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Abstract
Ambiguity intolerance is a relatively new
psychological phenomenon, which mani-
fests its relevance in the conditions of in-
stability of the modern world. Intolerance
to ambiguity that is often not distin-
guished with the intolerance to uncer-
tainty, refers to an individual's predisposi-
tion to react aversely to ambiguous situa-
tions. This tendency manifests across
three domains: cognitively, through
dichotomous (black-and-white) thinking;
affectively, through experiences of anxiety
and discomfort; and behaviorally, through
the avoidance of ambiguous scenarios.
This study aims to fill the existing gap in
methodological development of this phe-
nomenon in the Russian context. The aim

Pesiome
Herepriiumocts Kk HeopHosHaurocTu (ambiguity
intolerance) — OTHOCHUTEIBHO HOBBIIi [ICUXOJIOTH-
yeckuii (heHOMEH, TTPOSIBIIAIONNI aKTyaJqbHOCTh
B YCJOBUSX HEYCTONYMBOCTU COBPEMEHHOTO
Mupa. HereprmmocTb K HEOJHO3HAYHOCTH, KOTO-
PYIO YacTo He OTJUYAIOT OT HETEPIUMOCTH K
HEOIPE/IeJICHHOCTH, OTPaykaeT TEH/EHITNIO Hera-
TUBHO pearnpoBaTh Ha JIBYCMbICJIEHHbBIE CUTYa-
UK. DTO TPOSBJISIETCST B YePHO-OEJIOM MbIIILIe-
HUU HAa KOTHUTHBHOM YPOBHE, TPEBOTE U JICKOM-
dopre Ha IMOIMOHATBHOM YPOBHE, a TaKKe B
n30eraHny TaKUX CUTYallui Ha ITOBEAEHYECKOM
yposhe. Hacrosiiiee ucciepoBanue MmpusBaHO
BOCIIOJIHUTH UMEIOIIUIiCS TPoOes B 4aCTH METO-
JIMYECKOi pa3paboTKu 9TOro (heHoMeHa B pPoc-
cuiickom KonTtekcte. Ilesibio crasm BbIsiBiIEHHE
MICUXOMETPUYECKUX XaPaKTEPUCTUK U aJ[allTaIust
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was to identify psychometric characteris-
tics and adapt the Short Ambiguity
Intolerance Scale (SAIS-7) on a Russian
sample. The study involved 2,709 respon-
dents aged between 18 and 87 years (M =
34.27, o = 14.73) with different socio-
demographic characteristics. Confirma-
tory factor analysis found the final (ex
post) model of the scale, having a single-
factor structure in which the indices of
consent best meet the original data after
adding links between errors of variables:
CMIN = 100.909; df = 12; p = .000;
GFI=.974; CFI = .990; RMSEA = .052;
Pclose = .325. The results of the study
allow us to establish acceptable indicators
of the internal reliability and conver-
gence. The identified patterns support
that the Short Ambiguity Intolerance
Scale (SAIS-7) is a reliable and robust
tool, extending the scope for empirical
studies on the intolerance to ambiguity,
including cross-cultural design.

