LH
language dominance (Hartwigsen et al.,, 2021). The LH is primarily
responsible for language and motor control, while the RH is more



involved in visuospatial processing, facial recognition, music, and
emotional perception (Johnstone et al., 2021).

Research has long shown consistent LH language dominance in
right-handers and more variability in left-handers (Springer & Deutsch,
1990). Damage studies confirm this specialization: LH injury impairs
language, while RH damage affects spatial and perceptual abilities.
Lateralization begins early, infant hand preference is one early sign
(Michel et al., 2021).

1.10. Handedness as the most obvious indicator of functional
brain laterality
Handedness reflects the brain’s lateralized functions. Right-handers
usually show left-hemisphere dominance for language, while the right
hemisphere handles spatial and emotional tasks (Sainburg, 2014).
Beyond right-, left-, and ambidextrous types, newer models identify
mixed-handedness as distinct (Annett, 1996).

Genetics likely influence right-handedness, supported by familial
trends and Annett’s Right-Shift Theory. Early environment and cultural
norms also shape handedness. In the past, left-handedness was
stigmatized, leading to forced switching, though acceptance has grown
(Asenova, 2018).

Prenatal hormones like testosterone may affect handedness, but
evidence is inconclusive (Vuoksimaa et al., 2022). Some suggest early
brain injury could alter lateralization and increase left-handedness
(Hamaoui et al., 2024).

Cultural and religious norms also impact handedness expression. In
some societies, left-hand use is discouraged, especially in religious
contexts like Islam (Reio & Eliot, 2004; Jamal et al., 2024).

Overall, handedness arises from a complex mix of genetic,
biological, environmental, and cultural factors.

1.11. Footedness and other lateral preferences



Hemispheric lateralization in humans is most evident in handedness but
also includes eye, ear, and foot preferences, reflecting brain
asymmetries (Sainburg, 2014; Toga & Thompson, 2003). Mixed-
handedness is recognized as distinct from ambidexterity (Annett, 1996).

Footedness often aligns with handedness (Bryden, 1998). A large
meta-analysis found 12.1% are left-footed; age, sex, and
neurodevelopmental factors influence this trait (Packheiser et al., 2020).
In children, footedness is less stable — only 46% of 4-year-olds showed
right-foot preference (Gabbard & Bonfigli, 1987).

Most right-handers are also right-footed (94.9%), while left-handers
show more variability (Packheiser et al., 2020). Footedness may better
predict brain lateralization in some domains, e.g., language, than
handedness (Bryden, 1998). It has practical importance in sports and
clinical rehabilitation (Tran & Voracek, 2016).

These findings highlight that motor lateralization is multifaceted,
shaped by genetic, biological, and cultural influences.

1.12. The relationship between handedness and footedness: a
complex pattern of motor lateralization
Motor lateralization is seen in both handedness and footedness, with the
latter also linked to brain asymmetry (Packheiser et al., 2020). While
most right-handers prefer their right foot (~95%), left-handers vary
more, ranging from 59% to 88% (Packheiser et al., 2020).

Footedness is less stable in children and shaped by environmental
factors (Gabbard & Iteya, 1996). Some studies suggest it may better
reflect cerebral lateralization than handedness (Elias et al., 1998).

1.13. Crossed lateral dominance and its conceptualization
Cross-dominance refers to inconsistent preference across hand, foot,
eye, and ear use. Fewer than one-third of people show full alignment
(Porac & Coren, 1981), with handedness being most consistent and
footedness/eyedness more variable (Bryden et al., 1994).
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Theories link mixed laterality to either normal variation (Annett’s
Right-Shift) or early disruption (Pathological Left-Handedness). It’s
associated with both strengths, like creativity (Propper & Christman,
2008), and challenges, such as poor coordination (Barnett & Corballis,
2002). It may involve greater communication (Groen et al., 2013) and
reflects a neurodiverse profile influenced by multiple factors.

1.14. Neurobiological Foundations of Handedness and
Emotionality
Handedness, a visible sign of brain lateralization, reflects how functions
like language and emotion are distributed between hemispheres. About
90% of people are right-handed, linked to left-brain dominance for
logic and language, while the right hemisphere handles emotions and
spatial reasoning. Studies suggest left-handed individuals, who often
show less hemispheric specialization, may experience greater emotional
reactivity and neuroticism due to more bilateral brain engagement. This
could mean less efficient emotional regulation. However, these links are
complex and likely shaped by multiple factors neurological, genetic,
and environmental, making handedness a possible indicator, not a
cause, of emotional traits.

1.15. The relationship between handedness and neuroticism
Studies suggested that left-handed individuals, who often show less
hemispheric specialization, may experience greater emotional reactivity
and neuroticism due to more bilateral brain engagement. This could
mean less efficient emotional regulation. However, these links are
complex and likely shaped by multiple factors, neurological, genetic,
and environmental, making handedness a possible indicator, not a
cause, of emotional traits.

1.16. The relationship between handedness and anxiety

Anxiety is influenced by genetic, neurobiological, environmental, and
cognitive factors. Handedness, reflecting brain lateralization, is being
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studied as a possible influence on anxiety. Left-handers, with atypical
lateralization and more right-hemisphere activity, may process emotions
differently, possibly heightening fear and arousal. Some studies connect
left-handedness to increased anxiety under stress, though findings vary.

Unique stressors like social bias and prenatal hormones may raise
emotional sensitivity in left-handers. Still, many studies show no
consistent differences in baseline anxiety, despite signs of greater stress
reactivity in left- or mixed-handed individuals.

Though not a direct cause, handedness may shape anxiety through
interactions with temperament, environment, and brain traits. More
detailed research is needed to understand this relationship and support
neurodiverse mental health.

1.17. The relationship between handedness and irritability
Though rarely studied alone, handedness may relate to irritability
through indirect evidence and theory. Left- and mixed-handed people
often show atypical brain lateralization, which can impair emotional
regulation and heighten sensitivity. This is linked to traits like
impulsivity and mood instability, which can lead to irritability.

