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Abstract
The paper summarizes the results of an empirical study of personality regulation of choice and
decision-making in a sample of undergraduate students (total n = 896). The study examined the
interrelationships among different components of emotional intelligence, indices of the stages of
moral development and acceptance/rejection of uncertainty, as well as readiness for risk, ratio-
nality and Machiavellianism. We used a set of verbal vignettes to obtain indices of decision mak-
ing. The choice alternatives for the vignettes were designed to represent the outcomes where
uncertainty was resolved vs. unresolved. In half of the vignettes, the choice alternatives were also
focused on manipulating vs. not manipulating others, and in the other half on using vs. not using
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the emotional information provided by the vignette. We found that indices of moral development
differentiated between different choices alternatives not only in situations where decision-mak-
ing involved manipulating other people but also in situations that involved using emotional
information. Surprisingly, indices of the stages of moral development were stronger predictors of
choice in situations involving other people than emotional intelligence. We also found that high
(“Post-conventional”) levels of moral development are sometimes associated with the preference
for the Machiavellian choice alternatives, suggesting that the role of values in decision can be
conceptualized as dynamic. “Tolerance” and “Intolerance for uncertainty” were also linked to
choice variables, suggesting the necessity for including these traits in the comprehensive evalu-
ation of the personality regulation of choice.

Keywords: choice, emotional intelligence, tolerance for uncertainty, tolerance for ambiguity,
stages of moral development, self-respect, self-devotion, self-concern, personal values,
Machiavellianism, readiness for risk, rationality.

Introduction

We previously examined the con-
cept of the “personal level” of moral
development, not only in the narrow
sense within the original Kohlberg &
Gilligan’s (Molchanov, 2005) theoreti-
cal framework, but also with respect to
its links to a higher-order latent vari-
able of “Orientation towards personal
Self and the value of another person”
(Kornilova, Chigrinova, 2012). This
latent variable was modeled through a
set of (indicator or measured) vari-
ables: i.e., indices of the post-conven-
tional stage of moral development, self-
respect and self-devotion. We also
examined other latent variables in a set
of measurement models: specifically,
the latent variable of Acceptance of
uncertainty and risk and the latent
variable of Rejection of uncertainty
(Intolerance for uncertainty or Into-
lerance for ambiguity). This paper
attempts to integrate the results of two
studies, the one mentioned above and
another published recently by Kor-
nilova and Pavlova (2012). Both stu-
dies were conducted within the same
theoretical and methodological frame-

work and capitalized on a comprehen-
sive evaluation of personality traits and
on using verbal vignettes to measure
characteristics of choice and decision
making.

Psychological regulation of choice is
tightly linked to acceptance and over-
coming of uncertainty through the
active development and definition of
goals, criteria, personal values, etc. In
Russian, as well as English, literature
on choice and decision making, choice
is frequently referred to as an act that is
not completely determined, implying
the necessity of studying the develop-
ment of regulative processes that are
engaged online while the choice is
being made. Psychological regulative
systems that emerge during this
process represent the joint intellectual
and personality potential of a person as
subject of choice and decision making.
Thus, the study reported in this paper
was deeply rooted in the idea of the
unity of intelligence and affect
(Vygotsky, 1962/1934) and the theory
of Dynamic Regulative Systems (DRS;
Kornilova, 2005). The DRS theory
posits that the hierarchy of the processes
involved in the regulation of a particular
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activity is necessarily open (i.e., not
rigidly determined) in nature and thus
it is not entirely possible to predict
which process will become the leading
one in a specific act of problem solving
or decision making.

In a series of experimental studies
conducted in our lab (Chigrinova,
2010; Kornilova & Chigrinova, 2012;
Pavlova & Kornilova, 2012), we found
that it is not sufficient only to consider
the connections between different pre-
dictors of choice mentioned above
while treating them as dispositional
characteristics, because they cannot
fully explain the systemic, integral reg-
ulation of personal choices that fre-
quently require one to achieve a pro-
ductive solution under uncertainty. We
found that individual differences in the
personal regulation of choice are better
explained through the inclusion of the
concept of DRS that index dynamic
hierarchies of regulative processes,
including different personality and
cognitive traits that work jointly rather
than independently.

