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Subjects were informed that they could make as many picture-state-
ment matches as they wished, or*none if they so wished. On a sep-
arate sheet, after completing the matches, subjects were requested
to indicate their de(i_lree of certainty for each match on a_seven- point
Likert-type scale. High scores were accepted as indicative of ambi-
guity intolerance.
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validity (in relation to authoritarianism) of the tests was not sub-
stantiated. This author, in view of these findings, advances the hy-
pothesis that the mode of responding tothe F-Scale and the TI-of-A
test was the variable in question. Both measures used a seven-point
scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree” and it is
conceivable that responding to the extremes of a scale might have
been responsible for the one correlation received. In faet, Christie
and Jahoda (1954) made the same point in their criticism of the

F-Scale.

The findings of the present study, demonstrating significant re-
lations between the F-Scale and TI-of-A test and Intelligence scores,
also reported in studies using other measures of ambiguity tolerance,
strongly support the contention that “.. . any investigation of the
F-Scale must control for intelligence” (Jacobson & Rettig, 1959).
However, these authors contend that “the F-Scale involves a specific
factor which is independent of intelligence,” and therefore imply that
the F-Scale and measures of ambiguity wlerance cannot be validated
against measures of intelligence.

Focusing specifically upon the deminstrated reliabilities of the
TICA test at three age levels, this autior suggests that ambiguity
tolerance was more adequately evaluated ir responses to an ambigu-
ous task than to a pencil-and-paper test. Hamilten (1957) presents
the rationale that “avoidance of ambiguity serves to avoid anxiety
and conflict.” Therefore, it is concluded from the findings reported
in the present study that ambiguity tolerance is behaviorally mani-
fested as a coping mechanism. This anthor avers that ambiguity
tolerance is not a manifestation of authcritarianism, as suggested by
the Adorno group, but that it is a coping mechanism driven by other
needs or motives.
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ABSTRACT )

In an effort to establish a criterion for Frenkel-Brunswik’s postu-
lated variable “Intolerance of Ambiguizy,” 322 students of both sexes
in three age groups consisting of three ethnije classifications were ad-
ministered two measures of intolerance of ambiguity and a modlﬁed
F-Scale. Ambiguity tolerance was investigated both as a coping
mechanism and as a mode of evaluation.

With one exception, neither test correlated with the F—Sca.le re-
futing the postulated construct validity of intolerance of ambiguity
with authoritarianism. Neiher tests of ambiguity tolerance corre-
lated at any of the age levels. Reliabilities for the coping measure at
all age levels were acceptably high ; however, the reliabilities for the
other measures were quite low. Results suggest that amblgmt_y tol-
erance is behaviorally manifested as a coping mechanism and is not

a function of authoritarianism.
RESUMEN

A 322 estudiantes de ambos sexos de 3 diferentes edades y de
tres antecedentes étnicos, se les administraron dos pruebas para
medir la intolerancia a la ambigiiedad y la Escala F modificada, en un
esfuerzo por establecer un criterio para la variable “Intolerancia a
la Ambigiiedad” propuesta por Frenkel-Brunswik. Se estudié la
intolerancia a la ambigiiedad como un mecanismo de confrontacién y
como modo de evaluaciéon.

Con una sola excepcién, ninguna de las pruebas correlacioné con
la Escala F, rechazando la validez de construccién de intolerancia a
la ambigiiedad con el autoritarisme. Tampoco las pruebas de tole-
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