Social pressures, such as stigma against left-handedness, may
increase emotional reactivity. Mixed-handed individuals might be
especially prone due to inconsistent brain development. However,
research often treats irritability as part of broader traits, with few
targeted studies.

New tools like the Affective Reactivity Index allow for better
measurement, encouraging further research. While causality isn't
proven, neurological and social factors suggest a meaningful connection
worth exploring.

1.18. Footedness and its association with Neuroticism, Anxiety,
and Irritability
Though less studied than handedness, footedness offers valuable insight
into emotional and personality traits. Inconsistent or mixed-footedness
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has been linked to higher neuroticism, emotional instability, anxiety
sensitivity, and irritability. Studies suggest that foot preference may
better reflect brain emotional lateralization than hand dominance.

Mixed-footed individuals are more likely to exhibit traits associated
with schizotypy and are overrepresented in conditions like ADHD,
schizophrenia, and dyslexia, often marked by affective dysregulation.
Footedness was loosely tied to aggression patterns in sports contexts.

Overall, mixed-footedness correlates with emotional variability and
stress sensitivity, making it a promising but underexplored area in
personality and emotional research.

1.19. Lateral congruence and its association with Neuroticism,
Anxiety, and Irritability
Though less studied than handedness, footedness offers valuable insight
into emotional and personality traits. Inconsistent or mixed-footedness
has been linked to higher neuroticism, emotional instability, anxiety
sensitivity, and irritability. Studies suggest that foot preference may
better reflect brain emotional lateralization than hand dominance.

Mixed-footed individuals are more likely to exhibit traits associated
with schizotypy and are overrepresented in conditions like ADHD,
schizophrenia, and dyslexia, often marked by affective dysregulation.
Footedness was also loosely tied to aggression patterns in sports
contexts.

Overall, mixed-footedness correlates with emotional variability and
stress sensitivity, making it a promising but underexplored area in
personality and emotional research.

CHAPTER TWO. STUDY’S METHODOLOGY

2.1 Study’s purpose and hypotheses
Present study was designed with the main purpose to examine the
relationship between functional hemispheric lateralization and negative
emotionality in adulthood. In pursuit of this goal, we examined the
relationships between neuroticism, trait anxiety and aggressive
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irritability as personality dimensions that are closely related to negative
emotionality, and patterns of lateral preferences — handedness,
footedness and their congruence. Additionally, we also investigated the
moderating effect of participants' gender on these relationships.

The purpose led to the following research tasks:

1) Study of the scholar literature which is relevant to the topic of the
present PhD research;

2) Selection of research methods which are relevant to the research
purpose and are intended for adults;

3) Recruiting a sufficient number of participants for the study;

4) Conducting individual assessment of each of the participants with
the set of research tools;

5) Performing statistical and interpretive analysis of the received
empirical data.

The following hypotheses were raised:

Main Hypothesis: There is a significant relationship between
functional laterality (handedness, footedness, and hand-foot
congruence) and personality traits, related to negative emotionality
(neuroticism, trait anxiety, and aggressive irritability), and this
relationship is moderated by gender.

Sub-Hypothesis 1: Non-right-handed individuals will report higher
levels of neuroticism, trait anxiety, and aggressive irritability than right-
handed individuals.

Sub-Hypothesis 2: Non-right-footed individuals will report higher
levels of neuroticism, trait anxiety, and aggressive irritability than right-
footed individuals.

Sub-Hypothesis 3: Individuals with incongruent hand-foot lateral
preference will report significantly higher levels of neuroticism, trait
anxiety, and aggressive irritability than those with congruent laterality.

Sub-Hypothesis 4: The relationship between lateral preferences
(handedness, footedness, and hand-foot congruence) and negative
emotionality traits (neuroticism, trait anxiety, and aggressive
irritability) will differ by gender.
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2.2. Study’s sample
All 208 participants in the study were representatives of the general
Greek population, and their participation in the study was completely
voluntary after being informed of its scientific objectives. The age of
the participants ranged from 19 to 63 years (Mean age =36.44; SD =
10.43), with 131 being female and 77 being male.

2.3. Research instruments
Several research instruments were employed to collect empirical data:
two performance-based tasks assessing hand and foot lateral
preferences, and three self-report questionnaires measuring personality
traits associated with negative emotionality, specifically, neuroticism,
anxiety, and aggressive irritability. The batteries of tests used to
measure handedness and footedness have been previously standardized
and applied by Asenova in numerous studies exploring functional brain
asymmetries in clinicl and normal population (Asenova, 2004, 2018).

The total pattern of lateral preferences was considered consistent
when a participant's hand and foot preferences matched — such as both
being right-dominant, both left-dominant, or both mixed. Any other
combination of the assessed two lateral preferences was classified as
inconsistent.

The Eysenk Personality Questionnaire — Revised (EPQ-R) was used
for measuring the personality trait Neuroticism (Eysenck, Eysenck, &
Barrett, 1985). The scale “Trait anxiety” of the State-Trait Anxiety
Inventory (STAI) (Spielberger, 1983) was used for measuring the
personality trait Anxiety. The Agrressive Irritability scale of the Buss-
Durkee Hostility Inventory (BDHI) was used to assess the personality
trait Agrressive Irritability.

CHAPTER THREE. STUDY’S RESULTS

3.1 Distribution of the total sample according to manual and foot
lateral preferences and their congruence
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The results of the analysis of the distribution of all participants according
to their handedness (Table 1) showed that the percentage of right-handed
participants was the highest.

The results regarding the distribution of all participants according to
their footedness (Table 2) showed the highest percentage of right-footed
participants, followed by mixed-footed 46.2%. The lowest was the
percentage of leftt-footed participants

Table 1. Distribution of the total sample according to the type of

manual preference

Groups Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Right handedness 96 46,2 46.2

Mixed handedness 80 38,5 38.5

Left handedness 32 15,4 15.4

Total 208 100,0 100.0

Table 2. Distribution of the total sample according to the type of
foot preference

Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent| Cumulative Percent
Right footedness 125 60,1 60,1 60,1
Mixed footedness 37 17,8 17,8 77,9
Left footedness 46 22,1 22,1 100,0
Total 208 100,0 100,0

According to the results presented in table 3 more than half of the sample
studied showed hand-foot congruence — 57.2%, and the rest 42.8%
showed hand-foot incongruence.