Keywords: ambiguity, uncertainty, ambi-
guity intolerance, tolerance to uncertain-
ty, VUCA, short scale of ambiguity intol-
erance (SAIS-7).
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Kpatkoii 1rkasibl HETEPIUMOCTU K HEOIHO3HAY-
Hoct (SAIS-7) wa poccuiickoit BeiGopke. B wc-
cirefioBanuy puHsy ydactue 2709 pecrionienTos,
B Bozpacte ot 18 o 87 et (M = 34.27, 0 = 14.73) c
PAaBJIMYHBIMU  CONUANBHO-eMOrpahuiecKIuMI
xapakTepuctukamu. KoudupmaTophblii hakTop-
HBIII aHAIN3 KOHCTATUPOBAJ UTOTOBYIO (arocre-
PUOPHYIO) MOJIEJTb IIKAJIbI HETEPIUMOCTH K
HEOHO3HAUHOCTH, MMEIONIYI0 O[HOMAKTOPHYIO
CTPYKTYPY, MHIIEKCBI COTJIACHST B KOTOPOI HAMITY4-
M 00pa3oM  YIIOBJIETBOPSIIOT MCXO/HbBIM JIaH-
HBIM T10CJIe 0OABJIEHUS CBSI3€il MEXKTY OIMOKaMU
nepemennbix: CMIN = 100.909; df = 12; p = 0.000;
GFI = 0.974; CFI = 0.990; RMSEA = 0.052;
Pclose = 0.325. PesyJsrarhl MCCIe10BaHIS 1103~
BOJISIIOT KOHCTATHPOBATD TIPHEMJIEMbIe TTOKa3aTe-
JIM BHYTPeHHel Ha/leKHOCTH ¥ KOHBEPreHTHOM
BAJIMJHOCTU. BbIsgBIEHHbBIE 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH
CBU/IETENILCTBYIOT B I0JIB3Y TOro, uto Kpartkas
MIKaJga HeTePHUMOCTH K HEeOZHO3HAUYHOCTH
(SAIS-7) aBnsercss Haje)KHBIM W BaJUJHBIM
MHCTPYMEHTOM, PACITUPSIONUM BO3MOMKHOCTH
[POBEIEH IS AMITUPUYECKUX UCCJAEIOBAHUN KOH-
CTPYKTA HETEPHUMOCTH K HEOIHO3HAYHOCTH, B
TOM YHCJIe B KPOCC-KYJIBTYPHOM JlU3aiite.

Kntouesvie crnosa: HeoHO3HAYHOCTD, HEOIPejie-
JIEHHOCTh, HETEPIUMOCTh K HEO[HO3HAYHOCTH,
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Ambiguity is becoming an integral part of the modern society. The technological
development, on the one hand, is oriented towards the formation of a comfortable
and safe world, while, on the other hand, it increases the amount of information and
the variability of the environment that determines the complex situation of choice.
Characterizing the modern world, researchers and practitioners describe new con-
ditions through the abbreviation VUCA (volatility, uncertainty, complexity and
ambiguity) (De Schauer, 2022; Baran & Woznyj, 2021). Such realities of the modern
world as socio-economic transformations and terrorist threats (Bennett & Lemoine,
2014), development of information technologies, political instability (Troise et al.,
2022), and new biological and environmental threats (Noda, 2020) define the rise of
ambiguity. The issues related to the characteristics of a VUCA world affect the psy-
chological aspects of society creating a cognitive and emotional tension (De
Schauer, 2022; Luthans & Broad, 2022). In sum, the modern reality makes people
exist, think and act effectively in the conditions of ambiguity.

Effective management of ambiguity requires flexibility, the ability to manage
crisis situations and cope with stress (Baran & Woznyj, 2021). A promising
approach to this problem is seen in its consideration through the prism of the con-
cept of tolerance (intolerance) to ambiguity. For the first time, this phenomenon as
an attitude to the changing, probabilistic and contradictory situation was present-
ed by E. Frenkel-Brunswick (1948). The author concluded that tolerance/intoler-
ance to ambiguity as a personal variable is manifested in behavioral dispositions
and individual characteristics (Isaeva & Mamatova, 2021). It can be said that the
intolerance to ambiguity reflects a personal tendency to react negatively on emo-
tional, cognitive and behavioral levels to the ambiguity of situations and events
(Zlobina & Krasnoryadtseva, 2023b, p. 657). Cognitive reactions include responses
that indicate an individual’s tendency to perceive the ambiguous situation strictly
in black or white; emotional reactions are expressed in discomfort, resentment,
anger and anxiety, and behavioral responses indicate rejection or avoidance of the
ambiguous situation (Grenier et al., 2005).
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The question of the conceptual nature of ambiguity intolerance remains open.
According to the first approach, ambiguity intolerance is considered as a generalized
personality trait. It is a stable tendency to respond to perceived ambiguity with a
greater or lesser intensity, distributed in the general population (Carleton, 2016;
McLain et al., 2015; Kornilova & Chumakova, 2014). The representatives of the second
approach tend to see in this phenomenon a certain strategy of life implementation
determined by the surrounding conditions (Zlobina & Krasnoryadtseva, 2023a;
Ladouceur et al., 2000). In our view, these approaches are not contradictory. According
to the compensator control theory, humans are intolerant to ambiguity because it rep-
resents a lack of structure and deprives them of the ability to feel in control of their lives
(Ma & Kay, 2017). This, in turn, forms a certain strategy of human interaction with the
world (Zlobina & Krasnoryadtseva, 2023a). Thus, this makes us consider ambiguity
intolerance as a personal characteristic in response to external challenges.

