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BERR ST %8 —Y F U 7 1 Rtk &0 S D OBHEE
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ITERBETE, BESIOKEN - FEFLOREE, Bl <RKOEE, BUIGNMER LN —
KWEey, BE, 2L TRERICHTIARLEREE->TWD, ThHDZ LafiRd e, BT
D RZIROBERRFERICH L TARLZ 2R 1E 2, Rl LFHKSCHESTETHTHIS 22/KL
DHEDBIEMICHFET D ZEMEESND, Lo T, BIRHEAICAZIFHRLICL 5T, BIkS
ZEOLSICRZ 200, TOMMAOEINICEDL>T<2LE2 X9,

ZOZ LT IN=YF I T A AR TR L LT, BERS~DIEESA (Intolerance of
Ambiguity : 1A) ZZFF 5D, HHERE TEK I ICIEFERTH S Z L5, Frenkel-Brunswik
(1949) IT X » THBIRENTLZ LITHER L, ZORESICET 5% < OWFFERREX 2 BlEH» 51T
bh Tk, SPNE, FICMRELEENHEEZHWIZEZRGAIEIC X > TREMTbA TV,
ZHOOIFEDNZ < T, BHRAZRHMEREITR SN D IRHEEIC X > T, ERSINE HSEKE
SWIFERTHLE S PRAIES TV (B 21, Block & Block, 1951 ; Martin, 1954 ;
Millon, 195772 &), L& L, ZA6DOHFETHW S NWZHIETED % < OFFEEM TH & 72 fHE
DD LN oTcZ L9 h, Kenny & Ginsberg (1958) 1ZHEBE S ~DIEHFIC OV T DOREX
72 EFZROMEER OR—BUT BT 2 B 2 #E L 7z,

ERORMEEZT, T O®BITIAZ FRE T2 ERSE CHIET AN L Tho Tk,
Z Dtk & 72 o 7D, Budner (1962) 1C X289 Tdh 5. BudneriZHEEE S %2 “+72F230
D iRipniedic, BYRBIESHBPRTIRVIRE” LERLLD AT, BRSICEER
ThdHIr “BHRAEEZANOFRE L THR R) T2 tHERLL, 2B,
CZTHRRENTWEIBHRE & “(1) FR» 0B RN EaIcH LWIRT, (2) F8rY
ML E BT EDEMRRT, (3) TP BRL S -HERIEL L5 RFE LR
DZLTHY, FHLEN Gtk (novelty), MM (complexity), RAI##ME: (insolubility)”
E4TDIF BT, IBIT, BIRIICIEERZEILIZN L3 >ORICEB LI, ME, T,
Rz, B, BEATE), FEEITE), B TEREE2RTEBExObNE, ZL T, BudnerixZ
DEFEFHE D LI LT, HKYDOIARE TH % The scale of tolerance-intolerance of ambiguity % 1E

U AWIEO—HIE, WALLE AR HE6RIRE - HiR LEPRFOR KR EGF AR THER I M,
D ARBRZE, FHEINLED OO, FRSCHEE R SRR e 25— H S, ERIRRO/ERK - BoAR - B
LT =2 AN ZH—FEPIML T,
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RLTe, ZORER, offOEMEW7R EEEER X UCZSHICRER S - epd, oK
B S ~DIEEARERFEOIFOK E 2> Tho Tz,

L%, Rydell-Rosen Scale (Rydell & Rosen, 1966), The 20-item ambiguity tolerance test
(MacDonald, 1970) 72 & OIARESER Sz, LaaL, Zhb o REEINESEO AR5
X, )22SR O KN 7e L3RRS THR Y (Norton, 1975), WHMOE WS D &%
2787z, % Z TNortonld, Budner (1962) i€ X 2B S DEROILIER X O Lk RE
OIS %% L T, The measure of ambiguity tolerance (MAT-50) Z#/ERL 7z, Z DO REX
8ODTHATAY— (HFE-ANaIasr—var -RoA 2=V (FICBEHL 178 -
MR - M AER - B1E - SRR 2 b oMk L 4 AL RETH Y,
INETERSINTZLOOPTROEHETEIIARELMAESTLATHD (4)I, 1981),