Table 3. Distribution of the total sample according to the presence
or absence of congruence between manual and foot preferences

Lateral congruence | Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percent
Congruence 119 57.2 57.2 57.2
Incongruence 89 42.8 42.8 77.9

Total 208 100.0 100.0
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Moreover, as seen in table 4, right-handed participants possessed the
highest lateral congruence, with 85.4% of them being right-footed as
well. The lowest lateral congruence possessed mixed-handed
participants, with 22.5% of them being mixed-footed as well. An
intermediate position wasis occupied by left-handers, since 56.2% of
them demonstrated left-footedness as well. These between-group
differences were highly statistically significant (y’4= 61.830, p = .000;
Cramer’s V' =.386)

Table 4. Distribution of the participants in the total sample
according to the congruence between types of manual and foot

preferences
Type of handedness Type of footedness
Right-footedness | Mixed- footedness Left- footedness
N | Percent N | Percent N Percent
Right-handedness 82 | 854 10| 104 4 42
Mixed-handedness 38 | 47,5 18 | 22,5 24 30,0
Left- handedness 5 15,6 9 | 28,1 18 56,2
Pearson Chi-Square 2uE 61.830, p = .000; Cramer’s V' =.386

3.2. Comparative analysis of the distribution of the participants
in gender groups according to their manual and foot lateral
preferences and manual-foot congruence

As can be seen from the table 5, the largest percentage of men showed
mixed handedness, and the largest percentage of women showed right-
handedness, with the difference in the percentage of right-handed people
in the two gender groups being statistically significant (y’p= 6.145, p =
.046; Cramer’s V= .172).

Table 5. Distribution of the participants in gender groups
according to type of their manual preference

Groups Type of handedness

Right-handedness | Mixed- handedness | Left- handedness
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N Percent | N Percent N | Percent
Male group 27 35.1 35 45.5 15| 19.5
Female group 69 52.7 45 34.4 17 1 13.0
Pearson Chi- 2= 6.145, p = .046; Cramer’s V=172

Square; Cramer’s V

As seen in table 6, the percentage of non-right footers was higher in the
male group than in the female group, and vice versa, but the difference
was statistically insignificant (3= 4.785, p = .091; Cramer’s V' = .152).

Table 6. Distribution of the participants in gender groups
according to type of their foot preference

Groups Type of footedness
Right-footedness| Mixed- footedness| Left- footedness
N Percent | N Percent | N Percent

Male group 39 50.6 18 23.4 20 26.0

Female group 86 65.6 19 14.5 26 19.8

Pearson Chi-Square; 2= 4.785,p=.091

Cramer’s V' Cramer’s V'=.152

Table 7. Distribution of the participants in gender groups
according to presence or absence of congruence between their manual

and foot preferences

Groups Presence of congruence | Absence of congruence
N Percent N Percent

Male group 36 46.8 41 53.2

Female group 83 63.4 48 36.6

g‘;zifl‘:r‘,g'}'sq“m’ = 5463, p = .019; Cramer’s V=162

And finally, as the results showed (table 7), the percentage of participants
in the female group who demonstrated hand-foot congruence was
statisticall significantly higher compared to the male group (1= 5.463,
p=.019; Cramer’s V'=".162).
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3.3. Comparative analysis of personality questionnaires results
across groups with different handedness and their gender subgroups

3.3.1. Neuroticism scale scores of groups with different
handedness and their gender subgroups

3.3.1.1. Comparison of the results on scale “Neuroticism” among
right-handed, mixed-handed, and left-handed groups
Results from the ANOVA (table 8) revealed that left-handed group
exhibited the lowest scores on Neuroticism, while the mixed-handed
group showed the highest one, with the differences being statistically
significant (F(2) = 3.219; p = .042).

Table 8. Mean Neuroticism Scale Scores for Groups with Different
Handedness

Groups Std. Std.
N Mean deviation Error
Right handedness 96 12,1042 4,84383 ,49437
Mixed handedness 80 12,4250 5,25014 ,58698
Left handedness 32 9,8125 5,26362 ,93048
Total 208 11,8750 5,12206 ,35515

Between-group Multiple comparisons revealed statistically significant
differences between left-handed group and both other groups: the right-
handed (p = .028) and mixed-handed group (p = .015). The differences

between right-handed and mixed-handed group were insignificant (p =
.676).

Table 9. Distribution of the participants in the groups with
different type of handedness according to the level of Neuroticism

Groups Level of Neuroticism

Low Normal High

N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent
Right-handed group 17 | 17,7 64 | 66,7 15| 15,6
Mixed-handed group 12 | 15,0 52 | 65,0 16 | 20,0
Left-handed group 11 | 344 19 | 59,4 2 16,2
Pearson Chi-Square; CraCramer’s V 2u=7.604, p=.107; Cramer’s V' =.135
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Results regarding the distribution of participants in the handedness
groups in terms of level of neuroticism (Table 9) showed insignificant
between-group differences (y°4= 7.604, p = .107; Cramer’s V = .135).

3.3.1.2. Comparison of 'Neuroticism' scale results across gender
groups
Results, presented in table 10 showed higher level of Neuroticism among
female participants than among male participants. The between-group
differences were highly significant (Fr206/= 4.853; sig = .000).

Table 10. Mean Neuroticism Scale Scores of the gender groups

N Mean Std. deviation | Std. Error
Male group 77 9.74 5.17 .589
Female group 131 13.12 4.67 408
F (sig) Foer=4.853; sig = .000

The results from the comparison of participants' distribution across
gender groups according to their level of neuroticism (Table 11) revealed
no significant differences (2= .109, p = .947; Cramer’s V' = .023).

