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FORGIVENESS OF AMBIGUITY IN TERMS OF PANDEMIC
AND TOLERANCE TO AMBIGUITY: THEORETICAL VIEW

The study describes tolerance to ambiguity based on a structural theoretical review with constructivist
interpretation using hermeneutic methodology and an analytical approach. The main trends of their
transformation and formation in the fields of psychology, philosophy, Human Resource Management
and psychological health were identified. In order to reveal the content and structure of the researched
phenomenon, the history of its formation was analyzed. The phenomenon of tolerance to ambiquity is
closely related to the current problems in human history. In this regard, the article outlines opportunities
for future research on ambiquity tolerance. The mentioned problem is related to mental characteristics
of a person that arose in the context of a pandemic that has covered the whole world. The possibility
of pandemics and forced self-isolation to reflect mental changes such as acute and chronic stress, post-
traumatic stress, as well as to influence a person’s behavior on their confidence in the effectiveness of
their actions, various psychosomatic reactions, increased anxiety and depression, anger and aggression
directed at themselves and the external environment will be discussed. At the same time, such an analysis
of disciplines and concepts related to the changing object of a research was carried out in the process of
preliminary understanding of the chosen topic, and was carried out in relation to our scientific beliefs, as
well as the experience conducted through praxis.

Key words: tolerance to ambiguity; stress, pandemics, emotional states, psychological features of
an individual.
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Mangemus xxaegaiiviHgaenl 6eAacici3gikTi kewipy »kaHe beazicidgikke
TOAEPaAHTTBIAbIK TAHbITY: TEOPUSIAbIK WOAY

3epTTey repMeHeBTMKAAbIK SAiCHaMaHbl >KOHE aHAAMTUKaAbIK TACIAAI  KOAAAHA  OTbIpbIM,
KOHCTPYKTMBUCTIK TYPFbIAQH MHTEPMpPeTauusiAay apKbiAbl KYPbIABIMABIK-TEOPUSIABIK LLIOAY HEri3iHAe
GeArici3AiKKe TOAEPAHTThIABIKTbI CUMATTanAbl. [1cnxoaorms, maocodus, apam pecypcrapbiH 6ackapy,
MCUXOAOTUSIABIK AEHCAYAbIK CaAaAapPbIHAA OAAPAbIH, TPAHCOPMALIMSICbl MEH KAABIMTACYbIHbIH, Heri3ri
TEHAEHUMSAAPbI aHbIKTAAAbI. 3€PTTEATEH KYObIABICTbIH Ma3MYHbIH, KYPbIAbIMbIH alllyFa MyMKiHAIK 6epy
YLWWiH OHbIH KAAbIMTacy TapMxXblHA TAaAAQY >KacaAblHAbL. beAricisaikke TOAepaHTTbIAbIK (heHOMEHI Kasipri
Ke3eHAE aAamsaTr TapuxblHAQ ©3eKTi npobAaeMarapMeH ThiFbl3 GarAaHbiCTbl. OChbl Opalnaa Makaaasa
GeATiCi3AIKKE TOAEPAHTTbIAbIK TyPaAbl 60OAALLAK 3ePTTEYAEPAIH MYMKIHAIKTEPI KOpceTiAreH. bya Mmaceae
SAEMA] XKalAaFaH NaHAEMMs XKaFAabIHAQ TYbIHAQFAH TYAFAHbIH NMCUXMKAABIK epeKLleAikTepiHe HarAa-
HbICTbI. [TaHAEMUS MeH MOXKBYPAI ©3iH-631 OKLIayAay XXEAEA >KOHE CO3bIAMAaAbl KYM3eAiC, XKapakaTTaH
KEeMiHri CTPecc CbIHAbI TMCUXMKaAbIK ©3repictepaiH kepiHic 6epyiHe, COHbIMEH 6ipre aAamHbIH
MiHEe3-KYAKbIHa, OHblH, 63 ©peKeTTepiHiH TUMIMAIAIriHe AereH CeHiMiHe, TYPAi MCUMXOCOMATUKAAbIK
peakLmMsAapFa, Ma3acbI3AblK, MeH AENPECCUSHbIH, XKOFapblAayblHa, allyAAHLLAKTbIK NMeH aAaMHbIH 63iHe
Bpi CbIPTKpbI OpTara GaFbITTAAFAH arpeccus TYAbIPYbIHA bIKMAA €Ty MYMKIHAIM TaAKbiAaHaAbl. COHbIMEH
KaTap e3repmeai 3epTrey oObEKTICIHE KaTbICTbl MOHAEP MEH TYXKbIPbIMAAMaAAPAbIH, MYHAQM TaAAa-
ybl TAHAQAbIHFAH TaKbIPbINTbl aAAbIH-aAQ TYCiHY NMPOUECiHAE XYPri3iAin, FbIAbIMW HaHbIMAAPbIMbI3Fa,
COHAAM-aK, MPakCUC apKblAbl XXYPri3iAreH Taxiprbere KaTbICTbl XKY3ere acbIpbiAAbI.