L2 L, MAT-5012b, 82D FLh 7 2 Y —MIRWARBIRE DM A G DERH 5 (TS
1992), 82O T 72V — N ZHOFEIERES R (HH, 1998), 82O Tl 7 =
Y — ZH0E U iR T 0 21T o B A OBEE MRV (KEF-1BA, 2003), & twno
TR R RIS BT 5. T D ORERRT 5 2 L X, MAT-5008>0 Tk 7 =
V—%Z0FEFEMA, AR ZRTMICIZ D Z L IIRBEYTHL LI 2L ThD, MAT-50
BHAWLNHEDIEE AL (Bl 21E, Andersen & Schwartz, 1992 ; KB - &4, 2002 ; FH)II,
198672 &) 23, 8 2O FALA T Y —& MW TE61HEDAFEA TIAZ —KTHICRIEL T
WebDThHokZ &b, MAT-500MFHIAME 2 BT 21 L 72 5 5,

TR -EA (2001) X, FEI0 HEEBR X 28 U B Ik 20t NS ci o 72, Tt ASTHE
BT DBk & ~DJEEZ (Interpersonal Intolerance of Ambiguity : ITA) | Z#ERE L, MAT-50
OREEZEZRICANLN L, X ANBHEICB T 2B ~0JEERNE (Interpersonal
Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale : IIAS) | Z{ERk L 7. TASIE, TRATOERICE T 2BHE ~0
FERAEL, Ty GVBRICH T 2R S ~OIEEE, THLWERICHIT HBR S~
DOIFEE] O3 OO TFMREPLHBRINTEY, THhE TITERINVBEBER S ~OIFEER
ELE—HzETb0THL, LaL, EEEBIOCZYMEPEMNICHA S 2BEDS D &1
mhlRprol, O L EZT, K - A (2005a) 1%, TASOKRTTH 5, TRFTHA
LT BT DB S ~DIEE RN E (Revised Interpersonal Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale:IIAS-
R)1 ZAERkL 7z, TAS-RIZ, Budner (1962) 12 X 2IADEHR =X AGHICEEL, [IA%Z “fih
FHLOMEERIZBNTAEL D DVEVWRFEERZENOFIR & LTHRE (R §25Hm” &
EHFEL ERENZLOTH D, FAREICE THxEOBRICEIT 2B S ~0IEER],
FERA Y OBIRICR T 2BR S ~DIFHE], TRABRICBIT 2BHR S ~0IEEE] 15V,
ZTNZENINASO FTAREICHIET Db D Lo, LT, NASIZHRT—EREOFEMNE &
ZEMEOm ERREZT o, IAZ AIBEICREL, —RICTRET D &V 9 AP L 72
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DTHD,

—7J7, Furnham (1994) I k- TIAQZ IR E T2 Z & 250, WA (2007) 13,
KE - A (2005a) OIA% & Lo DIAWFIE S HERR S ~ DB EMREE (Negative Attitudes
towards Ambiguity : ATA-N) O —RITGHIRIEICR > T2 Z & 2R L7z, £L T, BErIEZ
NETOWMN L FT—MEEL 7z, BRS~OEEMREE (Positive Attitudes towards Ambiguity:
ATA-P) b5 DLV LRI TBEK S ~0REE (Attitudes towards Ambiguity : ATA) | % #2
BL, ATAZJIIE T 2 Z E BAEETH 5 TR S ~DOHREE R (Attitudes towards Ambiguity
Scale : ATAS) | ZAfERL7c. & 2T, ATA-N%Z TS ~OAR%E] TBEHS oMl ) THk s
ORI O3 WITE L, ATA-PZ THEBRE 0ER] & [BHRSORAE] o 2Rk7e Lk, 75
WICICZ X B ATADREE PBEE N TN D,

lED X5, IALATAR ZnZhR72 5 kob cif&fbshT&k, 2L T, A (Bl
Z VX, KEP, 2010 ; KBF - #EAR, 2005b 5 ACHP - #EAR, 200672 &) LATA (fl %1%, R - A,
2010 5 L7, 201072 &) D ELLP—H DK ZRFHRE LEERZRENE ST -
7o L, Wi oREMIC OV CESERGF L 278, kE (2010) PKE (2011) AR
TohRTTHY, EOXdREERLMERPDLPEFIRTIHF T LTnln., %
T, KE-BA (2001) B X OKE - fBA (2005a) EVEAT (2007) =b LT, TRETHL
TE W& ORFEE £ L 7o b @ %Table HTRT,

