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1. INTRODUCTION: 
We live in an era that is most significantly characterized by rapid and continuous change. This is especially 

true at organizational level; with employees at every level perpetually working under the threat of downsizing and 

corporate re-structuring. K N Kamath, ex Managing Director and CEO of ICICI Bank called this a ‘turbulent’; and 
yet, ‘revolutionary’ era. With regard to the impact of this dynamic state of affairs on the organization, he believed that 
“the future will belong to those who can operate with extreme agility in the face of very high levels of ambiguity” [1].  
 

What is ambiguity?  

Ambiguity is defined as ‘uncertainty about the probabilities with which outcomes can occur’ [2]. In 
organizational psychology, ambiguity is studied with respect to its inevitability; [3] suggest that organizations exist in 

an ambiguous world where it is part of the normal context of organizational actions. 

At a personal level, individuals may face ‘role ambiguity’ which refers to the lack of specificity and 

predictability for an employee’s job or role functions and responsibility [4]. Shared ambiguities, on the other hand, 
especially seem to occur during times of radical changes, and in times of recession when the job market becomes 

difficult – for instance, ambiguity of the future. The contemporary situation around the globe is exactly the same, 

where the job market is unsteady with many companies are periodically laying off their employees and reducing the 

intake of people into their companies.  

In spite of such a state of affairs, many successful organizations around the globe are able to sustain 

ambiguity, by acknowledging its presence and thus learning to innovate [5,6]. Ambiguity acceptance leads to positive 

customer and organizational outcomes and may also play a crucial role in enabling institutional expansion [7,8]. One 

approach in the direction of acceptance is tolerance to ambiguity which is the focus of the present study.   

 

Tolerance of Ambiguity (ToA) 
Norton, 1975defines the concept of ambiguity tolerance as a “tendency to perceive or interpret information 

marked by vague, incomplete, fragmented, multiple, probable, unstructured, uncertain, inconsistent, contrary, 

contradictory, or unclear meanings as actual or potential sources of psychological discomfort or threat”[9]. 
Kahn et al. (1964) posited that although there are individual differences in terms of a person’s ability to 

tolerate ambiguity, all employees find the state of being uncertain to be stressful [10]. Kagan (1972) argued that the 

need to reduce ambiguity is a primary determinant of human behavior [11].  

The necessity for ambiguity tolerance has been established in both educational as well as occupational 

settings. An intolerance of ambiguity (both mild and severe) tend to result in reactions of with anxiety and withdrawal 

from uncertain situations because individuals with low ambiguity tolerance tend to interpret differences, 
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disagreements, and conflicts as threatening. Failure to be flexible in the transition, mediation, and communication 

between different and conflicting aspects of an object or situation can cause significant distress to these individuals.  

In contrast, high tolerance of ambiguity prompts people to view ambiguity as natural or even desirable and 

seeks to include, tolerate, and accommodate it [11-14] posit that tolerant individuals should perform well in new and 

complex learning situations.  However, intolerant learners may tend to avoid or give up when encountering ambiguous 

situations.   As organizations become less structured and more fluid, tolerance for ambiguity is likely to emerge as a 

quality that differentiates effective from ineffective leaders [15]. In fact, an early study by Schere [16] found 

entrepreneurs to have a higher ToA when compared to non-entrepreneurs.  

In the present financial scenario, the software sector in particular, is facing crisis with a rapidly shrinking job 

market. A report from the Information Technology Association of America [17] finds that future demand for IT 

workers continues to drop even as companies layoff fewer workers and the overall size of the IT workforce stabilizes.  

Companies are being  shut down unexpectedly or opting to merge or be acquired by larger companies which leaves its 

employees in a constant threat of changing technologies, knowledge insufficiency and even job insecurity. What was 

viewed as a lucrative profession during 1997-98 had suddenly taken a nosedive, shrouded in insecurity. 

