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This paper presents the results of an empirical study investigating individual differences 
in tolerance and intolerance for uncertainty, using a multidimensional approach. We 
hypothesized that individual differences in attitudes towards uncertainty are rooted in 
expectations regarding different sources and subjective evaluations of uncertainty. The 
results of structural equation modeling and latent profile analysis largely supported these 
hypotheses. Importantly, latent profile analysis identified four distinct profiles of atti-
tudes towards uncertainty that represented, in addition to classically understood toler-
ance and intolerance for uncertainty, intolerance for uncertainty with respect to different 
sources of uncertainty (environment vs. personal relationships).
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tive systems

introduction

Every act of decision-making is deeply intertwined with ability to cope with uncer-
tainty (Kornilova, 2011, 2013). Correspondingly, the traits of tolerance/intolerance 
for uncertainty/ambiguity are typically described as key traits explaining individual 
differences in decision making (McLain, 1993; Furnham, 1994; Greco & Roger, 
2001; Shalaev, 2007; Kornilova, Chumakova, Kornilov & Novikova, 2010). Thus, 
perhaps unsurprisingly, the construct of intolerance for uncertainty/ambiguity has 
a long history in psychology (Frenkel-Brunswick, 1949; Budner, 1962) and remains 
both popular and useful in different subfields of psychological inquiry, in particu-
lar those that examine decision-making in a variety of different contexts (Grenier, 
Barrette & Ladouceur, 2005; Bardi, Guerra & Ramdeny, 2009; Furnham & Marks, 
2013).

The seminal empirical studies conducted by Frenkel-Brunswick (1949) indicat-
ed that intolerance for cognitive ambiguity was closely related to denial of emotion-
al ambivalence. Frenkel-Brunswick studied a sample of children who demonstrated 
rigid social dichotomizing and ethnic prejudice, and found that these children also 
tended to display behavioral rigidity in a variety of tasks, including memory and 
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perceptual tasks. These findings prompted other researchers to examine the con-
struct of intolerance for uncertainty as a unitary and unidimensional trait reflect-
ing both personal and cognitive components. Since then there have been several 
attempts to develop an omnibus measure of intolerance / tolerance for uncertainty 
(Budner, 1962; McLain, 1993). However, put together the measures developed to 
date have been reported to have significantly lower reliabilities than measures of 
other personal traits, for example measures of the Big Five (Furnham, 1994; Ben-
jamin, Riggio & Mayes, 1996; Shalaev, 2007; Kornilova et al, 2010; Bors, Gruman 
& Shukla, 2010). We believe that these low reliabilities reported in multiple studies 
provide tentative evidence for the multidimensional nature of the construct of tol-
erance/intolerance for uncertainty. Thus, the current paper presents the results of a 
study that directly investigated whether intolerance for uncertainty is best concep-
tualized as a unidimensional trait or as a multidimensional complex trait.

Historically, the development of the concept of intolerance for uncertainty has 
been closely tied to attempts to explain certain attitudes towards differences and 
novelty in the post-World War II world. An intolerant person was described as hav-
ing black-or-white thinking, displaying high levels of psychological rigidity, being 
avoidant of uncertainty, and even undertaking aggressive attempts to “fight” and 
resist things that could be considered novel or unusual (Frenkel-Brunswick, 1949; 
Budner, 1962). This description was taken to represent the negative pole on a single 
continuum of intolerance/tolerance for uncertainty, with the opposite character-
istics describing individuals who can be considered to be tolerant of uncertainty. 
Before presenting an alternative to this unidimensional view of the construct, we 
would like to briefly focus on three main lines of reasoning and evidence that sub-
stantiate it. 