TyiiH ce3gep: GeArici3paikke TOAEPAHTTBIAbIK; CTPECC, MaHAEMMS, SIMOLIMSIABIK KYHMAEpP, TYAFaHbIH
NCUXOAOTUSIAbIK epeKLLIEAiKTepi.
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MNepexxuBaHue HeonpegeAeHHOCTU U NPOsIBA€HUE TOAEPaHTHOCTU K
HeonpegeAeHHOCTU B Nepuog naHgemuu: TeopeTuyeckuii 063op

MccaepoBaHne ONmMCbiBaeT TOAEPAHTHOCTb K HEOMPEAEAEHHOCTM Ha OCHOBE CTPYKTYPHOrO Teope-
THUYecKoro 063opa € NMOMOLLbIO KOHCTPYKTMBUCTCKOM MHTEpPpeTaLmm C UCMOAb30BaHUEM repPMEHEBTM-
YeCKOM METOAOAOTMM M AaHAAUTUUYECKOrO NOAXOAQ. BbISIBAEHbI OCHOBHbIE TEHAEHLMM MX TpaHcopma-
LM 1 hopMMPOBaHMS B chepax MCUMXOAOTMK, DMAOCODUM, YNIPABAEHUS YEAOBEYECKMMMN pecypcamm,
NMCUXOAOTMYECKOTO 3A0POBbS. AASI TOrO, UTOObI AATb BO3MOXHOCTb PACKPbITh COAEPXKAHME, CTPYKTYPY
U3y4Yaemoro siBAeHUS, OblA MPOBEAEH aHaAM3 UCTOPUM ero hopmupoBaHms. DeHOMeH TOAEPaHTHOCTH
K HEOMPEAEAEHHOCTU Ha COBPEMEHHOM 3Tare pasBUTUS Hayku 1 0BLLecTBa TECHO CBSI3aH C aKTyaAbHbl-
MW B UCTOPUM YeAoBevecTBa npobaemamu. B 370 CBS3M B CTaTbe NpeACTaBAEHbl BO3MOXKHOCTH ByAy-
LMX MCCAEAOBAHUI TOAEPAHTHOCTM K HEONPEAEAEHHOCTU. Peub MAET O MCUXMUECKMX 0COHEHHOCTSX
AMYHOCTM, BOSHUKAIOLWMX B MEPUOA MaHAEMUM, OXBaTuBLLER BeCb Mup. OBCYKAQIOTCS BO3MOXHOCTM
BAUSIHWS MAHAEMUM U BbIHY>KAEHHOM CaMOU30ASILIMM, CMIOCOBCTBYIOLLME MPOSIBAEHUIO NCUXMUYECKMX M3~
MEHEHUN, TaKMX, KaK OCTPbIM 1M XPOHUYECKMIN CTPECC, MOCTTPaBMaTUYECKNIM CTPECC, a Tak>Ke BAUSHUE
Ha MOBEAEHME YeAOBEKa ero yBepeHHOCTH B 3(pHEKTUBHOCTN CBOMX AEMCTBUI, PA3AMYHBIX MCMXOCOMa-
TUYECKMX Peakuuit, MOBbILLEHHON TPEBOXKHOCTU 1 AeNpeccuu, pasApPakKMTEAbHOCTU M BO3HUKHOBEHUS
arpeccuu, HanpaBAEHHOM Ha CaMOro YeAOBeKa WM BHELLHIOW cpeAy. Kpome Toro, Takom aHaAm3 npea-
MeTa M KOHLEMUMIA B OTHOLLIEHMU K M3MEHSIOLLIEMYCSl OObEKTY MCCAEAOBaHMSI MPOBOAMACS B npoLecce
NPeABapUTEABHOIO MOHUMAHWS BbIOPAHHOM TeMbl U ObIA OCYLLECTBAEH B COOTBETCTBUM C HAy4HbIMM

y6exXAEHMSIMM aBTOPOB, a TakXXe MPAKTUKKM, OCHOBAHHOM Ha Mpakcumce.
KaloueBble cAOBa: TOAEPAHTHOCTb K ABYCMBICAEHHOCTH; CTPECC, NaHAEMMU, SMOLIMOHAAbHbIE CO-

CTOSAHUA, NCNXOAOrn4veckumne 0COOEHHOCTU AUYHOCTMU.