The purpose of the present study gains importance in this context and attempts to investigate the impact of 

ambiguity on the job-performance, level of creativity and decision-making styles on a sample of Indian software 

professionals. These particular factors were chosen because of their relevance to success and efficiency within an 

organization.   

 

Job Performance 
Job performance has always attracted organizational psychologists due to its role in predicting  organizational 

success [18-21]. The antecedents of effective job performance has thus, been a widely researched field of study. 

One of the early studies linking ambiguity and job performance revealed that ambiguity concerning sales 

manager and customer expectations negatively affected job performance [22]. Empirical studies conducted to 

investigate the relationship between the presence of role ambiguity and job performance have validated these findings, 

by discovering that role ambiguity is significantly and negatively related to job performance [23-25] as well as was an 

important predictor of job performance [26]. A meta-analysis conducted on 169 studies found that role ambiguity was 

the most negatively related to job performance when compared to other stressors [27].  

While these studies demonstrate the relationship between various forms of ambiguity and job performance, it 

is important to explore how one overcomes the negative impact of this ambiguity at the workplace. With respect to the 

direct influence of tolerance of ambiguity on job performance, one study by Wiggins & Weslander [28] showed that 

high tolerance of ambiguity was found in individuals who were rated to be more efficient at their jobs. These results 

needs to be replicated on different samples in order to validate this finding.  

 

Creativity   
The creative process is defined as the emergence in action of a novel relational process from the interaction of 

a unique organism and its material and circumstantial environment [29]. In the organizational context, it refers to 

employees’ generation of novel and useful ideas [30]. 

In today’s world, organizations are constantly searching for new marketing strategies, new products and 
services, new manufacturing processes, and new managerial practices to adapt to the rapidly changing environment. 

The competitive advantage maintained by some companies is by and large, a product of ‘Workforce Creativity’.  
Organizational psychologists have long since been emphasizing the importance of creating favorable work 

environments to release employees’ creativity energy [31,32]. Now, more than ever before, organizations are striving 

for creativity and innovation in order to survive, grow and adapt [33].  

The relationship of creativity to ToA has been theorized about for several decades. Vaughan [34] theorized 

that ToA is a state of dynamic tension which encourages alternative modes of thinking and problem-solving strategies 

and acceptance of open-ended situations. This, he posits, is crucial in order to generate and maintain the creative 

process. Tegano [35] thought of ambiguity tolerance as a ‘critical link in operationalizing a measurable and 
understandable personality trait which is central to creative thinking. A rather succinct description of the combination 

of traits in a creative personality by Runco [36] included autonomy, flexibility, openness to experience and ToA to 

name a few.  

This theoretical relationship has been widely researched using empirical methods. Schere [16] found higher 

ToA among entrepreneurs; whose defining quality was ‘novelty’ or the ability to innovate and create. Recently, these 
findings have been replicated widely on a variety of populations. High levels of ToA have been consistently found to 

correlate with greater creativity on school children [37],  adolescents [38], child-care adult workers [35], and 

psychiatric populations [39]. In the organizational context, creativity was seen to significantly and negatively correlate 

with role ambiguity [40], which is a more indirect way of establishing an association between ToA and workforce 
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creativity. In contrast, a study on Indian managers found no significant relationship between ToA (as a factor or 

organizational climate) and creativity [41].  

Although the theoretical model linking ToA with creativity has been established on a solid ground, it is 

important to build on the empirical base in order to validate the model on a relevant organizational sample. 

 

Decision-Making 
Robbins [42] in his book, ‘Essentials of Organizational Behaviour’ suggested the decision-making styles of 

leaders subject to influence by two axes: ToA and way of thinking. According to his theory, high ToA resulted in 

Analytic and Conceptual styles of decision-making which consists of searching for more information and alternatives, 

considering many alternatives out of broad perspective and taking a longer term perspective.  On the other hand,  low 

ToA is associated with the Directive and Behavioural styles of decision-making which involves being very direct, 

focused on the matter (seeing people as resources) on one end while trying to avoid conflicts and trying to find a 

consensus while relying on the suggestions from others, peers and subordinates on the other end. 