With respect to the regulation of
moral choice, the specificity of DRS
presumably lies in the hierarchy of
processes involved in the comparison of
a person’s values to the moral rules.
Such comparisons are carried out in a
particular context that can be
described through the identification of
requirements and opportunities for
development as applied to both the sit-
uation itself and to one’s personal Self.
In a narrow sense, the terminological

combination of words “moral” and
“choice” can be operationalized by
using moral dilemmas presented as ver-
bal tasks (vignettes) that posit a con-
flict dictated by the necessity to choose
between different personal values that
stand behind different choice alterna-
tives. In a broader sense, a personal
choice can be called a moral choice if it
implicates not only motivational, pur-
poseful and meaningful psychological
regulation, but also processes indexed
by the measures of the stages of moral
development that can be viewed as
indexing personal preferences and va-
lues'.

Personal values are arguably the
result of personality’s self-determina-
tion. Any “object”, including the ideal
one, can be considered as a key element
of a value and thus be implicated in
meaningful (i.e., focused on the mean-
ing) relationships between a person
and the world. The specific content of
these values involve value-based atti-
tudes towards other people that can be
mapped onto different stages of the
development of “personal morality”. Tt
is also important to highlight the
dynamic nature of this specific content.
In every situation of personal choice a
person can either follow the “logic” of
personal values (that is, follow them
without any doubt) or relate them to
different “affordances” or opportunities
for the situation’s development. This
ultimately suggests that one is faced
with the necessity of making judgments
about the applicability of a particular

! While moral rules are represented in structures of the social consciousness (and values that com-

ply with them stand out as having a special status of being social, socio-cultural or socio-psychologi-

cal), the moral regulators of actions, decisions, and choices are represented in the self-consciousness of

personality.
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set of values to a specific decision-mak-
ing situation.

Studies of moral choice and decision
making focused on using moral dilem-
mas (J. Haidt, L. Kohlberg, M. Hauser)
and were mostly concerned with estab-
lishing the set of personality predictors
of such choice, viewing them as being
the key elements of what has been
called the “stages” of moral develop-
ment. However, in our framework of
acceptance of uncertainty as a general
mode of the functioning of the intellec-
tual and personality potential, we have
developed an alternative account of the
psychological regulation of moral
choice that is closely tied to the con-
cept of personal values systems as DRS
of choice, in which cognitive and per-
sonal processes are intertwined
(Kornilova, 2013).

Traditionally, studies of moral dilem-
mas are subdivided into two classes: one
that views cognitive aspects of problem
solving as leading in the psychological
regulation of choice, and the one that is
more focused on the role of emotional
processes and regulation (Arutyunova,
Alexandrov, Znakov, & Hauser, 2013;
Crockett, 2013; Greene, Nystrom,
Engell, Darley & Cohen, 2004;
Kahneman & Tversky, 2003; Kitchener,
2000; Langdon, 2003; Vasiliuk, 1997;
Woodward & Allman, 2007). In-
terestingly, the emotional regulation of
decision making is frequently equated
with personality regulation, including
the effects of motivational characteris-
tics and processes, and those related to
meaning. For example, empathy and
sympathy are viewed as key emotional
components of decision making in the
theories of N. Eisenberg and A. Morris;
models that postulate the interaction
between empathy and moral principles

have also been developed by Hoffman
(2000), Rest (1986), etc. An overview
of recent hybrid models is presented in
Hauser’s book (Khauser, 2008), where
N. Chomsky’s theory of generative
grammar is extended to moral develop-
ment and moral ability is viewed in
terms of functioning of abstract rules
that regulate moral judgments.