Table 11. Distribution of the participants in the gender groups
according to the level of Neuroticism

Groups Level of Neuroticism
Low Normal High
N | Percent | N Percent N Percent
Male group 14 | 18.2 51 66.2 12 15.6
Female group 26 | 19.8 84 64.1 21 16.0
Pearson Chi-Square; 2= 109, p=.947; Cramer’s V =023
Cramer’s V

3.3.1.3. Comparison of 'Neuroticism' scale results across gender
subgroups of right-handed, mixed-handed, and left-handed groups
Results from the ANOVA showed that both factors — handedness (Fj2/ =
3,035; sp = .05) and gender (F/1i; = 18,751; p = .000) had a statistically
significant effect on the group mean values on Neuroticism scale, but
their interaction had no significant effect (/= .010; p = .990) (table 12).
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Table 12. Descriptive statistics (M, SD, SEM) for Neuroticism scores in
gender subgroups across groups with different types of handedness

Groups Gender | N Mean Std. Std.
subgroups Deviation | Error
Right-handed Group Men 27 9.66 5.06 931
Women | 69 13.05 4.43 .582
Mixed-handed group Men 35 10.48 51.23 .818
Women | 45 13.93 4.71 721
Left-handed group Men 15 8.13 4.94 1.249
Women 17 11.29 5.22 1.173

Multiple comparisons revealed statisticall significant differences between
left-handed group and both other groups: the right-handed group (p =
.021) and mixed-handed group (p = .011). No significant differences
were found between right- and mixed-handed groups (p = .662).

3.3.2. Anxiety scale scores of groups with different handedness
and their gender subgroups

3.3.2.1. Comparison of Results on scale “Anxiety” among right-
handed, mixed-handed, and left-handed groups
The results from ANOVA (table 13) revealed that the left-handed group
showed the lowest scores on the Anxiety scale, while the mixed-handed
group showed the highest. However, the differences did not reach
statistical significance (Fi2/ = .967; p = .382).

Table 13. Mean Anxiety Scale Scores for Groups with Different
Handedness

N Mean | Std. deviation Std. Error
Right handedness | 96 | 41.52 | 9.16 9.935
Mixed handedness | 80 | 43.15 9.56 1.069
Left handedness 32 | 40.62 12.38 2.189
Total 208 | 42.01 | 9.86 .684

Post Hoc Tests of Multiple Comparisons also revealed insignificant
between-group differences.
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Table 14. Distribution of the participants in the groups with different
type of handedness according to the level of Anxiety

Groups Level of Anxiety
Low Normal High
N Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent
Right-handed group 9 9.4 53 | 552 341354
Mixed-handed group 5 6.2 47 | 58.8 28 | 35.0
Left-handed group 7 21.9 16 | 50.0 9 |28.1
Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s 2= 6.345, p = .175; Cramer’s V' =.124

Table 14 shows distribution of the participants in handedness groups
according to the Anxiety level. While differences in the proportion of
participants with low Anxiety were apparent, they were not statistically
significant (y*@4) = 6.345, p = .175; Cramer's V' = .124).

3.3.2.2. Comparison of Anxiety scale results across gender groups
As seen from table 15, gender-related compairisons of the Mean Anxiety
scale revealed the attended tendency of higher level of Anxiety among
female participants than among male participants. Between-group
differences were highly significant (¢206/= 2.502; p = .013).

Table 15. Mean Anxiety Scale Scores of the gender groups

N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
Male group 77 39.80 10.35 1.179
Female group 131 43.30 9.36 .818
t(p) tnos=2.502; p=.013

Table 16 shows a significant gender difference in Anxiety levels (y*@) =
8.060, p = .018; Cramer's V' =.197), with high Anxiety reported twice as
often among females compared to males.

Table 16. Distribution of the participants in the gender groups
according to the level of Anxiety
Groups Level of Anxiet
Low Normal High
N | Percent | N | Percent N | Percent
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Male group 10 13.0 50 | 649 17 22.1

Female group 11 8.4 66 |504 54 41.2

Pearson Chi-Square; 2= 8.060, p=.018
Cramer’s Cramer’s V'=.197

3.3.2.3. Comparison of 'Anxiety’ scale results across gender
subgroups of right-handed, mixed-handed, and left-handed groups
As shown in Table 17, ANOVA revealed a significant effect of gender on
mean Anxiety scores (F(1) = 7.200, p = .008), while handedness (F(1) =
1.137, p = .323) and its interaction with gender (F2) = 0.286, p = .751)
showed no significant effects.

Table 17. Descriptive statistics (M, SD, SEM) for Anxiety scores in
gender subgroups within groups of different types of handedness

Groups Gender Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error
subgroups
Right-handed Group Men | 27 39.48 9.30 1.879
Women| 69 42.31 9.05 1.175
Mixed-handed group Men | 35 41.05 9.26 1.650
Women | 45 44.77 9.57 1.455
Left-handed group Men | 15 37.46 14.23 2.251
Women| 17 43.41 10.11 2.368

Between-group Multiple comparisons did not reveal statistically
significant differences between compared subgroups (p > .05).

3.3.3. Aggressive Irritability scale scores of groups with different
handedness and their gender subgroups

3.3.3.1. Comparison of results on the Aggressive Irritability Scale
among right-handed, mixed-handed, and left-handed groups
The results from the ANOVA, presented in table 18, showed no
statistically significant differences between the groups of right-, mixed-
and left-handed participants (F2s = .189; p = .828) regarding the Mean
group scores on aggressive irritability scale.

23



Table 18. Mean Aggressive Irritability Scale scores for groups with
different handedness

N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
Right handedness 96 2.46 1.91 195
Mixed handedness 80 2.31 2.12 237
Left handedness 32 2.28 1.48 262
Total 208 2.37 1.93 .134

Post hoc comparisons showed no significant differences between left-
handers and either right-handers (p = .637) or mixed-handers (p = .939),
nor between right- and mixed-handers (p =.596).