Another theory of decision making, the Conflict Theory [43], analyzed the coping patterns used by individuals 

when faced with important decisions. The theory draws heavily on the psychology of stress and assumes that 

decisional conflict produces stress. The conflict model identifies four coping patterns. These are -   

a) Vigilance – It is the only adaptive decision-making style where the decision maker clarifies objectives to be 

achieved by the decision, canvasses an array of alternatives, searches painstakingly for relevant information, 

assimilates information in an unbiased manner, and evaluates alternatives carefully before making a choice. 

b) Hyper-vigilance - Due to time pressure, the decision maker searches frantically for a way out of dilemmas 

and impulsively seizes upon hastily contrived solutions that seem to promise immediate relief. The full range 

of consequences of choices are overlooked because of emotional excitement, perseveration, and limited 

attention. 

c) Buck-passing – It is one form of defensive avoidance where the individual tends to attribute the responsibility 

of making a decision or facing the consequences of his decisions to others. It is a maladaptive coping style. 

d) Procrastination – It is the other form of defensive avoidance where the decision-making puts off or 

postpones the act of resolving his conflict and arriving at a decision for the fear of its consequences. 

Procrastination is also maladaptive as far as decisional coping is concerned.  

Mann [44] suggests that individual differences in tolerance for stress are an important determinant in the 

choice of coping patterns. Ambiguity (either role or task) is known to be a significant contributor to workplace stress 

[4, 45, 46]. Theoretically, it follows that ToA (an important form of workplace stress) could be a determinant in the 

choice of coping patterns in employees. This study is a preliminary investigation into the purported correlation 

between the various decision-coping patterns and ToA. 

Based on the literature reviewed, it can be seen that ToA tends to significantly impact various personal and 

organizational variables.  However, on the basis of a review of earlier research and the importance assumed by these 

variables viz., job performance, creativity and decision making in an organizational context, the scope of the current 

study is delimited to these variables in relation to ToA.  

 

2. METHOD: 
This study was carried out to examine the impact of ToA on job performance, creativity level and decision-

making styles of the software professionals. 

 

Sample 

A two stage random sampling technique was employed to select the sample of software professionals. The 

questionnaires were administered to 270 employees. While 267 questionnaires were returned, only 120 booklets are 

found to be adequate for analysis in the study.  

The average age of the employees in all the eight organizations was 27 years (ranging from 22 to 32 years); 

the average company tenure was 7.05 years (ranging from 1 to 16.5years). There were 43 women (35.85%) and 77 

men (64.16%) in the sample.  

 

Materials 

A rapport was built with all participants before test administration after obtaining informed consent to 

participate in the research study. The following measures were administered to all the participants –  

 Budner's Scale of Tolerance-Intolerance of Ambiguity  [12]: A self-reporting 16-item scale that focuses on 

identifying ToA in employees at the workplace. 
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 Melbourne Decision Making Questionnaire II [47]: A 22-item instrument measuring four patterns for 

coping with decisional conflict based on the Janis and Mann Conflict Theory [48].  

 

The following measures were administered to the supervisors of the same group of participants  

 Job Performance Scale: It consists of 6 items to which supervisors familiar with the work performance of 

the employees provided their evaluations on the employees job performance [49].  

 Employee Creativity: It is a 13-item scale to measure creativity in which supervisors who were familiar 

with the employee’s work behaviour indicated how characteristic the items were of employee [50]. 

 

3. RESULTS: 

Cluster Analysis 
In order to study the impact of ToA on the three variables, the scores of 120 executives on the Budner's Scale 

of Tolerance-Intolerance of Ambiguity is subject to cluster analysis. On the basis of the results obtained, the 

professionals are categorized into 3 groups: high, moderate and low ToA. Low scores on the tolerance-intolerance 

scale of ambiguity indicate high ToA and high scores on this scale indicate low tolerance of ambiguity. The results 

pertaining to this analysis are shown in the table below. 