Theoretical positions that are in
between these two views are more like-
ly to yield valuable insights into moral
choice as they more frequently focus on
the individual psychological differ-
ences in the regulation of moral choice.
A good example of this approach is Gi-
gerenzer’s (2008) theory of ecological
intelligence. Gigerenzer suggested that
one can frequently identify compact
reasoning processes behind so-called
moral heuristics. Monin, Pizarro and
Beer (2007) showed that in ecological-
ly valid real-life situations people are
faced with demands placed on their
quick emotional response or deep
reflection/reasoning. According to
Monin and colleagues, when there is a
dispute regarding the primacy of sens-
es/emotions vs. mind/cognition, peo-
ple often talk about different situations.
Interestingly, Rest (1986) suggested
that moral behavior is characterized,
along with moral sensitivity and high
stages of moral development, by moral
motivation and moral character.

The unity of the development and
functioning of morality and intelligence
is underscored in Kohlberg’s (1976)
approach, which developed Piaget’s
(2006) ideas of the role of decentration
in decision making as applied to a wide
variety of problems and situations,
including moral dilemmas.

Personal values are available to a
person not only as knowledge, but also
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as components of subjective experience
that underscore the role of emotions in
indexing the subjective processes [e.g.,
in Leontiev’s theory (1975) emotions
represent personal meanings] such as
the person’s adherence to certain val-
ues. So each personal value has both
cognitive and emotional components,
and these components cannot be distin-
guished unambiguously in the situation
of moral choice, because of the overlap
introduced by the processual links
between them. This approach to under-
standing personal values is complex
and essentially brings the field back to
the need to re-evaluate and further
develop the concept of the unity of
intellect and affect.

The regulation of choice in moral
dilemmas engages not only the orienta-
tion towards moral rules and values,
but also one’s emotional attitude
towards other people, as well as
towards personal Self. Perception,
identification and control of own and
others’ emotions are the essential com-
ponents of emotional intelligence (ET).
There exists a multitude of models of
EI (Goleman, 2006; Mayer, DiPaolo, &
Salovey, 2008; Zeidner, Matthews, &
Roberts, 2008; etc); however, most of
them do not focus on (or, for that mat-
ter, consider) the relationships between
different components of EI and stages
of moral development. In our opinion,
identifying these relationships is cru-
cial for our understanding of the role of
EI in decision making.

More recently, the construct of EI
has followed the path of another con-
struct, namely cognitive styles, but
instead of bridging the gap between
cognition and personality, it bridges
the gap between cognition and emo-
tion. On the one hand, EI is related to

intelligence and this allows researchers
to consider EI as a cognitive capacity: a
distinct subtype of intelligence that can
even be linked the g factor (Husin,
Santos, Ramos, & Nordin, 2013). Some
attempts have been made to find connec-
tions between EI and practical and social
intelligence: it is now considered that
these constructs overlap considerably
(Austin & Saklofske, 2000). On the other
hand, the patterns of the relationships
between EI and personality traits (in par-
ticular, the Big Five traits; see Joseph &
Newman, 2010, for a recent meta-analy-
sis) and existence of self-report measures
of EI (Bracket & Mayer, 2003; Di Fabio
& Saklofske, 2014; Schulte, Ree, &
Carretta, 2004; etc) suggest that EI can
be conceptualized as a (personality) trait
that integrates cognitive and personality
potentials (Kornilova, Chumakova,
Kornilov, & Novikova, 2010; Pavlova &
Kornilova, 2013). Corroborating this
complex view of EI, other studies showed
that EI is related to such traits as self-
assessed intelligence (a construct index-
ing processes at the level of self-con-
sciousness; Furnham, Moutafi, & Cha-
morro-Premuzic, 2005; Novikova &
Kornilova, 2013), tolerance for uncer-
tainty (Kornilova et al., 2010), intuitive
style (Kornilova & Kornilov, 2013), and
“psychological mindedness” (Novikova
& Kornilova, 2014).

The study reported in this paper
was rooted in the theoretical frame-
work that posits the existence of multi-
ple sources of the regulation of decision
making and examined the relationships
between moral development, tolerance
for uncertainty, EI, and the regulation
of personal choice.

Given the non-deterministic charac-
ter of decisions, the systems that support
the intellectual and moral “orientation”
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in the problem situation must also be
underdetermined but rather mediated
by other processes, most importantly
the latent variable of Acceptance of
uncertainty. Note that this general
principle, which postulates that deci-
sion making is inherently under-deter-
mined, can be successfully applied to
moral choice. However, in this case,
since moral decisions frequently
include the evaluation of relationships
with other people and ethical/moral
rules, emotional components and pro-
cessing (such as EI) must be especially
important.