Firstly, significant changes came about during the middle of the 20th century 
in a multitude of life domains. These changes necessitate a reconceptualization of 
the notion of tolerance/intolerance for uncertainty. Thus, one of the major charac-
teristics of the changing world is a pervasive and rapid increase in the total amount 
of available information. This increase, coupled with cross-cultural interactions in 
the context of globalization, has underscored the necessity for studying attitudes 
towards uncertainty, given the sheer number of opportunities for facing uncer-
tainty in the modern world. Traits typically associated with tolerance for uncer-
tainty (such as flexibility, mobility, and creativity) are now explicitly considered 
to be essential for occupational success. Finally, the notion of tolerance itself has 
undergone a reconceptualization as a universal human value. Taken together, these 
considerations suggest that tolerance/intolerance for uncertainty might not neces-
sarily be a “domain-general” unidimensional trait. One can easily imagine someone 
who appreciates uncertainty in their professional activity, manifested in persistent 
attempts to solve difficult and complex problems, risk-taking, etc. However, that 
same person might not be able to cope with uncertainty in personal relationships, 
manifested, for example, in increased attempts to control the partner, or the ex-
periencing of negative emotions related to the unpredictability of other people’s 
behavior. Should such a profile be considered characteristic of being intolerant to 
uncertainty? The unidimensional model of tolerance/intolerance for uncertainty 
cannot account for these multiple manifestations of attitudes towards uncertainty 
in different domains. 
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Secondly, we would like to focus on the close relationship between uncertainty 
and information-seeking as a specific strategy for overcoming it. When a person 
faces a lack of clarity with respect to a particular situation, they can try to remedy 
this by collecting additional information on the key causal factors and potential 
solutions of the problem, and their consequences, etc. While sometimes this strat-
egy is ineffective, it is essential in a wide variety of situations and has, in fact, been 
considered a fundamental human motive (Kagan, 1972) that is core to cognitive 
activity in general. In parallel with the previous paragraph, we could therefore ask 
another question: is utilizing information-seeking strategies characteristic of being 
tolerant or intolerant, or of uncertainty?

Finally, the third foundation of our investigation is the set of empirical findings 
recently reported by Kornilova and her group (Kornilova et al, 2010). Crucially for 
our study, using structural equation modeling, Kornilova and colleagues showed 
that the trait of tolerance/intolerance for uncertainty is best conceptualized as hav-
ing at least two dimensions, manifested in two latent variables — one of intolerance 
for uncertainty, and one of acceptance of uncertainty. The presence of two distinct 
(albeit related) latent factors has been demonstrated in several studies utilizing dif-
ferent samples and different psychodiagnostic measures. The first latent variable 
represents the common view of intolerance for uncertainty. The second latent vari-
able is manifested in such observable characteristics as risk taking, openness to new 
experience, and holding a view of uncertainty as an opportunity for development 
and self-expression.

Thus, we also propose viewing tolerance and intolerance for uncertainty as two 
different complex patterns of cognitive, emotional and behavioral attitudes that are 
not reducible to a unidimensional trait (Greco & Roger, 2001; Grenier, Barrette & 
Ladouceur, 2005; Kornilova et al, 2010). At the same time, we suggest that there 
exist relatively stable, quantifiable individual differences in these attitudes that play 
a role in a variety of domains and outcomes, and that the spectrum of individual 
differences in these patterns should be (but, to the best of our knowledge, has not 
been to date) studied empirically.

Thus, the main aim of our study was to examine the psychological texture of 
attitudes towards uncertainty. These attitudes reflect internal representations of 
uncertainty that are presumably built on the basis of evaluating the environment 
with respect to certain characteristics. Thus, a particular task, situation or envi-
ronment can be classified as uncertain if it is complex, novel, and unpredictable 
(with respect to consequences). When a situation exhibits these characteristics, it 
is frequently referred to as being a “risk situation”, a “creative task”, a “prognos-
tic task”, etc. However, a situation that is uncertain with respect to these objective 
characteristics may not necessarily be subjectively represented as such, and vice 
versa. This could be manifested in ignoring or missing critical contradictions in the 
ambiguous parameters of the task/environment, or in treating certain parameters 
as reflecting uncertainty when they do not. Therefore, individual differences in at-
titudes towards uncertainty could be related to the specifics of the process of trans-
forming the objective parameters of a situation (henceforth, “task”; also see below) 
into their subjective representation that recognizes the contradictions present in 
the task (henceforth, “problem”).
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The current study was designed largely on the basis of the functional/leveled 
framework of regulation of choice and decision-making (as proposed and devel-
oped by Kornilova, 2011, 2013). According to this framework, each act of decision-
making requires personal activity and efforts to “get through” the uncertainty. This 
personal activity manifests itself in the processes of goal formation which, accord-
ing to Tikhomirov`s personal meanings theory of thinking along with the results 
of a set of programmatic studies (Babaeva, Berezanskaya, Vasilyev, Voyskunskiy & 
Kornilova, 2009), combine and integrate personal and external/objective levels of 
activity. Previously, we developed a theoretical model of the regulation of rational 
choice that integrated different components of the intellectual and personality po-
tential in the set of processes of uncertainty acceptance and goal formation (Chu-
makova, 2013). We found that the relationships between decision-making strategies 
and personality and cognitive traits were moderated by the specifics of the task. For 
example, decision-making strategies in an intellectual task were related to achieve-
ment motivation (Chumakova, 2010) while characteristics of situational judgment 
in the context of interpersonal interactions were related to intraception (Chumak-
ova, 2009). Additional support for this model came from studies that demonstrated 
the existence of the phenomenon of inversion of decision strategies. These studies 
found that participants with high levels of risk readiness (Kornilova & Chudova, 
1990) or with high levels of tolerance for uncertainty (Chumakova & Vedeneeva, 
2013) employed information-seeking strategies that can be theoretically linked to 
intolerance for uncertainty. Within our framework, these findings are explained as 
being the result of the formation of the regulative system at the time of attempting 
to find a solution for each specific task. The specifics of levels and components of 
this regulative system are determined by personal activity in goal-formation based 
on situational characteristics.