Ambiguity and Uncertainty: The Problem of Distinguishing Concepts

In order to reveal the phenomenology of the ambiguity intolerance, it is worth
taking into account the existence of similar but not identical concepts, which are
often used as interchangeable. Thus, there is a problem of distinguishing the con-
cepts “intolerance to ambiguity” and “intolerance to uncertainty”. This problem is
especially acute in the Russian scientific literature. For example, in the study of
Kornilova and Chumakova (2014) the construct “tolerance to uncertainty” is
described through the lens of the methodological approaches of E. Frenkel-
Brunswick and S. Budner, revealing the tolerance to ambiguity. The same situation
is observed in the works devoted to studying the problem of the diagnosis of toler-
ance to uncertainty and the methods thereof (Zlobina & Krasnoryadtseva, 2023b).
This is probably due to the fact that this terminology first appeared in English-lan-
guage scientific studies and may be considered as a problem of translation. Indeed,
available translators, such as in Google or Yandex, often translate “ambiguity” and
“uncertainty” identically as “uncertainty”.

In the foreign scientific literature, the problem of mixing concepts is found in
earlier studies (e.g., Geller et al., 1993; Majid & Pragasam, 1997), in which ambi-
guity and uncertainty are seen as interchangeable on the basis of a number of sim-
ilar characteristics. First, both phenomena are cognitive filters through which peo-
ple perceive the environment as a source of threat. Second, they both include a ten-
dency to react negatively, which is reflected in emotions, cognitions and behaviors
in uncertain or ambiguous situations (Rosen et al., 2014).

Recent studies attempt to prove the differences of these constructs both at the-
oretical and empirical levels (Zvolensky et al., 2010; Grenier et al., 2005). In the
work of Grenier and colleagues (Grenier et al., 2005), an attempt to distinguish
these phenomena is made in relation to a time perspective. The authors note that
people intolerant to ambiguity are not able to tolerate a situation “here and now”
(areal situation is the source of threat ). On the other hand, uncertainty intolerance
refers to an unpredictable future-oriented component (uncertain future situations
are the source of threat). In support of this claim, it was found that intolerance to
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uncertainty plays a key role in the acquisition and maintenance of anxiety that is
usually focused on the expectations of future negative consequences (Birrell et al.,
2011). An attempt to prove empirically Grenier’s hypothesis on the temporal orien-
tation of the differences of the constructs was made in 2007. Although some trends
have been found in the link between intolerance to uncertainty and orientation to
the future, the authors did not find support for the hypothesis (Rosen et al., 2014).

In a number of studies, uncertainty and ambiguity are distinguished according to
the probability of the result (e.g., Chen & Lovibond, 2016; Kirschner et al., 2016).
Uncertainty refers to the situation where the result is unknown, but the probability of
the result is known, whereas ambiguity is defined as higher-order uncertainty, that is,
complete ignorance about the result (Chen & Lovibond, 2016; Kirschner et al., 2016).
In the experimental study (Kirschner et al., 2016), it was found that manipulating
only the uncertainty of the situation did not reveal differences between patients with
generalized anxiety disorder and the control group, which contradicts a large number
of studies. However, with the additional introduction of incentives for ambiguity, it
was possible to identify differences between groups of highly anxious and low anxious
people (Ibid.). Scientists have concluded that the intolerance to uncertainty is related
to increased threat assessment and negative affect in the conditions of ambiguity, but
not uncertainty (Chen & Lovibond, 2016). Ambiguity in this case is a particularly
powerful trigger for the biased threat assessment and negative affect included in the
uncertainty. The data presented clearly indicate the need to separate the concepts of
uncertainty and ambiguity, both at the terminological and conceptual levels.