One of the most widely accepted
models of EI is the ability model devel-
oped by Salovey—Mayer—Caruso.
This model ascribes the primacy to cog-
nitive components of EI. Such an
approach views emotions as a source of
information about relationships bet-
ween people; correspondingly, EI draws
on the general ability to identify emo-
tion(s) in oneself and others, and to use
emotional information to guide think-
ing and action (Roberts, Mett'yus,
Zaydner, & Lyusin, 2004; Lyusin, 2006).
This approach therefore views EI as the
ability to process and use emotional
information. However, in interpersonal
interactions people are oriented not
only by emotions; emotions themselves
may appear as a result of evaluation of
the extent of the concord between per-
sonal values and behavior on one hand,
and moral rules on the other.

It is important to mention that the
“personal” level of moral development
does not presuppose the Machiavellian
attitude towards other people, i.e.
treating others as a means when achiev-
ing some goals. In fact, high levels of
Machiavellianism are actually associat-
ed with lower EI (Egorova, 2009).

We believe that acceptance and
overcoming of the uncertainty can be
viewed as central processes in the psy-
chological regulation of choice if, first
of all, we accept the idea that in the
process of decision making/choice the
person not only creates/develops
choice alternatives but also evaluates
them according to his/her attained lev-
els of the development/functioning of
intelligence and personality. Second,
based on the idea of multiple dynami-
cally organized hierarchies of intellec-
tual and affective-meaning processes
that mediate the person’s choice (i.e., as
opposed to that of some logical device),
the processes of overcoming uncertain-
ty play a significant role in the regula-
tion of choice and can be viewed as acts
in which attained levels of self-regula-
tion might exceed the demands of pres-
ent conditions (i.e., the person ulti-
mately creates himself/herself through
his or her decisions; Kornilova, 2013).

Uncertainty in situations that in-
volve interpersonal interactions includes
uncertainty not only in the processes of
establishing an emotional attitude
(towards one’s Self and towards other
people), but also in establishing certain
moral-ethical points of reference. Thus,
using structural equation modeling,
Kornilova and Novototskaya-Vlasova
(2009) showed that measured EI indica-
tors could be modeled as a function of
moral self-awareness. This study found
that EI is not an isolated process but
plays a complex role in the integrated
system consisting of four latent vari-
ables. The latent variables of “Acceptance
of uncertainty”, “Orientation towards
personal values”, “Orientation towards
selfish interests and one’s own comfort”
and “Experience” predicted interperson-
al and intrapersonal EI.
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The study also found that while
interpersonal intelligence was closely
related to intrapersonal intelligence (as
was expected based on the results of
previous studies; Lyusin, 2006, 2009),
when these traits are analyzed within
the context of higher-order latent vari-
ables, they can be conceptualized as
subordinate to different stages of moral
development. Importantly, our study
showed that the problem of moral
choice can’t be reduced to studying the
stages of autonomous morality in either
Kohlberg’s (with his intellectual inter-
pretation) or Gilligan-Eisenberg’s (with
their attention to empathy and sense of
justice) models, and that variables that
tap into a person’s readiness to over-
come uncertainty must also be taken
into account.

Using verbal vignettes, we built se-
veral structural models of the psycho-
logical regulation of choice (Kornilova
& Chigrinova, 2012; Pavlova & Kor-
nilova, 2012). Overall, these studies sug-
gested that 1) Acceptance of uncertain-
ty is a necessary component of choice,
and 2) while EI acts as a predictor of the
use of emotional information in verbal
vignettes, the involvement of personali-
ty traits in decision making was moder-
ated by whether the participants were
creative or non-creative professionals.