However, there is a substantial accumulated body of data on the predictive 
power of the general attitude towards uncertainty as a dispositional trait with re-
spect to decision-making strategies and outcomes (Budner, 1962; Grenier, Barrette 
& Ladouceur, 2005; Kornilova et al, 2010). At a first glance, these results might seem 
to contradict the idea of present-moment regulation of decision making. However, 
we would like to argue that this general attitude towards uncertainty determines 
the subjective representation of a particular situation as containing uncertainty that 
has to be overcome or resolved. This representation, in turn, creates a specific goal 
context for the formation of goals and dynamic regulative systems. Thus, when we 
investigate individual differences toward uncertainty as a potential component of 
regulation of decision-making, we need to characterize the non-situation-specific 
aspects of the subjective representation of an uncertain situation. If subjective un-
certainty is “a figure” against “the background” of different situation characteristics 
(novelty, complexity, etc.), which parameters could describe it?

One of the answers to this question can be found in the separation of the con-
cepts of “task” and “problem” (Tikhomirov, 1984). The problem situation contains 
a certain contradiction between the desire to solve it, and the absence of read-
ily available solutions or their methods. This contradiction generates uncertainty 
that needs to be overcome. According to Kagan, “…uncertainty is characterized, in 
part, by incompatibility between cognitive structures, between cognitive structures 
and experience, or between cognitive structures and behavior” (Kagan, 1972, p. 
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54). The process of transforming a particular situation (the task) into the subjec-
tive uncertainty that should be overcome (the problem situation) is linked to the 
identification of these incompatibilities and contradictions. Critically, when we 
discuss non-situation-specific attitudes to uncertainty, we effectively need to iden-
tify which basic contradictions are fundamental for the general representation of 
uncertainty.

To identify the parameters that could be used to describe these basic contra-
dictions, we examined several questionnaires aimed at measuring tolerance and 
intolerance for uncertainty (Budner, 1962; McLain, 1993; Kornilova, 2010). Our 
initial analysis of the wordings suggested that they tend to contain two major types 
of questions: the first type focuses on generally uncertain situations, and the second 
focuses on interpersonal relationships. Therefore, we suggest that the first main 
component of uncertainty representation is the characterization of the nature of 
its source. We propose distinguishing three types of such sources: environment, as 
external circumstances that are personally uncontrolled (Kornilova, 2005); other 
people’s actions, particularly in interpersonal relationships (Frenkel-Brunswick, 
1949; Kornilova, 2010; Chumakova, 2009); and internal factors related to decision-
making criteria* (Kornilova, 2005, 2011, 2013). This conceptualization effectively 
separates external circumstances from personal relationships, and is supported by 
recent reports on the intolerance for uncertainty in interpersonal relationships, 
being a factor relatively independent from general intolerance for uncertainty, as 
measured by the new tolerance/intolerance for uncertainty questionnaire (NTN; 
Kornilova, 2010). The emergence of this subscale as a separate factor is suggestive 
of at least a certain degree of its specificity that cannot be reduced to the general 
tolerance/intolerance for uncertainty.