In the context of this study, ambiguity is understood as a subjective perception
of missing (Frisch & Baron, 1988) or conflicting information (Trautmann & Van
De Kuilen, 2015), and ambiguity intolerance is seen as a dispositional tendency to
interpret the perceived ambiguity as threatening and/or discomforting (e.g.
Budner, 1962). As opposed to uncertainty, ambiguity does not imply a new,
unknown situation or a complex task (Pedovi¢ et al., 2022). In view of the above,
there is a growing need to find adequate ways of measuring and diagnosing ambi-
guity intolerance, and it requires adapting the available methodological tools to
different cultural samples. This work aims to identify the psychometric character-
istics of the Short Ambiguity Intolerance Scale (SAIS-7) on a Russian sample.

Measuring Instruments of the Ambiguity Intolerance

At present, questionnaires are the most common method of assessing ambiguity
intolerance, but the choice of tools adapted on Russian samples is largely limited.
The most frequently used methods are MAT-50 (Norton, 1975), S. Budner scale
(Budner, 1962) and MSTAT-1 (McLain, 1993).

Among the main techniques is Measurement of Ambiguity Tolerance (MAT-50)
developed in 1975. This scale is quite big, consisting of 50 points “truth-lie”, such as
“Usually the more clearly defined rules in society, the better” or “I worry when I do
not know how strangers react to me” (Grenier et al., 2005). In 2022, this technique
was adapted to a Russian-language sample. As a result of the confirmatory fac-
tor analysis, it was not possible to confirm the original eight-factor model of the
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questionnaire. Seven factors were identified, reflecting the levels of the tolerance
to ambiguity in different spheres of life (Zlobina & Krasnoryadtseva, 2023a).

One of the most commonly used tools in the research is the Tolerance
Ambiguity Scale (Budner, 1962), which popularity can be explained by its short-
ness; it consists of 16 (12) points (Rosen et al., 2014; Grenier et al., 2005). Each
item refers to one of the four types of ambivalent situations: (1) assessing a variety
of others (e.g., “I avoid an environment in which people do not share my values”);
(2) change (e.g., “The sooner we all acquire similar values and ideals”); (3) complex
perspectives (e.g., “I would like to live in a foreign country for a while”); and (4)
unfamiliarity (e.g., “I like to surround myself with things that I know”) (Rosen et
al., 2014). The methodology was originally designed to assess tolerance/intoler-
ance to ambiguity as two poles of one scale. However, as noted by Kornilova and
Chumakova (2014), in modern studies the scale is used more often as a measure of
tolerance to uncertainty, which can lead to unexpected results that are difficult to
interpret. Besides, the methodology does not give a solid statistical support: it
shows a great variety of the factor structure and, accordingly, a variety of interpre-
tations of the results on different cultural samples (Ibid.).

Recently, McLain proposed a Multiple Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance-1,
1993 (MSTAT-1). Tolerance to ambiguity is seen here as a range of reactions, from
rejection to attractiveness, when perceiving unknown, complex, dynamically uncer-
tain or having contradictory interpretations of the stimuli (Kondrashikhina, 2015, p.
84). The first adaptation of the questionnaire on the Russian sample took place in
1998 in the work of Lukovitskaya, then in 2010 in the work of Osin (Osin, 2010). The
questionnaire identified groups of homogeneous items forming five subscales: attitude
to novelty, attitude to complex tasks, attitude to uncertain situations, preference for
uncertainty and tolerance/avoidance of uncertainty. Thus, here we see a methodolog-
ical problem of not distinguishing terms, and it can be concluded that the question-
naire is aimed at identifying tolerances to uncertainty rather than ambiguity.

The use of the English-language questionnaires to assess ambiguity intolerance
raises reasonable doubts. There is an obvious need for a comprehensive and reliable
psycho-diagnostic tool, characterized by brevity and low variability of factors. Our
attention was drawn to the Short Ambiguity Intolerance Scale (SAIS-7) proposed
by Serbian scientists in 2022 (Pedovi¢ et al., 2022). The present scale, despite its
brevity, covers a wide range of the behavioral characteristics that can be character-
ized as an intolerance to ambiguity. Given that empirical research in general does
not provide strong support for the multidimensionality of the construction of ambi-
guity intolerance, the merit of this scale is its unidimensionality. SAIS-7 validation
was conducted in four different languages (Serbian, Bulgarian, English and Greek)
and showed good results of reliability, dimension, measurement invariance, as well
as sufficient convergent, external and prognostic validity of the scale (Ibid.).