Table 19 presents the percentage distribution of Aggressive
Irritability levels across handedness groups. Results showed slight, non-
significant differences in the distribution of the personality trait
"Irritability" across groups (y*@)= 3.324, p = .190; Cramer's V' = .126).

Table 19. Distribution of the participants in the groups with
different type of handedness according to presence or absence of
Aggressive Irritability

Groups Aggressive Irritability
Absence of Irritability Presence of Irritability
N Percent N Percent
Right-handed group 91 94.8 5 5.2
Mixed-handed group 71 88.8 9 11.2
Left-handed group 31 96.9 1 3.1
Pearson Chi-Square; 2= 3.324, p=.190; Cramer’s V' =.126
Cramer’s V

3.3.3.2. Comparison of Aggressive Irritability scale results across
gender groups
As seen in table 20, gender-related compairisons of the Mean Aggressive
Irritability scale revealed no significant gender-related differences (#206/ =
722 p = 47T1).
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Table 20. Mean Aggressive Irritability Scale Scores of the gender

groups

N Mean Std. deviation | Std. Error
Male group 71 2.50 2.05 234
Female group 131 2.30 1.86 .163
t(p tpos=.722; p =471

The results from the comparison of participants' distribution across
gender groups according to the presence or absence of Aggressive
Irritability, that are presented in Table 21, showed no statistically
significant differences were found between the gender groups (2=
1.845, p = .174; Cramer’s V' =.094).

Table 21. Distribution of the participants in the gender groups
according to presence/absence of Aggressive Irritability

Groups Aggressive Irritability
Absence of Irritability | Presence of Irritability
N Percent | N Percent
Male group 69 89.6 8 10.4
Female group 124 94.7 7 5.3
Chi-Square; Cramer’s V 2= 1.845, p=.174; Cramer’s V' =.094

3.3.3.3. Comparison of the Aggressive Irritability’ scale results
across gender subgroups of right-handed, mixed-handed, and left-
handed groups
As shown in Table 22, no one of the three factors — “gender” (F(1) = .263,
p = .609), factors “handedness” (F) = .119, p = .888) and factor
“gender-handedness interaction” (F2) = .819, p = .442), had statistically
significant effects on the groups’ Mean Aggressive Irritability scores.

Table 22. Descriptive statistics (M, SD, SEM) for Aggressive
Irritability scores in gender subgroups within groups of different types

of handedness
Groups Gender subgroups| N Mean Std. Deviation
Right-handed Group Men | 27 2.44 171
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Women 69 2.47 2.00
Mixed-handed group Men 35 2.68 2.38
Women 45 2.02 1.87
Left-handed group Men 15 2.20 1.85
Women 17 2.35 1.11

Between-group Multiple comparisons did not reveal statistically
significant differences between compared gender subgroups of right-
handed, mixed-handed, and left-handed groups (p > .05).

3.4. Comparative analysis of personality questionnaires results
across groups with different footedness and their gender subgroups

3.4.1. Neuroticism scale scores of groups with different
footedness and their gender subgroups

3.4.1.1. Comparison of the results on scale “Neuroticism” among
right-footed, mixed-footed, and left-footed groups
ANOVA results (Table 23) showed non-significant differences in
Neuroticism across footedness groups (F2) = 2.165, p = .117), though a
slight trend toward higher scores in right-footed individuals was
observed.

Table 23. Mean Neuroticism Scale Scores for Groups with
Different Footedness

N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
Right footedness 125 12.44 4.96 443
Mixed footedness 37 10.59 5.04 .829
Left footedness 46 11.36 5.47 .807
Total 208 11.87 5.12 .355

Multiple comparisons revealed a near-significant difference between
right- and mixed-footed groups (p = .054), while differences between
right- and left-footed (p = .224) and between non-right-footed groups (p
=.492) were not significant.

Table 24 presents the distribution of Neuroticism levels across
handedness groups.

26



Table 24. Distribution of the participants in the groups with
different type of footedness according to the level of Neuroticism

Groups Level of Neuroticism
Low | Normal | High
N [ Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent
Right-footed group 20 | 16.0 84 | 67.2 21 | 16.8
Mixed-footed group 10 | 21.7 22 | 59.5 5 | 135
Left-footed group 10 | 21.7 29 1 63.0 7 | 152
Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s 2= 2.503, p = .644; Cramer’s V =.078

Results showed slight, non-significant differences in Neuroticism levels
across groups (y*@4) = 2.503, p = .644; Cramer's V' = .078).

3.4.1.2. Comparison of 'Neuroticism' scale results across gender
subgroups of right-footed, mixed-footed, and left-footed groups

As shown in Table 25, only gender had a significant effect on mean
Neuroticism scores (F(1) = 15.521, p <.001). Footedness (F(1) = 0.974, p
= .379) and the gender—footedness interaction (F(1) = 0.250, p = .779)
showed no significant effects.

Table 25. Descriptive statistics (M, SD, SEM) for Neuroticism scores in
gender subgroups across groups with different types of footedness

Groups Gender subgroups| N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error
Right-footed group Men 39 | 10.10 4.97 197
Women 86 | 13.50 4.60 496
Mixed-footed group Men 18 | 9.31 4.74 1.089
Women 19 | 13.50 4.60 496
Left-footed group Men 20 | 9.30 5.98 1.337
Women 25 1 13.32 4.25 851

Female right-footed participants showed significantly higher Neuroticism
than all male groups: right-footed (p < .001), mixed-footed (p = .001),
and left-footed (p = .001). No significant differences were found between
female mixed-footed and any other group (p > .05).
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3.4.2. Anxiety scale scores of groups with different footedness
and their gender subgroups

3.4.2.1. Comparison of Results on scale “Anxiety” among right-
footed, mixed-footed, and left-footed groups
ANOVA showed no significant differences in Anxiety across footedness
groups (F2) = 0.023, p = .977), as seen in Table 26. Post hoc tests also
revealed no significant differences between left-, mixed-, and right-
footed groups (p > .05).