Introduction

In a global context of the pandemic, there is
concern about the threat of COVID-19 coronavirus,
and a state of complete ambiguity remains around
it. Therefore, despite the further development of
the pandemic, the global fight against the virus
can have a long-term impact on economic growth,
employment and politics. All of this, in the end,
causes fear and anxiety in everyone and creates a
state of ambiguity.

However, it is not a mistake to say that this
situation encourages to develope and undersstand
of previously unseen resource states in a person,
and tolerance for ambiguity as an individual’s
personality prepares him to accept it as a norm of
life, turns the surrounding reality into a creative
subjective confidence.

Tolerance of ambiguity in the current global
situation can contribute to increasing a one’s ability
to achieve personal maturity, stability and integrity,
and overcome anxiety.

Ambiguity forces a modern man to live in
changing, volatile, unpredictable environment. The
speed, depth and unpredictability of change lead to
an increase in the amount of personal changes re-

quired for successful adaptation and survival in a
constantly changing environment to the global chal-
lenge of personal development.

The phenomenon of tolerance to ambiguity is
closely linked with the current problems of our time.
The rapid flow of information and the rising pace of
life have created a problem of global uncertainty in
human life. This creates a problem of psychological
well-being of a person. While unprecedented mea-
sures aimed at slowing and stopping the spread of
Covid-19 have helped countries to save time and
reduce the burden on their health systems, we can-
not say that the social and economic costs have been
minimal.

Due to the rapid spread of the new COVID-19
coronavirus pandemic to many countries around
the world, the introduction of physical distance and
isolation measures, and the closure of schools and
businesses, people began to feel fear, anxiety, and
panic. During quarantine condition, people still can
not meet their needs, are not allowed to go where
they want and are not able to be with the people
they want. This applies to both the general popula-
tion and individual groups of citizens, such as the
elderly, health care providers and the people with
disabilities.
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The best way to overcome ambiguity is to ac-
knowledge its existence.

Pandemics and forced self-isolation can further
contribute to acute and chronic stress, the subsequent
formation of post-traumatic stress, sleep disorders
and psychosomatic reactions, increased anxiety and
depression, irritability and aggression directed both
to themselves and outwardly.

Anxiety is a natural emotion. Anxiety is more
common among people with lower levels of sen-
sitivity to stress, who respond more easily to any
stimulus. Another characteristic of people with high
anxiety is low tolerance for ambiguity. It is difficult
for a person to accept the idea that we cannot control
everything. As a result, it causes anxiety due to am-
biguity followed by fear, which in its turn, interferes
a person and prevents human development.

For example, man is a being in constant devel-
opment and formation. Although he is under a lot
of stress, he moves from one state to another. There
is no doubt that survival contributes to sustainable
development and infinite change.

For this reason, useful experiences of ambiguity
are experiences painted in a positive emotional tone:
curiosity, search, situational activity, activation of
the imagination, the emergence of new insights,
joy, excitement, enthusiastic research and lead to a
change in the nature of the ambiguity situation from
a creative and meaningful point of view.

Ambiguity reveals the desire of many people to
control. To ensure security, we need to change our
behavior to control what we can really control and
use, but it does not matter if we change our thoughts
about what we cannot control.

Of course, while stress mobilizes the body’s
immune system, chronic stress might have
weakened it.

Although a person really shows concentration
and takes reasonable precautions, his attention,
thinking and willpower, and general health may de-
teriorate.

This is, where it is important for everyone to be
able to help themselves, understand their resources
and direct them in a positive direction.

For example, during the pandemic, many peo-
ple have been motivated to show compassion and
give a hand to the loved ones, even the strangers
who have never been involved, which has increased
their emotional intelligence, demonstrated empa-
thy, and therefore it has contributed to tolerance for
ambiguity.

The range of stress and emotions we have ex-
perienced can even have a positive consequences

on our illness and grief. Studies show that people
who have gone through very difficult life experienc-
es help them to be psychologically and physically
stable.

Methodology

This research work is a part of the classical and
the modern disciplines related to the variables of an
object of study, in particular, «tolerance of a person
in crisis situation to uncertainty».

As a result of this kind of theoretical review,
general and specific concepts related to the subject
matter were interpreted, and concepts and approach-
es to this issue were implemented using the herme-
neutic method (Dilthey, 1928).

In this sense, the following principles of inter-
pretation were considered. First, the authors select-
ed a reference bibliography on the topic, taking into
account their knowledge of the subject of the study;
in particular, the works of classical and modern au-
thors of relevant studies on tolerance to ambiguity
and human stress tolerance in such situation were
analyzed.

Such an analysis of disciplines and concepts re-
lated to the subject of variable research was carried
out in the process of preliminary understanding of
the chosen subject and in relation to our scientific
beliefs, as well as the practice were implemented
through Praxis.