Method and Procedure

First, the statements were translated from English into Russian. To ensure reli-
able results, the functional equivalence of the Russian and English versions of the
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Ambiguity Intolerance Scale was established using the direct and reverse transla-
tion method (Brislin, 1986). Initially, seven statements reflecting aspects of ambi-
guity were translated into Russian (Annex). Linguistics and translation experts
then assessed these definitions for accuracy. All the statements were then retrans-
lated into English to preserve their original meaning.

In addition, the study used the following methods: MSTAT-I (in an adaptation
of Lukovitskaya, 1998), TIPI-RU by C. Gosling, P. Rentfrou and V. Svochnna (in
the adaptation Sergeeva, Kirillov, & Dzhumagulova, 2016), Life Satisfaction Scale
by Diener (in the adaptation Osin & Leontiev, 2020). In order to monitor socio-
demographic variables, reference data were collected: gender, age, place of resi-
dence, level of education, family status, religion, subjective level of income.

Sample

Data collection took place from December 1, 2024 to January, 31, 2025. The
prepared questionnaire was posted in the electronic form on the website
https://science.dobro.ru, where a detailed instruction for its filling for the volun-
teers of science was formulated. There was also a feedback form, in which any par-
ticipant could ask questions to the researchers.

After the cleaning procedure of the sample, 2,709 reliable responses were found.
The age of the respondents ranged from 18 to 87 years (M = 34.27, ¢ = 14.73).
Gender distribution: 41.4% male, 58.6% female. Most of the sample (44.9%) live in
cities with fewer than one million people; almost the same number live in cities
with over one million inhabitants (15.6%) and cities with populations over a few
million people, such as Moscow and Saint Petersburg (15.9%); 23.4% of the
respondents live in small towns (villages). Distribution according to subjective
income levels: 45.9% of the respondents state average income, 19.4% consider their
income levels to be below average, 19.6% — above average, 8.5% say their income
levels are high, and 6.3% respondents consider their incomes low. 42% of the
respondents have a higher education, 17.2% have not completed higher education,
22.7% have completed secondary vocational education and 18.1% have completed
general education. 45% of the respondents are married, 40% mention their status
as unmarried, 13.4% are divorced, 1.3% widowed, and 0.4% of respondents indicat-
ed that they were in a relationship (marriage not registered). Distribution by the
level of religiosity: 30.2% of respondents admit the existence of higher forces,
12.7% say they are atheists, 16.1% report that they do not care about religion,
28.1% call themselves believers, 12.9% agree with the statement “I believe and try
to observe the rites of my religion”.

Results

In the first stage of processing the results the descriptive statistics of the items
were calculated (Table 1).
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics on the Short Ambiguity Intolerance Scale

Statements M ] Kurtosis | Skewness
St.1 dlsllkc questions which could be answered 319 1311 4015 169
correctly in many different ways
S2. Poems with contradictions are annoying 3.06 1.356 —1.142 —.118
S3. 1 like stories that have consistent 3.57 1.125 —.481 —.421
5.4. Vague and impressionistic pictures really have 394 1997 947 _ 938
little appeal for me
S5.1 dpp t like to Wprk ona Problem unless there’s 330 1244 860 960
a possibility of coming out with a clear-cut answer
S6. It's annoying to listen to someone who cannot 350 1192 565 — 459
seem to make up his or her mind
E\Z].a;hate it when you can’t solve a problem right 345 1194 630 419

The results of the descriptive statistics recorded the values of the standard devi-
ation, kurtosis and skewness within 1 per module, which allows us to assume a
slight deviation from the normal distribution. All the items on the scale are posi-
tively correlated with each other (Table 2).