 

Table 1  

Mean, S.D. of the subjects (n=120) on Tolerance of ambiguity 

Sl. No. 
ToA 

Category 
n M S.D 

Minimum 

scores 

Maximum 

scores 

1. High 32 36.91 4.45 29 44 

2. Moderate 46 59.39 2.81 55 65 

3. Low 42 73.67 2.59 67 78 

 

Between Group Differences 
To test the significance of differences among the three groups on each of the three variables viz. Job 

performance, creativity and decision making styles, One-Way Analysis Of Variance (ANOVA) was employed. The 

results of the analyses are discussed below.  

 

Tolerance of Ambiguity and Job Performance  

Table 2  

F-value for comparing the job-performance scores among the high, moderate and low tolerance of ambiguity group 

 
                                                                          

 

 

 

 

**p<0.01 

 

Table 2 shows a highly significant F-value (p<0.01) which indicates that there is a significant difference in the 

mean job performance scores of the subjects belonging to the three groups of tolerance of ambiguity. Post-hoc 

analyses revealed that all the pair-wise comparisons of job performance scores on the three groups of tolerance of 

ambiguity were found to be significant at 0.05 level.  

 

Tolerance of Ambiguity and Creativity  

 

Table 3  

F-value for comparing the creativity scores among the high, moderate and low tolerance of ambiguity groups 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

69.589 

7072.378 

7141.967 

2 

117 

119 

34.794 

60.448 

 

0.576 

 

 Sum of Squares df 
Mean Square 

variance 
F 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

1727.301 

1203.999 

2931.3000 

2 

117 

119 

863.650 

10.291 

 

83.926** 
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The results indicate that there is no significant main effect of  ToA on creativity levels, i.e., the mean 

creativity scores of the subjects belonging to high, moderate and low tolerance of ambiguity are not significantly 

different from one another.   
 

Tolerance of Ambiguity and Decision-Making styles 

The results pertaining to the differences among the three groups of tolerance of ambiguity on each of these 

decision-making styles are dealt with separately. 
 

Vigilance 

Table 4  

 F-value for comparing the scores of vigilance style of decision-making among the three groups of tolerance of 

ambiguity 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square  F 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

377.064 

340.928 

717.992 

2 

117 

119 

188.532 

2.914 

 

64.701** 

**p<0.01 

Table 4 indicates a significant main effect of ToA on vigilant decision-coping patterns (p<0.01). This 

indicates that there are significant differences in the mean vigilance style of coping scores of the participants 

belonging to different groups of ToA.  

Post hoc analyses revealed that participants with low ToA differed significantly in their level of vigilant 

decision-making when compared to those with both high as well as moderate ToA (p<0.05). On the other hand, 

participants with high and moderate levels of ToA did not differ significantly from each other on vigilant coping 

patterns.  This suggests that subjects with moderate and high tolerance of ambiguity have shown greater tendency to 

adopt vigilance style of decision-making compared to low tolerance of ambiguity group. 

 

Buck Passing 

Table 5  

F-value for comparing the scores of buck passing style of decision-making among the three groups of tolerance of 

ambiguity 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

78.899 

513.901 

592.800 

2 

117 

119 

39.449 

4.392 

 

8.981** 

**p<0.01 

It can be observed from the above table that the F-value is found to be highly significant (p<0.01). This 

indicates that the participants belonging to the three groups of tolerance of ambiguity are found to be significantly 

different in their adoption of the buck passing style of decision making. 

Pair wise comparisons reveal that high and moderate groups as well as moderate and low groups differed 

significantly from each other in adopting the buck passing style of decision making (p<0.05).  Further, participants 

with high tolerance of ambiguity have shown significantly higher tendency to use buck-passing style of decision than 

those with low tolerance of ambiguity. 