Secondly, the process of interpretation of con-
cepts was followed by the principle of understanding
the text based on the dialectic of the particle and the
whole, which was named as «hermeneutic circle»
by the philosopher V.Diltey, that means understand-
ing the whole consisted of understanding its indi-
vidual parts, and the principles of pre-understanding
the whole were followed for understanding the parts
(Dilthey, 1928). This connection has become an in-
tegral part of the understanding of this work.

In particular, it can be said that at this stage of
theoretical research, an attempt to understand the
topic on person’s tolerance to ambiguity, and stress
tolerance was carried out after authors had their own
understanding in advance.

Theoretical review

The phenomenon of tolerance to ambiguity

The idea that people do not like ambiguity and
avoid has been confirmed by a number of well-
known psychologists. For example, J.Bruner hates
some situations by saying like, «when it is impos-
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sible to categorize and identify any event, we feel
fear in the face of uncertainty» (Burtlett, 1932). For-
mulates in the same sense (Bruner, 1967).

As to E. Barlett some of the subjects are un-
known. E.Tolmen also considered the need to give
a certain conformity to objects and events and wrote
about the need for a position. (Tolmen, 1951). M. D.
Vernoy states that « subjects feel uncomfortable and
unsatisfactory until the structure of unknown situa-
tions is formed (Vernon, 1952).

From the point of view of cognitive psychol-
ogy, a person does not like any type of cognitive
inconsistency and tries to avoid it. To eliminate this
discrepancy, a person can change their attitude. Ac-
cording to L.Festinger, dissonance is psychologi-
cally uncomfortable, which leads a person to reduce
dissonance or come to an agreement. In this case, a
person actively tries to avoid situations and informa-
tion that can cause dissonance (Festinger, 1957).

In general, the main psychological theories of
this direction are based on the idea that people do
not prefer inconsistency, instability or contradic-
tions by nature.

SM Andersen and A. Schwartz studied the role
of intolerance to ambiguity in a state of depression.
It is known that this factor affects on the develop-
ment of depression only in the presence of thoughts
about the negative aspects of life. This highlights the
importance of the cognitive component of the uncer-
tain approach (Andersen, 1992).

Thus, the above-mentioned researchers believe
that in conditions of ambiguity, various negative
emotions can be arised.

Motivational aspects of ambiguity

When analyzing the studies, motivational as-
pects of ambiguity are noted to be researched. Ac-
cording to the most of researchers, ambiguity moti-
vates and formulates (Kagan, 1956; Berlyne, 1960).
Subjective assessment of ambiguity is distinguished
as one of the most powerful active factors (Kitaev-
Smyk, 1983). For example, in the famous experi-
ments of B.V.Zeigarnik, it was shown that a person
tends to complete unfinished actions (and ambiguity
means unfinished ones) (Zeigarnik, 1981).

Research by the scientists such as Fiske and Mad-
die has shown that some unknown and diverse mate-
rial needs a certain stimulus that motivates a person
more than repetitive stimuli (Fiske and Maddi, 1961).

For Example, J.Kagan considers the desire to re-
solve ambiguity (along with hostility and power) to
one of the main motives of behavior. Interestingly,
as per J.Kagan, another source of motivation is the

motivation for success, which is the secondary and
serves to solve ambiguity (Kagan, 1956).

He believes that ambiguity is caused by a dis-
crepancy between the following situations:

1. Two knowledge;

2. knowledge and experience;

3. behavior and knowledge.

According to J.Kagan, the main source of ambi-
guity is the inability to predict the future. According
to his model, people sometimes resist ambiguity and
sometimes try to avoid it, depending on the presence
of coping mechanisms and the meaning of their con-
scious or unconscious involvement (Kagan, 1956).

According to D.E. Berline’s theory of motiva-
tion, a person prefers actions with a more uncertain
outcome, since the beginning of the result allows
you to minimize the current ambiguity. In this case,
the greater uncertainty of an action result, the great-
er number of such alternatives, the more alternative
results of the action will get equaled.

D.E. Berline introduces the concept of «colla-
tive» or «comparable» variables (collective varia-
tions)» that influence on the activation of human be-
havior. This term means that the content of received
information goes through comparison processes, in
which the inconsistency with previously known and
probable information is reduced. The scientist iden-
tifies four types of collative variables: novelty, am-
biguity, complexity, and spontaneity. These quali-
ties, according to D. E. Berline, «depend on com-
parison or identification between stimulus elements
(referring to different parts of the stimulus field act-
ing simultaneously, or stimuli distributed over time)
(Berlyne, 1966).