Table 2
Results of the Correlation Analysis of the Scale Items
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7
S1 1
S2 492%* 1
S3 274%* 249%* 1
S4 .382%* A40%* 211 1
S5 A04%* .320%* .252%% .334%* 1
S6 235%* 258%* .209%* .283** 258%* 1
S7 264%* .260%* .209%* 243%* 342%* .335%* 1
% < 0.01.

An exploratory factor analysis (Table 3) was then performed using the maxi-
mum likelihood method to identify the internal structure of the questionnaire
(KMO = .820; Chi-square = 3426.025, p = .000).

The results of the factor analysis show that the dispersion of all items is the one
factor with not very high but significant loads (> .4). Therefore, the content of all
statements reflects a single latent construction.

Further, a confirmatory factor analysis was used to verify the factorial structure
of the scale, with one latent factor for all seven variables. The model was tested
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Table 3
Results of the Exploratory Factor Analysis
No Statements Factor weigh
I dislike questions which could be answered correctly in many
S1 . .669
different ways
S2 | Poems with contradictions are annoying 659
S3 |1 like stories that have consistent characters 405
S4 | Vague and impressionistic pictures really have little appeal for me .597
I don’t like to work on a problem unless there’s a possibility of coming
S5 . 575
out with a clear-cut answer
It’s annoying to listen to someone who cannot seem to make up his or
S6 . 442
her mind
S7 | I hate it when you can’t solve a problem right away 466
Percentage of explainable dispersion 30.65

with the AMOS SPSS module and demonstrated satisfactory compliance with the orig-
inal data: CMIN = 239.717; df = 14; p = .000; GFI = .974; CFI = .935; RMSEA = .077,
Pclose = .000. After the model improvement, namely, adding links between errors
of the variables 6 and 7, 5 and 7 (Figure 1), the parameters of the model were even
better (figure 1): CMIN = 100.909; df = 12; p = .000; GFI = .974; CFI = .990;
RMSEA = .052; Pclose = .325.

The Model of the Scale of Ambiguity Intolerance

Figure 1
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The correlations between variables in the model and the latent factor, as well as
between errors of the variables are at a high level of significance (Table 4).

Model Regression Coefficients: Results of the Confirmatory Factor Analysis e
Estimate S.E. C.R. P

S2—F1 1.024 .039 26.447 ok

S3 < F1 499 .029 17.297 ok

S4 — F1 .869 .035 24.504 kk

S5 F1 760 .033 22.738 ok

S6 — F1 .540 031 17.592 otk
S7<—F1 534 .031 17.065 ok

S1 < F1 1.000

4 p < 0.0001.

The next stage of the study was to verify the reliability of the scale. The results
showed an acceptable level of reliability: Cronbach’s Alpha = .748, with none of the
items being removed significantly improving the reliability of the questionnaire.

Then, in order to check the convergent validity of the scale, a correlation analy-
sis was carried out with the indicators of life satisfaction, tolerance to uncertainty
and personality traits (Big Five). The analysis shows signs of the convergent valid-
ity of the scale on the Russian sample. This is evidenced by the correlations with
all scales of the MSTAT-I, and especially strong — with the final subscale of the tol-
erance to uncertainty. Ambiguity intolerance is negatively related to positive atti-
tude towards new (r = —.130, p = .000), to complex tasks (r=—.321, p = .000) and
uncertain situations (r = —.332, p = .000), as well as to preference for uncertainty
(r=—.137, p = .000) and tolerance to uncertainty (» = —.439, p = .000).

Analysis of the correlations with the Big Five (TIPI-RU) scales showed a direct
relationship to emotional stability (= .064, p = .001) and a reverse one — to open-
ness to new experiences (r=.096, p = .000). This result suggests a relatively stable
psychological nature of the ambiguity intolerance and the possibility to consider it
as a personal trait.

Weak significant links with subjective income and life satisfaction were found.
The need for simplicity and clear logic is more pronounced in respondents who are
more satisfied with their financial situation (» = .097, p = .000) and more satisfied
with their life in general (» =.049, p = .011).