Table 1 1IAE K UATADH#

ITA (& 57 - #5K, 2001, 2005a) ATA (Va£f, 2007)
HIERREE DOIE L B (BIRE D5 - 52 4Y)
RO IR E oY et N i) 7L

LZAT, BEHTHRREZEPOLOBESND LI, BHRIZEDOLHICEZDILNRED
HBOMO ODREICHBEEEZDZENEZOND, Hl21E, Andersen & Schwartz (1992) 1%,
MAT-50% W CHIE SN ZIA L, X T T4 TRITA 74Xy b EDOZEERNS 2% Tl
THILEERLTND, 72, KB - BA (2005b) 1%, TASEHWTHIE I NZIAL, 3FA
BRICET 22D T 4 TR ITA TAXU N EOREERAPIMS 22 FRFT DI L &R TWD,
TG OREE, FRAPINETIE R OBARFLRWMEANL Y b X T T 4 TR T A 74Xk
EREER L TBRIC, K0S DIy T W I EEREL KRR A L 2E TV (Metalsky,
Halberstadt, & Abramson, 1987; F}¥, 2001) OMFLTRIEI AL O TH Y, A DI
X5 AR S L THREL TWD Z L 2R L TS, LarL, 202008 THW
LITEIAREIE, MAT-50 LTIAS &V 9, Rl ® X 9 ITfEHEMESCZLEICERER I A TWDE Z
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ENINETHERMESNTELRETHD, Lo T, FHEESCZYMEDPHESNZIARE Z W
5ZLT, AL OOMHEEEBERIETIMLERDD L EXLND, £ I TR TII,
IAS DYGTITH Z2TAS-REAWT, TALMS> DL OB ERIET 22 L2 1 0HM L
5. HAS-RZEHWIAFZEIE, AL R b U ARG & OBEME 2 E L 7o &8 - f4 (2006) =
KB (2010) 72 ER3B D D3, 15 O F Db DIRHL L LBRIZ RZ T b v, Zo7d, TIAS-
REMAWTHAZHEL, M5 >L OMEEZEERF T2 L3RRI IO LEEZEILND,
—J7, ATAL 19 D OBEMIC O W TR (2007) 23T Z2 L TR Y, ATANO MBS
ANORE] WO L ORICORIEDBEMERSH D Z L ZRBL TS, UL, BRI
fLE N2 NEMBRFFERZ L5 > L OMITITIRWFEBEIBIR 3 5 Z L AR STV D
(] 2 0, #ME - il - YA, 2011 ; H9 - fEE - BF - 3B, 2007 ; Tanaka-Matsumi & Kameoka,
198672 &) 7=, ATASTHIE S 7z MBS ~DORZE] L3195 2L OB IS LEE TH 5
AL EZOND, £z, WA TIREMIC MBS ~ORE] L5 SOMHBEREZHREL
T2 DHT, RS ~DORE] 22615 D>~DRBEDF A ZFE L 2oiric onw Tidfst s h
TRy, LT, TALATAIFEEL & TH 2 B2 6N, EHL8X VM5 Dkt
T 5 RAANETAME & U THSRE T 2 NIRRT S LT W v, F 2 TR TiE, 1A L ATA % [FIFF
CHIEL, 19 >~OBBHERK T L E2BL T, 2 20E0ERFN 21T 2 & 25
20HMET S,

Ak

RERNES U HAERY

METHRO LT RFPEEZMGICHEZERL, RIEICREOEL > 21374 E0ixtg L L
oo EHFRIEL8. 925% (SD=0.85s%) Th oz, MAERHIL, 2012425 A L Th o7z,
HIE