Table 26. Mean Anxiety Scale Scores for Groups with Different
Footedness

N Mean Std. deviation Std. Error
Right-footed group 125 41.95 8.93 799
Mixed-footed group 37 41.86 11.17 1.836
Left-footed group 46 42.28 11.30 1.666
Total 208 42.00 9.86 .684

No significant footedness-related differences in Anxiety were found (F2)
= 0.023, p = .977), and post hoc tests confirmed the lack of significant
between-group differences (p > .05).

Table 27 shows the distribution of Anxiety levels across footedness
groups.

Table 27. Distribution of the participants in the groups with
different type of footedness according to the level of Anxiety

Groups Level of Anxiety
Low Normal High
N Percent | N Percent | N Percent
Right-footed group 10 | 8.0 69 | 552 46 | 36.8
Mixed-footed group 4 10.8 22 | 595 11 29.7
Left-footed group 7 15.2 25 | 543 14 |304
Pearson Chi-Square 2= 2.537, p = .640; Cramer’s V' = .078
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No significant group differences were found in Anxiety levels (y?4) =
2.537, p = .640; Cramer's V' = .078), though left-handers showed a slight
trend toward lower Neuroticism compared to other groups.

3.4.2.2. Comparison of 'Anxiety’ scale results across gender
subgroups of right-footed, mixed-footed, and left-footed groups

Results of the ANOVA ( Table 28) showed that gender had a significant

effect on mean Anxiety scores (F(1) = 4.366, p = .038). Footedness (F(2) =

0.172, p = .842) and gender—footedness interaction showed no significant

effects F2) = 0.129, p = .879).

Table 28. Descriptive statistics (M, SD, SEM) for Anxiety scores in
ender subgroups within groups of different types of footedness

Groups Gender N | Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error
subgroups

Right-footed Group Men | 39 | 39.07 8.66 1.386
Women | 86 | 43.25 8.80 .949

Mixed-footed group Men | 18 | 39.52 11.26 2.584
Women | 19 | 43.68 10.90 2.501

Left-footed group Men | 20 | 40.90 12.78 2.857
Women | 25 | 43.80 10.08 2.017

Multiple comparisons showed a significant difference only between male
and female right-footed groups (p = .028), while all other group
differences were not significant (p > .05).

3.4.3. Aggressive Irritability scale scores of groups with different
type of footedness and their gender subgroups

3.4.3.1. Comparison of results on the Aggressive Irritability
Scale among right-footed, mixed-footed, and left-footed groups

First, ANOVA was conducted to assess differences in the personality

trait Aggressive irritability between groups with different type of
footedness.
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As shown in Table 29, ANOVA revealed no significant differences in
Aggressive Irritability across footedness groups (F(2) = 1.524, p = .220),
though left-footers scored lowest and right-footers highest. Post hoc tests
confirmed no significant group differences (p > .05).

Table 29. Mean Aggressive Irritability Scale scores for groups with

different footedness
Groups N Mean Std. deviation | Std. Error
Right-footed group 125 2.56 1.97 176
Mixed-footed group | 37 2.24 1.78 293
Left-footed group 46 2.00 1.93 284
Total 208 2.37 1.93 134

Table 30 shows the distribution of the participants in the footedness
groups according to the level of Aggressive Irritability.

Table 30. Distribution of the participants in the groups with
different type of footedness according to presence or absence of
Aggressive Irritability

Groups Irritability
Absence of Irritability | Presence of Irritability
N Percent N Percent
Right-footed group 116 | 92.8 9 7.2
Mixed-footed group 34 91.9 3 8.1
Left-footed group 43 93.5 3 6.5
Pearson Chi-Square;Cramer’s V' 2= 077, p=.962; Cramer’s V' =.019

No significant group differences were found in the distribution of
Aggressive Irritability (y*2) = 0.077, p = .962; Cramer's V' = .019), with
largely similar results across all three groups.

3.4.3.2. Comparison of the Aggressive Irritability scale results
across gender subgroups of right-footed, mixed-footed, and left-footed

groups
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Univariate ANOVA (Table 31) showed no significant effects of gender
(Fay = 0.740, p = .391), footedness (F(2) = 2.062, p = .130), or their
interaction (F(2) = 1.993, p = .139) on mean Agrressive irritability
scores.

Table 31. Descriptive statistics (M, SD, SEM) for Aggressive
Irritability scores in gender subgroups within groups of different types

of footedness

Groups Gender subgroups| N | Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error

Right-footed Group Men 39 | 2.82 1.97 315
Women 86 | 2.44 1.97 212

Mixed-footed group Men 18 12.73 2.07 476
Women 19 | 1.73 1.24 284

Left-footed group Men 20 | 1.65 2.00 448
Women 25 | 2.37 1.93 134

Multiple comparisons showed a significant difference only between male
right- and left-footed groups (p = .028), while all other group differences
were not significant (p > .05).

3.5. Comparative analysis of personality tests results between the
group with congruent and the group with incongruent hand-foot
lateral preferences

3.5.1. Comparison of Neuroticism scale results of the group with
congruent and the group with incongruent hand-foot Ilateral
preferences
To examine the effect of hand—foot lateral congruence on Neuroticism,
an Independent Samples T-test was conducted between congruent and
incongruent groups.

As shown in Table 32, participants with incongruent hand—foot
lateral preference had significantly higher Neuroticism scores than those
with congruent preference (F(206) = 2.354, p = .019).

Table 32. Mean Neuroticism Scale Scores of the group with
congruent and the group with incongruent hand-foot lateral preference
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Groups Std. Std.
N| Mean | deviation | Error

Group with congruent lateral preference 11 11.15 | 4.78 438
Group with incongruent lateral preference 89 12.83 | 5.42 575
F (sig) Fioe=2.354; sig=.019

Table 33 presents the distribution of Neuroticism across both groups.