 

Procrastination 

Table 6  

F-value for comparing the scores of procrastination style of decision-making among the three groups of tolerance of 

ambiguity 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

305.867 

535.458 

841.325 

2 

117 

119 

152.934 

4.577 

 

33.417** 

**p<0.01 
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The above table shows that there is a significant main effect of ToA on the levels of procrastination among 

software professionals (p<0.01). Participants with low tolerance of ambiguity have a higher mean procrastination 

score followed by the subjects with moderate tolerance of ambiguity while the high tolerance of ambiguity group has 

the least mean score.  

Post-hoc analyses were conducted to make pair wise comparisons of the groups which revealed significant 

differences at all levels of analyses. Thus, participants with low ToA differed significantly from both high (p<0.01) as 

well as moderate (p<0.05) ToA groups. Participants with high ToA also differed significantly from the moderate ToA 

group (p<0.05). 

 

Hyper-vigilance    

Table 7  

F-value for comparing the scores of hyper vigilance style of decision-making on the three groups of tolerance of 

ambiguity 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Square F 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

612.985 

365.815 

978.800 

2 

117 

119 

306.493 

3.127 

98.027** 

**p<0.01 

It can be observed from the above table that F- value is found to be highly significant (p<0.01) which 

indicates that the difference in the mean scores on hyper-vigilance style of decision making of the subjects belonging 

to the high, moderate and low tolerance of ambiguity groups are found to significantly different from each other. 

Post-hoc multiple comparison tests reveal that high and moderate groups, moderate and low groups as well as 

high and low groups all differed significantly in adopting the hyper vigilant style of decision-making (p<0.05).  

The implications of the above results are discussed in the next section.  

 

4. DISCUSSION: 

Ambiguity is ubiquitous. “…the Great Recession has indeed relaxed its grip on American life … (and) has 
been replaced by something that might be called the Great Ambiguity — a time of considerable debate over the clarity 

of economic indicators and the staying power of apparent improvements.” [51]. Globalization has ensured that the 

phenomenon has seeped into the Indian economy and professional sphere as well. Fortunately, it is believed that the 

personality trait that can combat the negative consequences of ambiguity; i.e., ToA, can be learned or developed.  

Author Tim Kastelle believes that the single most important management skill is to develop ToA [52]. Business 

school alumnus Jenn Bender writes about how ToA was among the most important things she learnt on her course 

[53] which suggests that it is regarded as a vital human factor in the organization. Huber [54] put forth an experiential 

leadership approach for teaching ToA to business students as she believes it is the ‘key element in preparing students 
for success in the fast-paced and often chaotic business world. Banning [55] found that the case method of teaching 

improved ambiguity tolerance in management students compared to a control group. These are all examples of how 

ToA can be developed or increased among human personnel as it has clearly made its mark as an indispensable trait to 

survive successfully in the professional world. 

By understanding how ToA can impact one’s occupational status, the need for this trait can be further 
established in organizational psychology literature. This will lead its incorporation into the syllabi of business schools 

and other training procedures as greater number of personnel and organizational psychologists are realizing its value. 

Thus, the aim of this study was to illustrate the impact of ToA on crucial occupational variables such as job 

performance, creativity and decision-making styles on a sample of software professionals in India. The results 

obtained from the study demonstrate the importance of developing ToA in students and employees as it is a precursor 

for individual career and organizational growth and success.  The above dependent variables were chosen as they are 

important attributes of an employee in order to put him on the path to successful performance at the organizational 

level. The implications of the results with respect to each variable will be separately. 

 

Job Performance 

Being good at one’s occupation is crucial to one’s position, longevity and worth  at the workplace. Cognitive 
ability, job knowledge, education and work experience are all the fundamental factors that have been established to 
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directly or indirectly impact job performance [56,57]. Personality variables have emerged as equally accurate 

predictors of job performance as illustrated by a wide array of meta analyses conducted over more than two decades 

[59-62]. From these reviews, it is seen that the personality construct most commonly utilized for its relationship to job 

performance is the five factor model of personality which consists of the personality traits of openness to experience, 

conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism. Of these, conscientiousness has unanimously 

emerged as the most robust predictor of optimal job performance but as Hurtz & Donovan [62] note, the relationship 

between personality and job performance is more complex than zeroing in on one single attribute.  