Collative variables form an important group of
conditions that affect the «motivational potentialy.
The potential of motivation is an approximate val-
ue that summarizes all the features of information
search, which are:

» collative variables
suddenness, complexity);

* affective motivation;

* strong external motivation;

* motivation of internal need.

Based on the above, D.E. Berline identifies vari-
ous types of motivational behavior: perceptual in-
terest, cognitive interest, subversive behavior, and
authentic. During subversive behavior, the subject
adapts to receive stimuli from any source with «com-
parable properties», and not from a separate source,
which is considered to be the object of ambiguity. It
provides aesthetic satisfaction, not allowing subjec-
tive ambiguity search (Berlyne, 1966).

(novelty, ambiguity,
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Subjects participating in K. Schneider’s experi-
ments independently choose the tasks of different
levels of difficulty and evaluate the degree of con-
fidence in success. Here, the concepts of subjective
ambiguity and subjective probability had the same
content. In his research, the scientist used three indi-
cators of subjective uncertainty:

* the longest decision-making time;

* minimal reliability;

» the scaled probability of success is equal to 0.5.

The data obtained by the researcher show that
all the above indicators of subjective ambiguity
overestimate the objective probability equal to 0.5.
Moreover, it is only characteristic of probabilistic
assessment of one’s own successes and failures, and
reassessment of random events is almost invisible
(Schneider, 1981).

The history of the phenomenon of ambiguity

Smming up some results, the above data from
various studies prove that uncertainty motivates hu-
man behavior, but it is one of several motivatinal
factors, that has contributed to the existence of many
motivational theories. For example, the information
model reduces the influence of the motivation to
minimize ambiguity related to the effectiveness of
one’s actions, while the risk choice model is influ-
enced by the motivation to maximize self-esteem.
According to the attribution model, a person tends to
choose tasks for which the decision belongs to him.

Uncertainty has become an integral part of the
modern world. The development of technologies
and the growth of innovations aimed at establish-
ing reliability and increasing the security of life, at
the same time, increase the diversity of possibilities,
which in turn leads to the emergence of ambiguity.

The latter is recognized as a subject to be studied
not only in psychology, but also in physics, mathe-
matics, economics, biology and other sciences. Am-
biguity as a phenomenon is encountered at all lev-
els of human life: in everyday life, in interpersonal
relations, in relations between groups, in decision-
making situations in education and professional ac-
tivities.

D.A.Leontiev, D.A.Osin E.G.Lukovitskaya
(2016) show that a person’s need for trust begins
with religious extremist movements and ends with
personal anxiety.

According to N.V.Kruglova, a person who is re-
sistant to ambiguity can feel comfortable even in a
state of high uncertainty. He can act effectively in an
unfamiliar environment and often takes responsibil-
ity with a lack of information, is able to make deci-

sions without long doubts and without fear of fail-
ure. In exceptional cases, he can see the opportunity
to develop and demonstrate his abilities and skills.

If a person cannot tolerate ambiguity, then he
will tend to perceive particularly difficult situa-
tions as dangerous rather than new opportunities. A
lack of information or its lack of clarity can cause
discomfort to a person. People, who do not toler-
ate ambiguity feel better in a familiar environment
and come close to achieve specific goals and simple
tasks. The main sources of ambiguity intolerance
can be: the novelty of the problem, the complexity
of the problem, and the insolubility of the problem
(Kruglova, 2009).

It should be noted that tolerance for something
i1s different from tolerance for someone, in this
case tolerance for ambiguity is determined by the
socio-cultural and economic context of tolerance.
G.A.According to Asmolov, the semantics of the
term tolerance is determined by three different con-
cepts, which are:

1. Stability, endurance (including adverse fac-
tors of the natural environment: cold, heat, noise,
changes in light regime, time zones and its cata-
clysms, i.e. sudden changes: floods, droughts, earth-
quakes);

2. Tolerance;

3. Auvailable tolerances. The translation spec-
trum of the English word tolerance (from the point
of view of the psychological state of a person) is
used in a very broad sense: acquired stability, toler-
ance to uncertainty, ethnic stability, the limit of hu-
man stability (tolerance), stress tolerance, tolerance
to conflicts, behavioral deviations (Asmolov, 2000).

At the same time, as a result of the anti-epidemic
measures and related changes (first of all, quarantine
and isolation, in situations arised in relation to the
sources of funds necessary for everyday life in the
usual activities for people), loneliness, depression,
addiction to alcohol, aggressiveness directed at one-
self and others, suicidal behavior — contributing to
the occurrence of situations such as behavior.

According to R.W. Norton (1975), the concept
of» uncertainty « can be described by 8 main cat-
egories:

e multiple judgments;

e inaccuracy, incompleteness, and fragmenta-

e probability;

e lack of structure;

e lack of information;

e variability;

e incompatibility and inconsistency;
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e incomprehensible.