The current study tested the follow-
ing general hypothesis: in situations
that can be characterized as involving
and requiring personal choice (e.g.,
probing willingness to manipulate oth-
ers and/or to use emotional informa-
tion) the stages of moral development
of personality act as predictors of
choice together with the traits of
Acceptance of uncertainty (“Tolerance
for uncertainty”, TU) and EI. More
specifically, we predicted that:

1) emotional intelligence should be
related to the indices of the stages of
moral development, i.e., the “personal”
level of moral development should be
associated with higher EI;

2) “Tolerance for uncertainty” and
“Risk readiness” should be positively
related to EI;

3) indices of the stages of moral
development should significantly pre-
dict choice from alternatives in two
types of verbal vignettes (i.e., the ones
that focus on the use of emotional
information and the ones that focus on
the Machiavellian attitude towards
other people);

4) “Machiavellianism” should be
positively related to the “Pre-conven-
tional stage” of moral development and
negatively related to the “Post-conven-
tional stage” of moral development and
self-devotion.

Method
1. Participants

896 undergraduate students (80%
female, mean age was 19.8, SD = 2.7)
from Moscow State University partici-
pated in the study in return for partial
course credit.

2. Measures
2.1. Verbal vignettes

We used 8 verbal vignettes, 4 of
them focused on the moral choice and
the other 4 on the use of emotional
information. Participants were required
to choose from several choice alterna-
tives/courses of action that involved 1)
agreeing with or refusing to manipulate
others to reach one’s goals, and 2) using
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or not using the information provided
by the emotional context to cope with
situations that required overcoming
uncertainty. More than 20 verbal
vignettes were initially designed by a
group of students who took the class on
the psychology of decision making as
part of their class requirement. These
tasks were then evaluated by other stu-
dents who had taken the class in the
past, as well as our research team, with
respect to their ecological and con-
struct validity.

For the first type of vignettes, al-
though the specific content of the
vignettes differed, they shared in com-
mon the nature of the two provided
alternatives: one involved manipula-
tively using the person as a means to
reach a goal and the other did not. For
the second type of vignettes, one of the
alternatives involved using the emo-
tional information, and the other one
did not. Choice was coded as 1 for the
alternatives that were Machiavellian or
did not involve utilizing emotional
information, and as 0 for the reverse
(i.e., in the regression analysis, we used
the dichotomous response as a depend-
ent variable that indexed the choice of
the “bad” alternatives; see Appendix I).
The materials are described in more
detail by Pavlova and Kornilova (2013).

2.2. Stages of autonomous morality

The Justice—Care Questionnaire
(Molchanov, 2005) provides measures of
stages of moral development through the
identification of the level of moral judg-
ments according to criteria of normative
orientation on the principle of justice
(L. Kohlberg) and empathic orientation
according to the principle of care (K. Gil-
ligan, N. Eisenberg). The questionnaire

provides quantitative measures of the
development of six different stages of
moral development: “Pre-conventional”,
“Conventional” and “Post-conventional”
(according to L. Kohlberg), “Self-con-
cern”, “Self-devotion” and “Self-respect”
(according to Gilligan-Aizenberg).

To assess “Machiavellianism”, we
used the Mach-scale developed by Zna-
kov (2000).

2.3. Tolerance for uncertainty

Tolerance for uncertainty was meas-
ured as readiness to make decisions and
act in uncertain situations, openness to
new ideas, changing stimuli, and will-
ingness to change thinking strategies.
Specifically, we used the New
Questionnaire of Tolerance for Uncer-
tainty (NQTU or NTN; Kornilova,
2010; see also Kornilova & Chumako-
va, 2014). NQTU is a Russian ques-
tionnaire that combined four different
Measures of tolerance for uncertainty
(see Furnham, 1994) and allowed us to
obtain three indices: 1) “Tolerance for
uncertainty” (TU) as the ability to
function in uncertain situations, 2)
“Intolerance for uncertainty” (ITU) as
a desire to avoid uncertainty in the
“world of ideas,” and 3) “Interpersonal
intolerance for uncertainty” (interper-
sonal ITU) as a desire to reach certain-
ty in interpersonal communication and
relationships.