This preliminary study was conducted with the aim to examine the role of a lesser known, yet key personality 

variable in impacting job performance; ToA. It was seen that job performance was significantly impacted by ToA  at 

all three levels, i.e., low, moderate and high ToA. This suggests that individuals with low self-reported ToA were 

found to be rated as performing least well by their supervisors when compared to those with moderate ToA. Software 

employees with high ToA were found to exhibit the highest job performance as rated by their supervisors. These 

results are in line with the findings of Wiggins & Weslander [28] which strengthens the case for improving ToA 

among the workforce in order to elicit the most optimal levels of performance from them.  

These results bear tremendous significance to the population in the study. In what has quickly turned into a 

global Information Technology hub (India), software professionals have to consistently exhibit high levels 

performance in order to ensure that they don’t face ‘the bench’ or worse yet, pink slips . In this high pressure 
environment, the workforce seems lost; unable to find their role in the organization while often experiencing 

insecurity about their tasks at hand. It is important that these employees are equipped with the psychological resources 

to overcome these ambiguous feelings. By making sure new recruits develop their ToA, there are increased chances of 

them using these skills to combat the pressures of the dynamic work environment and perform up-to the mark.  

 

Creativity 

 Creativity is no longer domain of largely right-brained individuals. The shift from primarily industrial 

societies to information societies has led to an emphasis on multi-skilled, multi-dimensional and creative individuals 

at the workplace [63]. The ability to think of novel ideas, innovate and depart from the norm are all valuable to 

success in nearly every vocation. Grabe, Colby & Bell [64] examined the effects of local workforce creativity on 

remuneration and found high returns to creativity in urban workforces. Territorial Observations [65] found that 

economically successful regions tend to have high levels of creative workers among their working population. This 

attests to the fact that creativity is a crucial psychological attribute to ensure both personal as well as organizational 

success.  

 The essence of creativity lies in the ability to be flexible and think out of the box. This essentially describes 

the attributes of a person who can be productive in the face of ambiguity. Thus, it seems natural that creativity stems 

from the ability to be tolerant of ambiguity. This is evident from a review of literature that has explored the 

relationship between creativity and ToA. However, the results of this study do not validate previous findings which 

have established a positive correlation between these variables. Scores on a creativity measure are not significantly 

different for different levels of ToA which suggests the lack of a relationship between the two variables in the current 

sample.  

One possible explanation for this is that in this study, creativity is measured based on supervisors’ ratings of 
employee’s creative behaviors. This may not present a very accurate picture of the employee’s creativity as these 
ratings may not be objective and free of bias. The studies reviewed in this article that found a significant correlation 

between ToA and creativity have used self-reported measures of creativity which might reflect the employee’s 
creativity more precisely. The one study that used the same measure of creativity found a significant relationship 

between role ambiguity and levels of creativity. The difference in the dimension of ambiguity being studied could 

have led to the discrepant findings between the aforementioned study and the present study.  

Moreover, these studies were not conducted in an organizational context. The only study reviewed in this 

article that investigated the level of creativity and ToA at the workplace found no significant relationship between the 

two variable [41] which was replicated in this study. It could be that in an organizational environment, the level of 

creativity at the workplace is not heavily influenced by ToA. Further research using self-report measures to assess 

creativity on such samples must be carried out to explore this line of thought.  
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In light of the above explanations, the findings in this study are certainly interesting and provide fodder for 

future research in order to contribute to the body of organizational behaviour literature.  

Decision-making styles 

  The workplace can be a high stress-inducing environment; especially with regard to the importance attributed 

to accurate and informed decision-making at all levels of the hierarchy. The Conflict Theory [43] delineates four 

distinct styles of decision making on an adaptive-maladaptive dichotomy: vigilance (adaptive), buck-passing, 

procrastination and hyper-vigilance (maladaptive). How does ambiguity (a source of stress in the workplace) and the 

extent of tolerance for it impact one’s distinct style of decision-making?  