We then tried to determine the place of this phenomenon among the socio-
demographic variables. For this purpose, a comparative analysis was carried out of
the ambiguity intolerance among the respondents of different gender, different
family status, living in different cities. In addition, the analysis of the correlation
with age, level of education and religion was performed. The analysis did not reveal
differences in ambiguity intolerance between men and women (p = .96), or
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between people with different levels of religiosity (p = .876). It was also found that
the levels of ambiguity intolerance do not differ among people living in different
cities and towns (p = .25).

There were differences in ambiguity intolerance among people with differences
in marital status (F = 10,295, p = .000). The lowest ambiguity intolerance was
found in the respondents who were in unregistered marriage (M = 2.95), followed
by people who are not married (M = 3.20), then married people (3.38). The highest
levels of intolerance for ambiguity are recorded in those who have lost a spouse
(divorced M = 3.44 and widows M = 3.35). The ambiguity intolerance is signifi-
cantly higher in those who are married than unmarried (p = .000). People who are
divorced are significantly more intolerant to ambiguity than those who are not
married (p =.000). However, it should be borne in mind that the groups compared
are uneven in volume, and the data must be checked in additional studies.
Nevertheless, these facts make it possible to consider the phenomenon studied as
largely due to social experience.

The correlation with age (=118, p = .000) also supports this explanation. The
older a person becomes, the more he or she is intolerant to ambiguous information,
ambiguous relationships and behavior. This may be explained by the reduction of
the mental flexibility with age, which makes it difficult to adapt to the ambiguities
of the surrounding world and dictates the need for simplicity and certainty. On the
other hand, there is a weak significant relationship with levels of education (»=.060,
p =.000): in respondents with higher educational levels, the levels of ambiguity
intolerance are higher. These contradictions highlight the need to study this phe-
nomenon in the context of cognitive and metacognitive formations.

Discussion

Summarizing the results of the psychometric data verification of the Short
Ambiguity Intolerance Scale (SAIS-7) on a Russian sample, it is possible to state
its reliability, as well as the validity of the data obtained. The factor analysis con-
firms the adequacy of the single-factor structure of the SAIS-7 on a sample of
Russians. The scale also showed satisfactory values of Cronbach’s Alpha coeffi-
cient, which indicates the internal reliability of the diagnostic tool.

The convergent validity is confirmed by the existence of negative correlations
with a positive attitude towards new, complex tasks and uncertain situations, as
well as with a preference for uncertainty and tolerance to uncertainty. These data
indicate that ambiguity intolerance and intolerance to uncertainty arise and are
experienced as very close phenomena. At the same time, the fact that people of a
higher socio-economic status and more satisfied with life show greater ambiguity
intolerance (as opposed to uncertainty, Osin, 2010) indirectly indicates certain dif-
ferences in their impact on personality. Besides, these differences can be explained
by the changes of the socio-economic and geopolitical situation of the world, an
increase in contradictory and false information, including due to the development
of the artificial intelligence technologies. This result, which contradicts some the-
oretical and empirical data, updates further research and discussion about the relations
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between uncertainty and ambiguity (Zvolensky et al., 2010; Grenier et al., 2005;
Zlobina & Krasnoryadtseva, 2023a).

The results of the correlation analysis actualize the idea of ambiguity intolerance
as a personality trait (Carleton, 2016; McLain et al., 2015) emerging in the social
environment. In particular, the links with emotional stability, openness to new expe-
riences (negative) (Jach & Smillie, 2019), satisfaction with financial status and life
in general (Strout et al., 2018), as well as the association with the family status, age
(Abe, 2018) and education (DeForge & Sobal, 1989) support this concept.

On the other hand, the data obtained open the possibility of considering the
phenomenon of ambiguity intolerance as a shaped cognitive strategy (Grenier et
al., 2005) — a way of selecting and structuring information, which then forms a
strategy of the attitude towards reality (Zlobina & Krasnoryadtseva, 2023a;
Ladouceur et al., 2000). The findings that ambiguity intolerance increases with age
and higher levels of education reveal the need for further research into this phe-
nomenon in the context of cognitive and metacognitive phenomena. Probably,
over-abundance of information can gradually cause resistance to blurred and
ambiguous reality, reinforcing the ambiguity intolerance.