Representationally, basic contradictions emerge as a result of the recognized 
inconsistency between a situation and prior expectations about it, which is re-
flected in the classic descriptions of intolerance for uncertainty and associated 
behaviors (Frenkel-Brunswick, 1949; Grenier, Barrette & Ladouceur, 2005; Bardi, 
Guerra & Ramdeny, 2009; Kornilova et al, 2010). For example, an intolerant per-
son might consider complex and new situations to be aversive due to a mismatch 
between the actual properties of a particular event in the environment, and prior 
expectations about these properties. A representation of this event is subjectively 
experienced as a stressful feeling of uncertainty. The same logic can be applied to 
the second source of uncertainty — other people. In this case, an intolerant person 
is expecting the relationships to be predictable and controllable. If a particular 
situation of interpersonal interaction is unclear, or the other person’s behavior is 
unpredictable, this introduces a mismatch between the expectations and the ac-
tual properties of the situation. We would like to underscore that we view the two 
types of expectations mentioned above as relatively independent from each other 
and, developmentally, largely based on previous experience and emergent belief 
systems.

In sum, we suggest viewing representational uncertainty as intimately tied to 
the existence of contradictions between a situation and prior expectations and be-

* This source emerges during the course and process of decision-making and thus cannot be 
measured with questionnaires as a fixed/dispositional variable.
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liefs about it. However, individual differences in general attitudes to uncertainty 
are reflective of not only these expectations but also of subjective evaluations of an 
uncertain situation as threatening, neutral, or attractive (because it provides an op-
portunity for development and self-realization; Kagan, 1972; McLain, 1993; Greco 
& Roger, 2001; Bardi, Guerra & Ramdeny, 2009; Kornilova, 2010). The combination 
of representations of basic contradictions and subjective evaluations of uncertainty 
is crucial for establishing the goal context of coping with objectively uncertain situ-
ations, which in turn is realized in strategies that lead to avoidance/reduction or 
acceptance/overcoming of uncertainty in each specific situation.

Thus, the current study investigated whether individual differences in toler-
ance/intolerance for uncertainty could be at least partially explained by the exis-
tence of multidimensional individual differences in attitudes towards uncertainty 
that are linked to representations of uncertainty, specifically, expectations about 
environment and interpersonal relationships and the evaluation of uncertainty as 
threatening or attracting. 

Methods

For this study, we recruited a total of 438 undergraduate students (psychology ma-
jors) at Lomonosov Moscow State University (83 men; the ages ranged from 17 to 
46 years, M = 20.4, SD = 3.6).

We used three questionnaires to measure tolerance/intolerance to uncertainty 
and associated traits:

1. New questionnaire for tolerance to uncertainty (NTN; Kornilova, 2010). 
NTN is a questionnaire that measures three related traits: general tolerance for 
uncertainty, general intolerance for uncertainty, and interpersonal intolerance for 
uncertainty.

2. Multiple Stimulus Types Ambiguity Tolerance-I (MSTAT-I) (McLain, 
1993). MSTAT-I is a brief questionnaire that measures general tolerance for uncer-
tainty.

3. Personal factors of decision-making (LFR; Kornilova, 2003). LFR is a per-
sonality questionnaire that is aimed at measuring risk readiness and rationality 
(defined as information seeking).

Results

To investigate the dimensionality of tolerance/intolerance for uncertainty, we first 
analyzed the data from three questionnaires using item-level data. Specifically, in 
the first step of our analysis, we classified all of the items found across the three 
questionnaires in terms of expectations about the environment and relationships, 
and the subjective evaluation of uncertainty. Thus, each item was classified as being 
representative of one of the four following hypothesized factors:

1. Expectations about personal relationships (items that place emphasis on 
the value of predictability in personal relationships; E-PR).

2. Expectations about the environment (with a general emphasis on clarity 
and lack of contradictions; E-EV).
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3. A generally negative view of uncertainty as a threatening circumstance 
(items describing negative emotions and/or avoidant behavior; Uncertainty as a 
Threat, S-UT).