2.4. Risk readiness and rationality

We used the Personal Factors of
Decisions (LFD-21, or LFR-21) ques-
tionnaire to measure “Risk readiness”.
The questionnaire is aimed at measur-
ing two factors of self-regulation:
1) “Rationality” as readiness to collect
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full information for a more complete
orientation in the situation and to
think thoroughly about one’s own deci-
sions; 2) “Risk readiness” as acceptance
of uncertainty and readiness to make
decisions in uncertain situations. In our
previous studies rationality was linked
to the latent variable of Rejection of
uncertainty (or Intolerance for uncer-
tainty; Kornilova et al., 2010; Novikova
& Kornilova, 2014), while “Risk readi-
ness” was implicated in Acceptance of
uncertainty.

2.5. Emotional Intelligence

Emotional intelligence was assessed
using Lyusin’s EmIn Questionnaire
(LQ) built around the Salovey—Ma-
yer—Caruso model of EI. LQ is a self-
report measure of six facets of EI:
“Perception of emotions”, “Identifica-
tion of emotions”, and “Control of emo-
tions” in both the interpersonal and
intrapersonal domains. LQ also provides
two summative scales of “Interpersonal
EI” and “Intrapersonal EI”.

Results
1. Correlation analysis

As shown in Table 1, measures of the
“personal” level of moral development
correlated with “Interpersonal EI”.
Intrapersonal EI was unrelated to the
subscales of the Justice-Care
Questionnaire. We also found a posi-
tive correlation between the scales of
“Interpersonal EI” and “Tolerance for
uncertainty”; “Intolerance for uncer-
tainty” was positively correlated with
one of the scales of intrapersonal intel-
ligence — “Managing/Regulating”
one’s own emotions. It is intriguing

that interpersonal intolerance for
uncertainty was negatively correlated
with the scales of interpersonal and
intrapersonal EI.

We also found that “Interpersonal
EI” was correlated with “Readiness to
risk”, while “Rationality” was correlat-
ed with “Intrapersonal EI”; more pre-
cisely, with “Perception of emotions”.

The indices of “Pre-personal”
autonomous morality that reflect orien-
tation towards selfish interests (“Pre-
conventional stage” morality and “Self-
concern”) were positively related to
“Intolerance for uncertainty” and
“Rationality”, and “Machiavellianism”,
while indices that represent integrated
personal values correlated positively
with “Tolerance for uncertainty” and
negatively with “Machiavellism” (see
Table 2).

2. Predictors of choice in verbal
vignettes

The relationships between choice
preferences in verbal vignettes (con-
cerning manipulation and using emo-
tional information, see Methods for
more information) and personality
traits were evaluated using Pearson’s
Chi-square. The results are presented
in Table 3.

We found that choice in “Machi-
avellian” verbal vignettes was related
to a broad spectrum of traits represent-
ing Acceptance/Rejection of uncertain-
ty and indices of the stages of moral
development, as well as “Machia-
vellianism”. On the other hand, the
choice in the emotional information
usage vignettes was related to
“Interpersonal EI” and also the indices
of the stages of moral development.
Together, these results suggest that
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Table 1

The relationships between EI and other traits (Spearman’s correlation coefficient)

Measures 1 2 3 4 b} 6 7 8
Interpersonal EI 0.22* 0.23* 0.30** 0.24%**
(“old” questionnaire) N=82| N=82 | N=82 N =109
Intrapersonal EI
(“old” questionnaire)

Understanding others’ 0.17%* 0.13* 0.22%*

emotions N =239 N =282 N =284
Managing others’ 0.17** 0.15%* —0.20%* | 0.23**

emotions N =239 N =282 N=282 | N =284
Understanding own

emotions

Managing own emo- 0.12* | —0.15%*

tions N =282 | N=282

. 0.15%*
Expression control N = 284
Interpersonal EI 0.20** 0.16** —0.14* | 0.24**
(“new” questionnaire) N =239 N =282 N =282 | N=284
Intrapersonal EI 0.18%*
(“new” questionnaire) N =284

Understanding emotions

Managing emotions

—0.20%* | 0.15%*
N =282 | N=284

Note. 1 — “Post-conventional stage”, 2— “Self-devotion”, 3 — “Self-respect”, 4 — “TU”, 5 — “ITU”,
6 — “Interpersonal ITU”, 7 — “Readiness to take risk”, 8 — “Rationality”.