 This study found that ToA has a significant effect on each of the four decision-coping patterns. In all three 

maladaptive patterns of decision-making, the scores of all three ToA groups differed significantly from one another 

while on vigilance scores, high and moderate ToA groups differed from the low ToA group. These results suggest that 

employees low on ToA have the greatest tendency to adopt two of the three maladaptive decision-making patterns; 

namely, procrastination and hyper-vigilance. They are also the least prone to adopting the adaptive style of vigilance. 

This group is significantly different from the other two groups on three decision-making patterns which suggest that 

having a low ToA is distinctly related to decision-making patterns in some way. However, this preliminary analysis 

does not reveal either causation not prediction of one variable from the other. The simple fact that low ToA is 

associated with a high tendency to choose maladaptive patterns of decision-making suggests that ToA plays a crucial 

role in coping with decisional stress.  

 Having high ToA is associated with the lowest tendency to adopt two of the three maladaptive decision-

making patterns, i.e., procrastination and hyper-vigilance followed by the moderate ToA. One of the reasons for 

procrastination could be the lack of structure and clarity regarding one’s task/role. Instead of making the ‘wrong’ 
decision due to not being fully-informed about the situation or not being able to tactfully handle ambiguity, an 

employee low on ToA might choose to put off making the decision for when the ambiguity is resolved or for when he 

has more information at hand. On the other hand, those high on ToA are able to cope with the ambiguity and come up 

with a way to handle it effectively; which allows them to make decisions more easily.  

 Hyper-vigilance could be the signature style of low ToA employees because they experience extreme 

agitation and anxiety due to ambiguity. This could lead them to frantically choose a decision in an effort to suspend 

the ambiguity. On the other hand, high tolerant individuals do not let the situation take control of them. They are able 

to manage the ambiguous situation without it inducing unnecessary stress which results in their low levels of hyper-

vigilance.  

This study also revealed some surprising findings. Employees with moderate ToA display the highest 

tendency to display vigilant styles of decision-making (although non-significant) and the lowest tendency to engage in 

buck-passing. This is an interesting finding that shows that having high ToA does not automatically result in the 

highest tendency to adopt adaptive styles of decision-making.  

More importantly, in this sample, high ToA does not mean that one is least prone to buck-passing. In fact, it 

results in the highest tendency to display buck-passing followed by low ToA and finally, moderate ToA. This shows 

that buck-passing is a unique style of decision-making in which having moderate ToA is associated with the lowest 

tendency to choose this maladaptive style of decision-making.  

Buck-passing is a form of defensive avoidance wherein the individual attempts to deflect responsibility for his 

active decision-making. From the definition, it seems logical that those low on ToA would choose to evade the task of 

making active decisions and assume responsibility for it as they are unable to manipulate their environment efficiently 

enough to make logical sense. On the contrary, the reverse has been found on this sample. The precise psychological 

mechanisms that lead high ToA employees to engage in greater buck-passing when compared to low and moderate 

ToA employees are still unclear. Research that focuses directly on the relationship between buck-passing tendencies 

and ambiguity tolerance in the workforce needs to be addressed.  

 

5. CONCLUSION: 

 The present study was conducted to highlight the importance of elevated levels of ambiguity tolerance among 

the workforce in order to maximize their potential in the best interest of the organization. In a sample of software 

professionals, ToA was seen to be associated strongly with superior job performance and a tendency to engage in 

adaptive decision making while low ToA was strongly associated with maladaptive decision-making styles such as 
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procrastination and hypervigilance. Creativity was not found to be related to ToA in this particular sample which may 

be investigated in future studies using more accurate measures. In the current financial and occupational climate, 

every employee looks for ways to attain job security while the organization tries to stay afloat. In light of this, 

organizations would benefit greatly by hiring employees who manifest high levels of ToA or by training existing 

personnel to develop and enhance their ToA levels in order to ensure that they go on to become assets to the 

organization and contribute to its success.  
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