Depending on the research context, ambiguity
can mean different phenomena. For example, T.V.
Kornilova (2015) says that ambiguity is based on
ambivalence and ambiguity, while other authors dif-
fer from the concept of «uncertainty», which con-
siders future uncertainty or insufficient information
(Grenier, 2005).

As noted by K. Stoycheva (2010), the introduc-
tion of the concept of «uncertainty tolerance» into
the psychological apparatus was caused by the need
to explain the peculiarities of a person’s behavior in
uncertain, ambiguous situations, in particular, a per-
son’s willingness to accept or avoid these situations.

In order to reveal the content and structure of the
studied phenomenon, it is better to look at the his-
tory of its formation.

More attempts have been made not to produce a
single description of the phenomenon of uncertain-
ty, but to consider human behavior in similar situa-
tions. A concept that describes a person’s attitude to
uncertainty is considered to be the concept of ambi-
guity to tolerance.

The phenomenon of uncertainty not only has
different definitions, but also is considered in differ-
ent contexts and conceptual systems. Therefore, an
important task is to reveal the meaning that a person
puts into the concept of uncertainty.

A person’s need to overcome uncertainty is con-
sidered within the framework of meaning preserva-
tion model, and it is shown that in case of violation
of his semantic logic, compensatory mechanisms of
confirmation of his meaning are activated in other
spheres. The French philosopher Alain Badiou
(2013) introduced the concept of «preparation for
an event», which describes a position of openness to
new possibilities and uncertainty. According to E.T.
Sokolova (2015), four negative and one positive re-
actions to situations of uncertainty are distinguished
within the framework of clinical psychology. Nega-
tive types of reactions include intolerable anxiety,
feelings of inconsistency and confusion, lack of
access to internal resources, manic states, and lack
of inhibitory standards. The positive type refers to
the experience of interest, excitement and joy. A
number of studies have examined the relationship
between attitudes toward uncertainty and personal
characteristics. For example, S. Maddi (2005) em-
phasized readiness to act in uncertain situations as a
necessary component of maintaining mental health
within the framework of his vitality theory.

Usually, the term ambiguity is considered in the
context of the term ambiguity tolerance. In addi-

tion, researchers distinguish behavioral manifesta-
tions of low or high levels of uncertainty tolerance.
For example, intolerance is the inability to imagine
positive and negative symptoms for a person, ten-
dency to dichotous assessment of the environment,
dogmatism, rigidity, aggessivenesrmos, high level
of anxiety, etc (Frenkel-Brunswik, 1949; Bochner,
1965). High levels of tolerance for ambiguity are
associated with curiosity, awareness, life satisfac-
tion, extroversion, and other positive characteristics
(Furnham, 2013).

According to E. Frenkel-Brunswick, the term
«Tolerance of uncertainty» began its history of de-
velopment in the issue of ethnic stereotypes (Fren-
kel-Brunswik, 1949). Further, the question arises as
to how important this characteristic is for a person or
whether it is activated, only when perceiving certain
objects. According to the additional research, ambi-
guity tolerance/intolerance has been considered in
authoritarian personality theory (Adorno, 1950). In
order to move away from the political content and
return the phenomenon to psychological character-
istics, S. Badner described 3 main features of the
unknown situation: novelty, complexity, undecid-
ability (Budner, 1962). In general, since he defined
intolerance of ambiguity as a method of perceiving
unknown situations as a threat, S.Badner outlined a
number of criteria for individual perception of dan-
ger, which described the phenomenological and im-
mediate reactions of a person to a situation of am-
biguity: phenomenological submission (experience
of discomfort), phenomenological denial (suppres-
sion), immediate submission (avoidance), immedi-
ate negation (destructive or reconstructive activity).

Also, S.Badner showed the positive pole of ex-
periencing unknown situations — tolerance to am-
biguity. Based on the work carried out, S. Bochner
(1965) recognized two main characteristics of am-
biguity intolerance: firstly, a negative reaction to
uncertain situations affects emotional and cognitive
levels, including cognitive styles, social attitudes
and interpersonal behavior; second, people with in-
tolerant behavior in case of uncertainty show similar
behavior in the perception of objects.

The next transitional stage in the study of ambi-
guity tolerance is related to the study of the phenom-
enon as a dynamic characteristic. If previously the
attitude to the situation of uncertainty was taken as
a stable independent variable, then at the beginning
of the 2000s we will talk about the possibility of
personality development aiitamer3 (Deroma, 2003).
At the same time, a number of researchers found
that the level of tolerance for uncertainty decreased
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with increasing age of respondents, and respondents
showed an increase in conservative attitudes and a
greater orientation to stability (Kajs, 2010).