Table 33. Distribution of the participants in the group with
congruent and the group with incongruent hand-foot lateral preference
according to their level of Neuroticism

Groups Level of Neuroticism
Low Normal High
N | Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent

Group with congruent preference | 27 | 22.7 80 | 67.2 12 10.1

Group with incongruent preference | 13 | 14.6 55 | 61.8 21 23.6

Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s V' 2= 7.820, p = .020; Cramer’s V' =.194

The results revealed significant differences between the two groups
(o= 7.820, p = .020; Cramer’s V' = .023), with the tendency of higher
percentage of the participants with high level of Neuroticism in the group
with incongruent hand-foot lateral preference in comparison with the
group with congruent one (23.6% versus 10.1%).

3.5.2. Comparison of ' Anxiety ' scale results of the group with
congruent and the group with incongruent hand-foot lateral preference

Table 34 shows that the incongruent group had higher anxiety, but the
difference was not statistically significant (¢206) = 1.469, p = .143).

Table 34. Mean Anxiety Scale Scores of the group with congruent
and the group with incongruent hand-foot lateral preference

Groups N | Mean | Std. deviation| Std. Error
Group with congruent lateral preference 119] 41.14 9.75 .893
Group with incongruent lateral preference | 89 | 43.16 9.95 1.055
t(p) t nos/—= 1.469; p = .143

32




Table 35. Distribution of the participants in the group with
congruent and the group with incongruent hand-foot lateral preference
according to the level of Anxiety

Groups Level of Anxiety
Low Normal High
Percent | N | Percent | N | Percent
Group with congruent preference | 14 | 11.8 69 | 58.0 36 | 30.3
Group with incongruent preference 7 | 7.9 47 | 52.8 35| 393
Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s V' 2= 2.239, p=.326; Cramer’s V' =.104

The results from the comparison of participants' distribution across these
two groups according to the level of Anxiety are presented in Table 35.
The difference between groups was not statistically significant (¥*(2) =
2.239, p =.326; Cramer’s V =.104).

3.5.3. Comparison of the Aggresssive Irritability scale results of the
group with congruent and the group with incongruent hand-foot lateral
preferences
To assess the effect of hand-foot congruence on Aggressive Irritability,
an Independent Samples T-Test compared congruent and incongruent
groups. Table 36 shows a slight, statistically insignificant difference in
mean scores (#206) = 1.469, p = .143).

Table 36. Mean Aggressive Irritability Scale Scores of the group
with congruent and the and the group with incongruent hand-foot

lateral preference
Groups N Mean | Std. deviation | Std. Error
Group with congruent preference 119 | 41.14 | 9.75 .893
Group with incongruent preference 89 43.16 | 9.95 1.055

t no6/~ 1.469;p =.143

Table 37 shows the distribution of Aggressive Irritability by hand-foot
congruence. No significant difference was found between groups (y*1) =
0.051, p =.821; Cramer’s V' =.016).
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Table 37. Distribution of the participants in the group with
congruent and the group with incongruent hand—foot lateral
preferences according to the presence or absence of Aggressive

Irritability

Groups

Aggressive Irritability

Absence of Irritability | Presence of Irritability
N Percent N Percent
Group with congruent preference 110 92.4 9 7.6
Group with incongruent preference | 83 933 6 6.7

Pearson Chi-Square; Cramer’s V

2n= 051, p=.821; Cramer’s V=016

DISCUSSION

This study explored the relation between functional brain lateralization
and negative emotionality, a field marked by inconsistent findings.
Drawing on established theoretical frameworks (Porac & Coren, 1975;
Davidson, 2004; Gainotti, 2012), the study examined handedness,
footedness, and their congruence in relation to neuroticism, trait anxiety,
and aggressive Iirritability, with additional focus on gender as a
moderating factor.

The investigation was conducted on a representative sample of 208
clinically healthy adults (19-63 years) using performance-based measures
of handedness and footedness alongside standardized personality
questionnaires. Results confirmed the predominance of right-hand and
right-foot dominance, consistent with the well-established link between
left-hemispheric motor dominance and right-sided preference (Bryden,
1998; Packheiser et al., 2020). Congruence between hand and foot
preferences was significantly higher among right-handers, whereas left-
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handers exhibited greater variability (Augustyn & Peters, 1986). Gender
differences were also observed: men more frequently displayed mixed-
handedness, while women were predominantly right-handed and showed
higher rates of congruent lateral preferences.

The findings regarding emotional traits refine prior assumptions.
Contrary to earlier reports suggesting heightened emotional instability
among non-right-handers (Bishop, 1990; Satz & Green, 1999), left-
handed individuals in this study reported significantly lower neuroticism
scores than right- or mixed-handers. Crucially, it was not the direction of
handedness but the incongruence of hand—foot preference that predicted
higher neuroticism, supporting recent claims that inconsistency of
lateralization is a more reliable marker of vulnerability (Lyle et al., 2013;
Tran, Stieger, & Voracek, 2014). These results further suggest that
consistent left-handedness may even confer resilience, potentially due to
compensatory neurocognitive adaptations (Propper & Christman, 2008)
or sociocultural mechanisms such as overcoming historical stigma
(Papadatou-Pastou et al., 2020).

Trait anxiety did not differ significantly across handedness groups,
in line with contemporary research showing that handedness is not a
stable predictor of anxiety (Wright & Hardie, 2012; Ocklenburg et al.,
2023). Aggressive irritability likewise showed no significant associations
with lateral preference, though mixed-handers displayed slightly higher
proportions of irritability, echoing earlier but inconsistent findings
linking mixed-handedness to affective lability (Cherbuin & Brinkman,
2006).

Footedness alone was not significantly related to neuroticism,
anxiety, or irritability. Minor, non-significant trends suggested slightly
higher neuroticism and irritability among right-footed participants,
contrasting with prior findings that emphasized emotional instability
among mixed-footed individuals (Mandal et al., 2012). Once again, the
consistency of preferences across limbs appeared more psychologically
meaningful than the simple left-right direction.
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Hand-foot congruence emerged as the most robust correlate of
personality. Participants with incongruent preferences scored
significantly higher on neuroticism, confirming previous reports linking
inconsistent laterality to reduced hemispheric specialization and impaired
emotion regulation (Elias et al., 1998; Tran et al., 2014). Associations
with anxiety and irritability were weaker and did not reach statistical
significance, although slight trends mirrored earlier observations of
elevated stress reactivity in individuals with ambiguous lateralization
(Bryden et al., 2000). These results underscore that congruent lateral
organization may serve as a protective factor, whereas incongruence
reflects greater emotional vulnerability.