ATA PEFF (2007) 12 X BATASZ V2, ZORE, £26HA» ORI TEY, E
BEozEs) 7THH HBEF:WAARTRE DD L, TXTEHL TAHALLRD,), B
E~OFR%] 6HE (HAF  F-oZX Y LAWRRTREI LELWWhrbbRR5,),
MEEE S DOZE)SEA CEAG > T VEDARVEFICL TEBWEFPEPERZ L LH5,),
MER S offdl) 5B (EHBAF:ERNZV 2V EBXS5VnOT, TXERIFERE2ED
W), TEBEEoPER) 3EE (EHEG: L >bonT R rBiRebohr—FHicid-&h &85
NXTZ), DEDOFMRERD D, AIETIE, FHEHLCOWTENENEDORELH TITE
Lh [E0<<HTREESRY (1R)] 26 FEFICHTIETES (6R)] £TO6MHETH
Zakd, IBERISOFERZ] & BIREOZE] 265 L TATA-P, BRI ~0OR%Z] & (5§
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Bk S Ol B X UMK S OBk 285 L TATANS L THW, 2hbid, BEkS ey
D ENZNORERRNEEREREL 2D L) IKEREhL T2,

A &K% - #BA (20052) 12 X BIAS-RZEH V2, ZORER, RITHA»OHBRENLTE
v, T OBRICK T 2B E ~0IERE] 6 THE (HEAF:PIxtmO NI, LORERL
KHELTIVWoOLrLEEWET,), RERMY OBRICBIT 2Bk ~0IEES 61HE (EH
Bl HNEDSEVWLALAVWAEZZOR, TERICEMTZE, E95BLTIvnorbny
FHA), TRABRICBIT 2B E ~0IFEE] 5HE (HAF:KGZEOREWYIICEE-T
YR BRI, ML VORE->E D LTHRLWTT.) O3 20 FMRERS S, AHfFET
3, FEBIZOWTENETNEORERET L2 TETHmMCERELRWY (15)] 226 T&T
b FET S (7/8)] ETOTHETEE ZRD, 2EHOAFHBREFEHL THW ., Z
nHiE, B2 300RALEZ LT, BRI ARV ERINE 2D X 5 Tk
EhTnad,

oo HEFMERH S OMERE (Self-Rating Depression Scale : SDS ; Zung, 1965) @ HA
FERR (@M - /bR, 1973) 2RV, ZoOREE, £20HE (CEEAF : KBLATE S SK)
PHERENTNS, AT, FEBICOWTEBELOBREYTIZESH», #hth NF
EAEVDL (45)] 5 Ty, ZFIiC (14)] ETOAMFETRE ZRD, £EAOA
FMERZEEL THWEE, Zhid, WEBIEI S 22K L TW 2R EHEAPE R D X 5 I
HENTNS,

KiEFES LU HEWEE

BRERFEO—HEFAL, AELEBRL 2. FAEEMICESTD, BAA SN EREICRAATS
N EHB X OOETAMIEOME ZHA L 2. BRI~ ORIZICHE L &R IE 12T,
FESIMCKT 2RBEBICELZLTH Lo 2 TEOHTEEZL TH BV, ZERMEN
IR 2 X ok ic, BEETNIONRELZEL 7z, £z, RERNEDEIE OMHBOITE,
AHFED BRI T 2 WAbE, b L ITAESMORY kb 2Rk 254, A
REFATING Z2ETTIHAMMEE SN TV §%, FEEOBHEH B X OCOETHET
frzxlz, 28, FEINEMKEREELZ, FINRZICEZEZL2TEALL ZZ T VEEL,
B2 E LT,

1l

l

HBR
BHAEOELRIES L UVHERY

Table 2/2 A1 FE OS2 ME, ¥R, Cronbach® o fR#, ¥ X OFHIERM ORI 2R,
ETORELCOWT oG a2 L R, X 75~ 8TO®EMTH -7, Ec, TALATAN
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EORICHREOEDHEB, SDSE OMICTHRWIEDHEBEREhENA LI, LAL, ZOf
DILAEDOEITIIHERLMEER AL D> T,