According to D. Kahneman, P. Slovik and A.
Tversky (2005), the stability of opinion is affected
by the skill of interpretation, in particular, a per-
son with a highly developed ability to interpret can
reconcile many conflicting facts and new evidence
without changing his position. The same topic in-
cludes heuristics, that is, knowledge gained through
experience. D. Kahneman and A. Tversky call them
«mental traps» because they can lead a person to
make the wrong decision. It is possible that the main
feature of heuristics is to reduce human effort and
simplify cognitive processes by referring to existing
schemes.

According to N.Taleb, the main drawback of the
theory of D.Kahneman and A. Tversky is defined in
its consideration of the aspect of ambiguity (Taleb,
2013). In their works, the authors focus their research
on risk situations, probability measurement and statis-
tical calculations. N.Taleb in his famous work «Black
Swan» describes the infinite ambiguity in which sta-
tistics and past experience cannot be applied.

An interesting approach to an issue of behavior
under ambiguity can be related to the concept of hu-
man intellectual and personal potential. It is deter-
mined by the fact that the intellectual and personal
characteristics of a person form a single mechanism
of human decision-making by overcoming ambigu-
ity (Tolmen, 1951). However, intellectual and per-
sonal potential is only a condition and does not com-
pletely determine the choice, so the highest level in
decision-making is only the self-awareness of an
individual.

According to K.I. Kornev (2006), the phenom-
enon of uncertainty is mixed with the concept of
a problem situation as a special task. Uncertainty
situations differ from problem situations not only
in their important characteristics, but also in their
impact on a person. Uncertainty hinders a person’s
ability to evaluate and predict a likely outcome. This
leads to the fact that a person is not able to use a cop-
ing strategy to overcome a stressful event, that can
be used to deal with the intended problem situation.
As V.A. Bodrov (1996) said that in case of constant-
ly changing situations, the most effective behavior
is to search for information about the available situ-
ation, but in practice, a person begins to be guided
not by problem-oriented strategies of struggle, but
by emotional-oriented reactions.

One of the difficulties in studying a person’s
attitude to ambiguity depends on his personal un-
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derstanding. If the researcher presents his own stan-
dardized version of uncertainty, then he may not
meet the criterion of an uncertain situation in the
subject, but if a person is asked to describe a situa-
tion of uncertainty independently from his own ex-
perience, then he will face difficulties in comparing
the obtained results in a wide sample.

The locus of ambiguity experience is reflected in
all theories that tend to consider this phenomenon as
an experience inside a person or as something hap-
pening externally.

As per N.V. Kruglova (2009), a person who is
tolerant of ambiguity can feel comfortable even in
a state of high ambiguity. He is able to act effec-
tively in an unfamiliar environment and often takes
responsibility when there is a lack of information,
is able to make decisions without long doubts and
without fear of failure. In an exceptional situation,
he can see the opportunity to develop and demon-
strate his abilities and skills.

If a person is not able to tolerate ambiguity, then
he will tend to perceive particularly difficult situa-
tions as dangerous rather than new opportunities. A
lack of information or its lack of clarity can cause
discomfort to a person. People who do not tolerate
ambiguity feel better in a familiar environment and
are closer to achieving clear goals and simple tasks.
The main sources of ambiguity intolerance can be:
the novelty of the problem, the complexity of the
problem, and the insolubility of the problem.

There is a lot of modern research on this topic.

For example, S.Petrocchi, P. Iannello, G. On-
garo et al. (2022) aimed to test a relational model
to identify the determinants of stress caused by Co-
vid-19 lockdown, finding that exposure to Covid-19
was positively related to anxiety and health informa-
tion seeking, and that tolerance for ambiguity was
directly related to distress.

According to the results of researches by the
scientists like N.I. Pogorilska, R.Y. Synelnykov B.I.
Palamar, S.V. Tukaiev & L.L. Nezhyva (2022) the
vast majority of respondents perceive the pandemic
as a dangerous, uncertain situation and make hasty
decisions based on polar judgments, react with anxi-
ety, try to avoid uncertainty, tend to give up unusual
things. There are negative consequences of their
behavior (loss of time management skills, laziness),
which indicate that the anxiety factor is directly re-
lated to the sources of general intolerance.

At the same time, as a result of the anti-epidemic
measures and related changes (first of all, quarantine
and isolation, in the usual activities for people in re-
lation to sources of funds necessary for everyday
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life) loneliness, depression, addiction to alcohol, ag-
gressiveness directed at yourself and others, suicidal
behavior caused to contribute to the occurrence of
such situations.