Gender exerted independent effects on emotional traits. Women
reported significantly higher neuroticism and anxiety than men,
replicating established findings (Costa & McCrae, 1992; McLean et al.,
2011; Altemus et al., 2014). In contrast, no significant gender differences
were found in aggressive irritability, despite a slight tendency toward
higher male irritability, consistent with the notion that men more often
externalize irritability while women may internalize or inhibit its
expression (Toohey & DiGiuseppe, 2017). Importantly, gender did not
moderate the effects of hand—foot congruence, suggesting that lateral
organization exerts a similar influence across sexes.

Taken together, the findings contribute to a more nuanced view of
the lateralization—emotion link. They demonstrate that inconsistency of
motor preferences, rather than left-handedness itself, is associated with
emotional vulnerability, while consistent left-handedness may represent
resilience. Gender differences were confirmed for neuroticism and
anxiety but did not alter the role of lateral congruence. These results
emphasize the value of considering the coherence of lateral preferences,
beyond traditional left-right classifications, in understanding emotional
functioning.

Limitations and future directions. The study relied on self-report
measures, raising the possibility of response bias. Its sample, while
sufficiently large and age-diverse, was geographically and culturally
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specific, limiting generalizability. The cross-sectional design prevents
causal conclusions about the relationship between lateral preferences and
emotional traits. Future research should employ longitudinal designs and
multimodal assessments (e.g., fMRI, EEG, diffusion tensor imaging)
combined with physiological measures (Etkin et al., 2011). Extending
investigations to clinical and cross-cultural populations would strengthen
theoretical models and provide a broader understanding of how
functional brain lateralization shapes emotional vulnerability and
resilience.

CONCLUSIONS

1. The predominant motor lateral preferences among the Greek
general population are right-handedness and right-footedness.

2. Congruence between hand and foot lateral preferences was higher
among right-handers than non-right-handers, especially among mixed-
handers.

3. Gender differences are evident in manual preference: the
frequency of right- handedness is higher among women than men.

4. There are no significant gender-related differences in foot
preference.

5. Gender differences are evident in hand-foot lateral congruence:
the frequency of hand-foot lateral congruence is higher among women
than men.

6. Left-handed individuals report significantly lower neuroticism
than both right- and mixed-handed individuals. Right-handed and mixed-
handed individuals do not differ significantly in their level of
neuroticism, suggesting that non-right-handedness is not associated with
higher emotional vulnerability.

7. Right-, mixed- and left-handed individuals do not significantly
differ in trait anxiety. These findings suggest that handedness is not a
reliable predictor of trait anxiety.
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8. Aggressive irritability does not differ significantly between
groups with different type of handedness.

9. Both gender and handedness, but not their interaction, have
significant effects on neuroticism.

10. Gender, but not handedness or gender-handedness interaction,
shows a significant effect on anxiety, with women being more anxious
compared to men.

11. Gender, handedness, and their interaction have no significant
effects on aggressive irritability.

12. Right-, mixed- and left-footed individuals do not significantly
differ in neuroticism, trait anxiety, or aggressive irritability. These
findings do not support the hypothesis that non-right-footedness is linked
to higher emotional vulnerability.

13. Gender-footedness interaction has not significant effect on
neuroticism, trait anxiety, or aggressive irritability.

14. Gender has a consistent impact on neuroticism and trait anxiety,
but not on aggressive irritability. These findings support theories
emphasizing biological and psychosocial mechanisms in gendered
emotional vulnerability.

15. Individuals with incongruent handedness and footedness exhibit
higher neuroticism compared to those with congruence in these lateral
preferences. Hand-foot lateral incongruence has not significant effects on
trait anxiety and aggressive irritability.

CONTRIBUTIONS

1. The study provided empirical support for the complexity and
individual variability of lateral preferences, highlighting the importance
of moving beyond binary classifications of handedness and footedness.

2. The present study offered new evidence on patterns of congruence
between handedness and footedness, showing that right-handers display
higher congruence than non-right-handers, and that women tend to
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exhibit stronger manual right-handedness and higher hand—foot
congruence compared to men.

3. The findings challenged earlier assumptions that non-right-
handedness is consistently linked to emotional instability, instead
revealing that left-handers reported lower levels of neuroticism than both
right- and mixed-handers.

4. The study demonstrated that neither handedness nor footedness
alone significantly predict trait anxiety, neuroticism, or aggressive
irritability, indicating that simple laterality measures are insufficient
indicators of emotional vulnerability.

5. By contrast, incongruence between hand—foot preferences was
significantly associated with higher neuroticism, identifying lateral
congruence as a more sensitive marker of emotional vulnerability than
handedness or footedness alone.

6. Analyses showed that gender had robust effects on neuroticism and
trait anxiety (with higher levels among women), but not on aggressive
irritability, while interactions between gender and lateral preferences
were not significant.

7. The findings encourage future research into potential compensatory
neural mechanisms in left-handed and incongruent individuals, which
may help explain their distinct emotional profiles and resilience against
dysregulation.

PUBLICATIONS ON THE TOPIC OF THE PhD
DISSERTATION

1. Gkarneta, E. 1. (2025). Gender differences in personality traits
related to negative emotionality. Yearbook of Psychology. (in print)

2. Gkarneta, E. 1. (2025). Hand preference and neuroticism:
conceptual links and theoretical considerations. Yearbook of Psychology.
(in print)

39



3. Gkarneta, E. I. (2025). Personality traits related to negative
emotionality in individuals with different handedness. Yearbook of
Psychology. (in print)

40



	avtoref_bul__ELISAVET (1)
	avtoref_engl_ELisavet (1)