4. A generally positive view of uncertainty (items describing positive emo-
tions and/or a proactive desire to “deal with” or approach it; Attractiveness of Un-
certainty, S-AU).

table 1. A pooled set of items from three questionnaires selected for the analysis

factor item wording

Expectations about  
personal relation-
ships

I try to avoid situations which are ambiguous (MSTAT-2)
I dislike ambiguous situations (MSTAT-16)
I’m just a little uncomfortable with people unless I feel that I can 
understand their behavior (NTN-8)
I get pretty anxious when I’m in a social situation over which I have 
no control (NTN-10)
It bothers me when I am unable to follow another person’s train of 
thought (NTN-11)
It bothers me when I don’t know how other people react to me (NTN-13)

Expectations about  
the environment

I have always felt that there is a clear difference between right and 
wrong (NTN-12)
A good job is one where what is to be done and how it is to be done 
are always clear (NTN-22)
What we are used to is always preferable to what is unfamiliar (NTN-24)
The sooner we all acquire similar values and ideas the better (NTN-27)

Uncertainty as a 
Threat

I try to avoid situations which are ambiguous (MSTAT-6)
I am good at managing unpredictable situations (reverse-scored item) 
(MSTAT-7)
I’m tolerant of ambiguous situations (reverse-scored item) (MSTAT-11)
I enjoy tackling problems that are complex enough to be ambiguous 
(reverse-scored item) (MSTAT-12)
I try to avoid problems that don’t seem to have only one “best” solu-
tion (MSTAT-13)
I pursue problem situations which are so complex some people call 
them “mind-boggling” (reverse-scored item) (MSTAT-19)

Attractiveness  
of Uncertainty

I prefer familiar situations to new ones (reverse-scored item) 
(MSTAT-8)
I often find myself looking for something new, rather than trying to 
hold things constant in my life (MSTAT-14)
I generally prefer novelty over familiarity (MSTAT-15)
I prefer a situation in which there is some ambiguity (MSTAT-22)
I can easily and willingly take big risks (LFR-10)
I like to fool around with new ideas, even if they turn out later to be a 
total waste of time (NTN-17)
What we are used to is always preferable to what is unfamiliar (NTN-24)

A total of 22 items were selected by two experts from the pool of 76 items, 
as being reflective of the hypothesized latent factors (see Table 1). In the second 
step of analysis, we tested the overall theoretical model proposed in this paper 
using confirmatory factor analysis as implemented in EQS v. 6.1 for Windows 
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(Bentler, 1995). Initially, each of the items only loaded on one corresponding la-
tent variable. However, the examination of model modification indices suggested 
that some cross-loadings and error covariances could significantly improve the fit 
of the model. Each of the suggested modifications was examined, and only those 
that fitted the theoretical framework and/or represented an overlap between spe-
cific item wordings were included. The final model included four latent variables. 
Covariances among latent variables and factor loadings (except for those fixed to 
1 for the purpose of model identification and latent variable scaling, i.e., one per 
each latent variable) were estimated freely. The modified model (presented in Fig-
ure 1) displayed an overall satisfactory fit: χ2 (199) = 402.28, p < .001, CFI = .92, 
 RMSEA = .048, SRMR = .05, suggesting that the items could be viewed as repre-
senting the hypothesized four-variable latent structure.

 figure 1. The main CFA model tested in the study

In the third step we used a person-centered approach technique, latent profile 
analysis (Fraley, Raftery, 2007), to identify latent profiles of attitudes towards uncer-
tainty based on the scores obtained for the four factors described above. Since latent 
profile analysis is a model-based technique, the fit of each potential profile configu-
ration was tested and compared to the fit of alternative models. We tested the fit of a 
total of 100 different models that differed in number of latent profiles (from 1 to 10) 
and other parameters, such as the equal vs. unequal variances across profiles, equal 
vs. unequal sizes of the latent profiles, etc. The values of the Bayesian Information 
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Criterion (BIC) for each of the models are presented in Figure 2. The best fit was ob-
tained for the 4-profile solution that had the highest BIC value, suggesting that the 
participants in the study can be classified as having one of the four presumably stable 
latent profiles of attitudes towards uncertainty (see Figures 3 and 4).