Tolerance to ambiguity as an individual trait
of a person

We may not be mistaken to say that Covid-19
pandemic period is accompanied by constant ambi-
guity. At the moment, people around the world may
not be able to say exactly what things are waiting
for their lives in the near future. Since the beginning
of pandemic, a lack of reliable information about
the disease, treatment and methods of its preven-
tion, medical possibilities is becoming more com-
plicated, moreover a lot of information, which is
not always reliable is distributed through the mass
media and social networks. As a result, it is quite
possible that many people feel fear and panic due
to suncertainty of the possibility of continuing their
work. Certainly, the degree of our fear and panic get
stabilized and characterize the danger of the situa-
tion we face. As psychotherapist, associate profes-
sor of Northwestern State Medical University after
I.I.LMechnikov, the Chairman of the Association
of cognitive behavioral psychotherapy D. Kovpak
(2020) has concluded that pandemic would have
ended one day and how we would come out of it
depends not on its duration, but directly on us. Pan-
demic and a forced self-isolation can further con-
tribute to an acute and a chronic stress, a formation
of post-traumatic stress, sleep disorders and psycho-
somatic reactions, increased anxiety and depression,
anger and aggression directed at a person himself
and the external environment.

What we can see from this, in a state of ambi-
guity, people tend to choose the most negative sce-
nario. A human psyche «does not like» to be tolerant
of ambiguity. The strategic goal of its adaptation is
to be ready for any threat. Therefore, if you have
experienced high anxiety during pandemic, it means
to be a normal state.

Anxiety is a natural emotion. Anxiety is more
common among people with a low threshold of sen-
sitivity to stress, who can react faster to any stimu-
lus. Another characteristic feature of people with
high anxiety is a low tolerance for ambiguity. It is
difficult for a modern person to accept the idea that
not everything can be controlled. As a result, anxi-
ety and fear arise as a result of ambiguity, and would
interfere a person from being developed.

Man is a being in constant development and for-
mation. No matter what kind of stress he endures, he

changes from one state to another. Survival requires
constant development and endless change.

According to Robert Leahy, a well-known psy-
chotherapist from New York, head of the American
Institute of cognitive therapy».. we are all trapped in
an «international trauma trap»where everyone feels
that their life or the lives of the beloved ones are in
danger. «When we are concerned, we tend to show
ambiguity as a negative outcome. But ambiguity is
a neutral world — we can not predict what will hap-
pen» (2009).

A person’s behavior during a pandemic is of-
ten determined by their ability to take responsibil-
ity for their decisions. In ambiguous situations,
transferring responsibility to another person, a lack
of confidence in independent decision-making and
putting off the decision, or decision-making based
on emotional rather than rational logic, is becoming
more complicated. However, there is no doubt that a
person’s behavior is significantly influenced by his
belief in the effectiveness of his actions, because in
a state of ambiguity, it is natural for a person to feel
different levels of confidence-distrust states.

Although people experience a wide spectrum of
negative emotions, from discomfort to panic, ambi-
guity is one of the most common phenomena in life.
It is a normal situation, because the implementation
of any action is connected with the limitation of am-
biguity; any goal, any choice, is based on turning
uncertainty into confidence. Life itself always cre-
ates ambiguity.

Ambiguity and confidence do not contradict
each other, on the contrary, they complement each
other. Ambiguity tolerance as an individual quality
of a person is the acceptance of ambiguity as the
norm of life, which creatively transforms the sur-
rounding reality into subjective confidence.

A certain degree of tolerance for ambiguity in-
dicates the ability to overcome anxiety in achieving
a personal maturity, stability, and integrity. The best
way to deal with the stress caused by ambiguity is to
recognize that it exists.

Conclusion

The results of the analysis show the heterogene-
ity of ambiguity design with a multifaceted struc-
ture. As for the ways of coping with uncertainty,
they coincide with many described ways of coping
with difficult or critical situations, although certain
differences are apparent. The theoretical analysis al-
lows us to take a new look at the issue of individual
differences in relation to ambiguity.
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The World Health Organization is still report-
ing promising positive changes not due to indif-
ferent attitude to COVID-19 situation. All over
the world, different measures are being taken

The fact that people take care of each other, ex-
press social and emotional support is one of the most
important qualities of their nature. Perhaps we are
not mistaken to say that although, Covid-19 epidem-

ic has disrupted the usual way of life, it has opened
up new opportunities for some people. People were
able to communicate with each other by phone and
video communication, have understood that each
person has their own psychological needs, show
more care and sensitivity to our loved ones.

in different countries, focusing on maintaining
physical and mental health, but not losing opti-
mism. Such measures are the key to psychological
stability, so it is important that people solve them
together.
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