Table 2 FHRIFEDEFMEES L UHERK

M SD  a I1A ATA-P ATA-N SDS

ITA 70.12 1528 .87 — .023 430%** 331%**
ATA-P 49.32 7.35 .76 — .003 —.014
ATA-N 59.31 8.14 .77 — .056

SDS 45.39 6.61 .75 —

HA=3t A o BT oS~ E R ATAP=@p s ~n EHREE **%p<.001
ATA-N=mgph s~ EmfERE SDS=fpH-

B ERIRA

IIA L ATADMN 5 DI2 52 5 B AT 5 e wic, SDSERUELSL, 1A & ATA-PR X ATA-
NZZznZNRAER L T2 BENERIF T 21T o 72, 2L, LTFOFIET2 >Efish
oo 1OOOHHTIX, F1 A7 v 7 TIA, 2 A7 v 7 TATA-PE L CATA-NAEA S LTz,
WIZ, 2200090 THE, 1200 TEBSNEEROBRAIEFEZANEZ, F1AT
7 TATA-PR X UATAN, 225 v FTHABREA SNz, b OFER 2 Table 3177, 1
SODOHHTOSE, TAIXSDSICHEBERIEDOREZ 52TV (B= 331, p<.001), ATADFEA
ENBLZOFBIFEREE Thoz (B=.376, p<.001), L2>L, ATA-PE X UATA-N
DODNWFNLSDSITITABERFE L5 2 Tnieho (f=—.022, ns.; B=—.106, ns.)o —75
22D ORI DA, ATA-PER X CATA-NIZIAB AR THSDSICHEAREEL 52 TBLT (8
=—.014, ns.; B=—.056, ns.), A ABZIZIIAD A BSDSICHERIEOEE 25 2 Tz
(B=376, p<.001).

3 2B, FMAICATAD 5 5D FALRFELSDSE ORI OMBEREZHE Lz 25, TR (2007) |7
B MBS ~ORE] OAZRBSDSEHEREOHBEZRL (r=.197, p<.05), ZOfl4>D FHR
B LSDSE DMIC XA ERMHEIT RSN o (r=—.154~.155, ns.). L2>L, NMAZHIFEZEE
L5, BRI ~ORL] LSDSEOMORMEREEEH L E 25, Wi oMEEITEE TIX
< gole (pr=.028, ns.). —F, BRI ~ORE] ZHlfAEK L T2, MALSDSE O OFHE
BMEE AR LIz 24, MEOMEHIIAEE T2 (pr=.272, p<.0l). ThHDZ L5, K
WETHLNE MBS ~DOAR%E] LSDSE O/ OBEMET, SEHEETH 2 apetEr R s ns,
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Table 3 15 DDFRIZET HEEHERFSITHER

AT w7 PSR B R* IR*
(1) 1 IIA 331 109 109
2 IIA 376 119 .010
ATA-P — 022
ATA-N —.106
(2) 1 ATA-P —.014 .003 .003
ATA-N —.056
2 ATA-P —.022 119 116
ATA-N —.106
IIA 376
TTA= 3 A\ BT 12 T DB S ~DIEE S **¥*p<.001

ATA-P=pzpf s~ EMREE ATA-N=REBS ~ O E HREE

EE

MBS M OFEE, TALATANE OfIcHRERECFEERIEOMHBENRAL N~ T, TAL
ATA-PL ORICIZBERMBENRA LN olc, 2D &%, HTHHT OFERIIA & ATA-PH
BRHBEFICHPND Z EARENTKE (2010) IZBLSLDOTHY, IAELATA-PIFMSIL 72
WIETHDZENRIBREIND, £z, IALSDSE OICE R R EDFHEN AL NZ—F T,
ATA-N¥ X CATA-PLSDS & OICITHEERMBAR RO NP o7z, TOZ LiX, RO
FERIAD R b VARUSICIEDE B2 52 TS 0I2xt LT, ATAIL B S 2] DB R
FUARIRICIINVIEDFE 2 5.2 BIT@BE R -2 Z RSN KE (2011) KEL 5 b0
TH Y, TADOFATA L ER L THI O DICBRIMER B D 8=V F U T 4 fETH 5 Z L ARE
Ihd,