figure 2. Fit indices of the tested latent profile models

 
figure 3. Average factor scores of the four latent profiles

Overall, Profile I was the most numerous, followed by Profiles III, II, and IV (Fig-
ure 4). Profile I (“Appreciative”) was characterized by relatively weak expectations of 
predictability from both the environment and personal relationships, and an overall 
positive evaluation of uncertainty. Profile II (“Coping”) was characterized by relative-
ly weak expectations of predictability with respect to personal relationships, strong 
expectations of clarity and predictability from the environment in general, a moder-
ate evaluation of the threat coming from uncertainty, and low levels of attraction to it. 
Profile III (“Ambivalent”) was characterized by strong expectations of predictability 
with respect to personal relationships, and weak expectations of predictability with 
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respect to the environment in general. This profile tended to view uncertainty as both 
threatening and mildly attractive. Profile IV (“Fearing”) was characterized by strong 
expectations of clarity and predictability across the two sources of uncertainty, and a 
negative view of uncertainty as an overall threatening circumstance.

figure 4. The distribution of the four latent profiles in the sample

We also examined gender distributions across different latent profiles, and 
found that they differed across profiles, χ2 (3) = 8.439, p = .038. While Profiles I and 
IV were represented by a similar number of women and men, Profile II was more 
characteristic of men, and Profile III was more characteristic of women (Figure 5). 

 
figure 5. Gender distributions across the four latent profiles
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Finally, we investigated the relationship between the estimated probability of 
belonging to a certain profile with overall scores obtained using the three adminis-
tered questionnaires, i.e., general tolerance for uncertainty, general intolerance for 
uncertainty, interpersonal intolerance for uncertainty, risk readiness, and rational-
ity. These intercorrelations are presented in Table 2.

table 2. Intercorrelations between study measures and the estimated probability of belonging 
to each of the four latent profiles

 
Profile i 

(p)
Profile ii 

(p)
Profile 
iii (p)

Profile iV 
(p)

Tolerance for uncertainty (NTN) .377** –.262** .084 –.335**

General intolerance for uncertainty (NTN) –.266** .338** –.266** .294**

Interpersonal intolerance for uncertainty (NTN) –.553** .091 .117* .532**

Tolerance for uncertainty (MSTAT) .762** –.161** –.281** –.584**

Risk readiness (LFR) .425** –.028 –.171** –.369**

Rationality (LFR) –.255** .131** –.010 .223**

* — p < .05; ** — p < .01

We found that Profile I was positively related to tolerance for uncertainty and 
risk readiness, and negatively related to general intolerance for uncertainty, inter-
personal intolerance for uncertainty, and rationality. These results suggest that in-
dividuals with Profile I exhibit traits that correspond to the traditional descriptions 
of tolerance for uncertainty. Profile IV was negatively related to tolerance for un-
certainty and risk readiness, and positively related to both types of intolerance for 
uncertainty (general and interpersonal) and rationality, suggesting that individuals 
with Profile IV exhibit traits characteristic of the conventionally understood intol-
erance for uncertainty.

Profile II was negatively related to tolerance for uncertainty, and was positively 
related to general intolerance for uncertainty and rationality. However, this profile 
was not related to either interpersonal intolerance for uncertainty or risk readiness, 
supporting the idea of the independence of attitudes towards uncertainty with re-
spect to the environment and with respect to personal relationships. 

Profile III was negatively related to risk readiness and tolerance for uncertainty 
measured with MSTAT-I but not NTN. This profile was also negatively related to 
general intolerance for uncertainty, positively related to interpersonal intolerance 
for uncertainty, and independent of rationality. Thus, Profile III is simultaneously 
negatively related to both tolerance and intolerance for uncertainty. We suggest 
that these results cannot be explained by a unidimensional model of intolerance 
for uncertainty, and necessitate a multidimensional approach that explicitly distin-
guishes different sources of uncertainty.



Individual differences in attitudes towards uncertainty…  105

Discussion

One of the most important results of this study was establishing the existence of four 
different latent profiles that characterize attitudes towards uncertainty with respect 
to expectations about different sources of uncertainty (personal relationships and 
environment) and subjective evaluations of uncertainty (negative and positive). 

The first latent profile (“Appreciative” or adaptive) is characterized by an over-
all low desire for clarity across both sources of uncertainty. Individuals with this 
profile are unlikely to view uncertainty as threatening and likely to view it (and 
the corresponding complex novel situations) as a challenging opportunity for self-
expression and development. They accept the fundamental existence of contradic-
tions in the environment, and are both ready and equipped to deal with them. 
Similarly, they do not necessarily expect other people’s behavior to be completely 
predictable. Therefore, this attitudinal profile can effectively be labeled as charac-
teristic of a “tolerant” person.