Attention should be paid to the socio-demographic characteristics of the ambigu-
ity intolerance. The SAIS-7 indicators differ according to marital status, age and
level of education, which is consistent with scientific data and confirms the suitabil-
ity of the methodology for working with various socio-demographic groups (Pedovié
et al., 2022). Differences in ambiguity intolerance by characteristics such as gender,
place of the residence, religiosity were not found. This fact may indicate the existence
of cultural features of ambiguity intolerance. For example, in comparison with the
Russians, gender differences were found in a sample of a Greek population: women
showed higher levels of ambiguity intolerance than men, that the authors associate
with women’s higher cognitive perceptions of the threat (Parlapani et al., 2020). An
Austrian-German study of an English-speaking sample showed that reflections on
religion caused by semantic and contextual priming reinforce participants’ intoler-
ance for ambiguity (Sagioglou & Forstmann, 2013), which is not the case in this
study. An Australian sample shows differences in the level of ambiguity intolerance
among urban and rural residents: the latter show higher levels of ambiguity tolerance
and lower levels of concern about mistakes (Eley et al., 2017). Thus, the study
updates the problem of cross-cultural differences in the phenomenon being studied,
and an adapted scale on a Russian sample may help to advance this issue.

The limitations of the study can be attributed to the insufficient representative-
ness of the sample and the remote data collection format, which could have led to
the errors in the statistical calculations. In future studies, the theoretical construc-
tion of the ambiguity intolerance needs to be further elaborated and more clearly
distinguished from related phenomena, such as intolerance to uncertainty.

Conclusion

This study represents evidence of the reliability and validity of the Russian version
of the Short Ambiguity Intolerance Scale (SAIS-7) that makes it recommendable as
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a research tool. The results broaden the psycho-diagnostic base and contribute to
the development of population and cross-cultural studies of the ambiguity intoler-
ance, as well as raise the question of the need for further research on similarities
and differences in the phenomena of ambiguity and uncertainty in psychology.
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Appendix
SAIS-7 [IlIkasa HETEPIUMOCTH K HEOJHO3HAYHOCTH ]

Instruction: “You need to evaluate the proposed statements on the scale of five points,
where 1-complete disagreement with the statement, 3 — something in between, 5 — com-
plete agreement with the statement” [MucTpykumsa: «Bam HeoOXOAMMO OIEHUTH
[PE/VIOKEHHbIE YTBEPKACHU 110 IATHOAUIBHON 1Kase, rae 1 — nosHoe Hecorsacue ¢
YTBEPIKACHUEM, 3 — HEUTO CPeJHee, 5 — IOJHOE COTJIACHE C YTBEPIKACHUEM» |.

Ne Statements

I dislike questions which could be answered correctly in many dif-
1. |ferent ways [MHe He HpaBSATCS BOIIPOCHI, Ha KOTOPbIE MOKHO 123 45
OTBETUTD [IPABIJIBHO Pa3HBIMU CII0cO6aMu |.

Poems with contradictions are annoying [ Mens pasapaskaior

2. 123 45
JIBYCMBICJICHHBIE CTUXOTBOPEHUS |.
3 I like stories that have consistent characters [ Mue Hpassitcs {2345
" | pacckasbl, B KOTOPBIX Tepor IEHCTBYIOT MOCJIEA0BATEIBHO|.
4 Vague and impressionistic pictures really have little appeal for me {92345
* | [MHe He HpaBSTCS pasMbIThie, UIMIIPECCUOHUCTCKUE KAPTHHBI|.
I don’t like to work on a problem unless there’s a possibility of com-
5 ing out with a clear-cut answer [Mue e upaButca paborath Hajl {2345

3aj1aueil, eci HeT BO3MOYKHOCTH IIPUUTH K TOUHO OTIPEIeTICHHOMY
pelieHuio].

It’s annoying to listen to someone who cannot seem to make up his
6. |or her mind [MeHst pasapaKaror JIO1, KOTOPbIE HUKAK HE MOTYT 12345
caenarb BbIGOP].

I hate it when you can’t solve a problem right away [Henasuky,
KOT/Ia HE TIOJTYYaeTCst PEIUTh MPodaeMy cpasy|.