BB R E AR ST OFER, TAIZATAOBEAOFEICEDL LM DICEBERIEOEEL 5%
TWizDIZxt L, ATAIZATA-PEATA-NO WFNICEB W TS, TAOHEAOFEICED L35
DB REEELEZTWRPoT, 202 &1, LROMESITOREOIERER LIch 5 b
DTHY, ATAIKHANTIAOE MO SOMEHFHEER L L TRV ZETHL I L2mRL T
%, * ANBAGRICEE 4 295 2 F OB A 2R WE AL W L, K0S DIiCiEY edunEn
S (BIEER, 2000) oY, *tALE L WS RE I LRGSR L TOBK I ICifx 5h
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RNEWS Z LD, RIABPESN TRV SIS L TED X S REELZFONLE NS Z
EXVD, TV OLFEUOERT VO LRV, TOZ L EFATIRILE LT, B
BR 7RI O E DE VI X 2 HIEREEOMER R T 55, Faf (2007) 1ZATAS Z#1ERL T 5
Bz, BROMBELROEAROEALZRE L, ZOILhb, FHIREREETERR
PO E R E WHIEITREER R b DIC 2> TLEY, BEL BRI BREHFICL > TR
o TLES DT, MO DICHTHRZEBNRINZPoT2ODb Lvy, —J, ITAS-R
(K - f5A, 2005a) IR ASGE TEL 2B E LW EIEIZEFICH A 2 — T LT W
BEDORVIRILERE TH o 7eicd, 15 DIkt T 2 EEBEIRENTZO D L,

LIAT, MOOORIEICOVWTRMEENFIET DI LRI NT NS, il 21E, Nolen-
Hoeksema (1987) 1%, #1159 DDA ELICEE 4 2 Highy, FEIAERRILITIEDO L B 2 — 21T, K
JEAR S A NVTEER DD Z L2 AL, B SLMEOFBI S DI 03I & EoR
LTWb, &5ig, HARMEEAZES (2003) I2X5 L, ARV TYH, B~ TaH
DI DIFDOREBRBE N EDRRENTNWD, iz, IO ODFIED T v 2 TO>NTH,
PHEPRBD BN TS, Bl 2E, AR L 2% - &4 (2005b) 1%, IIA & &P ABSGRICEAF 2 %
BT 4 TRTATA Ry N EDZAEERDIS D& THT 2T, BiEE otk TREEHO
RE—VMRKRELSBRDZIELEERBL TS, ThbDZ bzHEzxsE, oL —YF
U 7 4 OBEMEZRET S BRICE, MEOTFELZRBHICENW A AREL 2> TL5 X5
Bbohsd, Lrl, KFRELFRFEDLEZNREL, BFRKFPECOWTITIMRFTL 2D o
Tele, SBRUEERFZITONERH DI LEZOLND,

PEZE DR LIS OBRE B D, AIFZEIE 1 FE TOREO AOMETRE TH - 12
tb,ﬁ%%%@éﬁﬁfﬁﬁ,ﬁ%®*%%ﬁ@@$ﬂﬁ%ﬁ<fﬁmﬁﬁ%oé%ﬁ,%
FRPELEDHMBREOEBAVLETH D LEZOND, TOZLITLY, TITHFE TR
SNTWE XD R EEPTAR L TATAL #15 O L O OB EMEIC B W T Y FET 205D, £
LT, #1959 o0BITERE L TIHAB L CATADEREL TWE X 9 BHLICRDES S,
Fi, OFEEEHRICL MBRAELERT 2 Z LIk, AR TH L NIZHM AL F
KEEFHHEDOLDOTHLIPEPOHALNICRDTHAS S,
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The relationship among personality traits towards
ambiguity and depression.

Takanari TOMONO
Misae SHIKANAI

This study examined (1) whether interpersonal intolerance of ambiguity (ITA), as measured by a
Revised Interpersonal Intolerance of Ambiguity Scale (IIAS-R) predicted depression and (2) which
of the two, ITA and attitudes towards ambiguity (ATA), was effective in predicting depression. The
participants were 137 female college students, who completed the IIAS-R, the Attitudes towards
Ambiguity Scale (ATAS), and the Self-Rating Depression Scale (SDS). Hierarchical regression
analyses showed that ITA predicted depression significantly both when ATA was entered into the
regression equation and when it was not and that ATA did not predict depression significantly both
when ITA was entered into the regression equation and when it was not. These results suggested
that in predicting depression, the levels of abstraction of ambiguous situations played an important
role; in particular low abstraction levels of interpersonal ambiguous situations were linked to

depression.
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