The fourth latent profile (“Fearing”) is the direct opposite of the first profile. 
Individuals with this profile have stronger expectations for both the environment 
and relationships to be clear, predictable, and simple. They dislike uncontrollable 
and unpredictable situations, and are likely to feel threatened when such situations 
arise. They also tend to show lower risk readiness and higher interpersonal intoler-
ance for uncertainty. Overall, this profile can be directly mapped onto the classical 
descriptions of an intolerant person. 

The two remaining profiles are revealing with respect to the importance of dif-
ferentiating expectations about different sources of uncertainty in understanding 
attitudes towards uncertainty. The second profile (“Coping”) is characterized by 
a strong desire for the environment to be simple and clear (similar to what is ob-
served for the “Fearing” latent profile) and by mild expectations of predictability 
and clarity in personal relationships. Individuals with this profile do not view un-
certainty as either particularly attractive or threatening. Interestingly, there was no 
correlation between this profile and risk readiness. This suggests that risk-taking in 
individuals holding this profile is rather situation-specific. We also did not find a 
significant correlation of this profile with interpersonal intolerance for uncertainty, 
thus supporting our hypothesis about the partial representational independence of 
different sources of uncertainty.

The third profile (“Ambivalent”) is characterized by low expectations of simplic-
ity from the environment, but a relatively high desire for predictability and clarity 
in personal relationships. We labeled this profile “Ambivalent” because individu-
als holding this profile were likely to view uncertainty as simultaneously attractive 
and threatening. In fact, their scores on these two factors were close to the scores 
of individuals who held the first and fourth profiles. This profile was not related 
to rationality defined as information-seeking, which suggests that the use of this 
strategy is situation-specific rather than being a general coping strategy. This profile 
was also significantly but differentially related to different types of intolerance for 
uncertainty: i.e., it was positively related to interpersonal intolerance for uncer-
tainty and negatively related to general intolerance for uncertainty. Taken together, 
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these results provide some support for our hypothesis about the differential roles of 
specific sources of uncertainty in attitudes towards it.

Finally, we found significant differences in gender distributions across the four 
profiles. The “Appreciative” and “Fearing” profiles were equally characteristic of 
male and female participants. However, we found gender imbalances for the “Cop-
ing” and the “Ambivalent” profiles. The “Coping” profile can be considered more 
characteristic of men, and the “Ambivalent” profile can be considered more char-
acteristic of women. The presence of these gender imbalances suggests that gender 
plays a role in the development of particular profiles of attitudes towards uncer-
tainty. That gender imbalances were found for these two profiles is particularly im-
portant in the context of revealing the gender-differential effects of sociocultural 
influences on the development of expectations about the two major sources of un-
certainty. 

conclusion 

The current study revealed the existence of four different profiles of attitudes 
towards uncertainty. Among these four profiles, we found a general profile of a tol-
erant person and three distinct profiles of an intolerant person, which differed with 
respect to their attitudes towards different sources of uncertainty, and subjective 
evaluations of uncertainty.

We suggest that different representations of uncertainty (which include objec-
tive and subjective components) create specific goal contexts that define the process 
of goal formation. However, we do not believe that differences in representations 
of uncertainty necessarily rigidly determine which strategies will be employed in 
dealing with or resolving the uncertainty, given the openness of dynamic regula-
tion systems in decision making (Kornilova, 2013).

Further research should examine behavioral differences among these four 
profiles in decision-making in specific situations. We are currently conducting 
a study that is explicitly looking at these differences, and has the potential to ad-
vance our understanding of the trait(s) of tolerance/intolerance of uncertainty 
and its involvement in decision-making. Another potentially fruitful avenue of 
research would be to study factors that play a role in the development of uncer-
tainty attitudes with respect to the environment and personal relationships (e.g., 
factors such as family context and previous experience) and their relationships 
with decision-making strategies. Finally, we are currently in the process of con-
ducting another study that aims to link the identified latent profiles of attitudes 
towards uncertainty to a host of cognitive and personality traits in the context of 
a broader research program within the Dynamic Regulative Systems framework 
(Kornilova, 2013).
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