*p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

choice in situations that have a strong
interpersonal component is substan-
tially related to the stages of moral
development.

Significant predictors of choice in
verbal vignettes according to the
results of binominal regression analysis
are shown in Table 4.

We were able to identify significant
predictors of choosing “good” alterna-
tives in some but not all verbal
vignettes. In “Machiavellian” tasks that
focus on the manipulation the main
predictors were the indices of the
“Post-conventional stage” of moral

development, “Machiavellianism”, and
“Risk readiness”. Perhaps surprisingly,
in tasks that focus on utilizing emotion-
al information, EI did not act as a sig-
nificant predictor of choice; however,
we found that in these vignettes choice
was predicted by variables that repre-
sent interior personal values and
“Interpersonal intolerance for uncer-
tainty”.

Discussion

The pattern of results obtained via
the correlational analysis suggested




66 T.V. Kornilova, I.A. Chigrinova
Table 2
The relationships between the stages of moral development and other traits
(Spearman’s correlation coefficient)

Measures 1 2 3 4 5 6
Pre-conventional —0.14** 0.28** 0.15%** 0.12%* 0.30**
stage N =706 N =706 N =706 N =707 N =230
Conventional stage —0.12%* 0.23%* 0.24%* —0.11%* 0.16%*

8 N =706 N =706 N =706 N =707 N =707
Post-conventional 0.15%* 0.10** —0.17**
stage N =706 N =707 N=230
Self-concern -0.09* 0.22%* 0.12%* 0.09%* —0.33%*

N =706 N =706 N =706 N =707 N =230
. 0.11%* 0.11%* —0.28%*
Self-devotion N = 706 N = 706 N = 230
0.14%* 0.11%*
Self-respect N = 706 N = 706

Note. 1 — “TU”, 2— “ITU”, 3 — “Interpersonal ITU”, 4 — “Readiness to take risk”, 5 —

“Rationality”, 6 — “Machiavellianism”.
*p<0.05 **p<0.01.

that “Interpersonal EI” was related to
variables indexing interior personal val-
ues (value-based attitude towards per-
sonal Self and other people), supporting
the first hypothesis of the study. The
established links between “Tolerance
for uncertainty” and “Interpersonal EI”
and also between “Tolerance for uncer-
tainty” and “Intolerance for uncertain-
ty” and stages of moral development are
in line with results reported in previous
studies (Kornilova & Chigrinova, 2012;
Kornilova & Novototskaya-Vlasova,
2009). Therefore, we would like to
argue that the value-based attitude
towards Self and others is intertwined
with the ability to emotionally under-
stand others, and this ability might
potentially be influenced by an overall
empathic attitude towards others, also
reflected in the indices of the moral
development.

“Tolerance for uncertainty”, as we
expected, was significantly related to
traits included in the latent variable of
Acceptance of uncertainty, “Risk”, and
“Interpersonal EI”. Better ability to rec-
ognize and understand others’ emotions
was associated with “Risk readiness”,
while “Rationality” understood as readi-
ness to collect full information for a
more complete orientation in the situa-
tion and to think thoroughly about one’s
own decisions was linked to the under-
standing of one’s own emotions (as part
of “Intrapersonal EI”), supporting the
second hypothesis of the study.

The results of the current study
augment our understanding of the
internal dynamics of the regulation of
choice. Most importantly, we found
that the stages of moral development,
EI and various personality traits do not
function independently.
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Table 3
Relationships between choice preferences in verbal vignettes and personality traits
Manipulation Using emotional information
Task 1 Task 2 Task 3 Task 4 Task 1 Task 2 | Task 3 | Task 4
Interpersonal
» =3.904 X2 =5.839
EI (“old” ques- XZ, _
tionnaire) p=0048 p=0016
Understanding
others’ emo- X2 =5814
tions (“old” p=0.016
questionnaire)
¥ =671
T » =001
X =562
ITU A 00
Interpers. ITU
Readiness to X’ =541 X =1227
take risk p=0.02 p=10.0001
- ¥ =339 ¥ =511
Rationality =004 =002
Conventional X’ =3.946
stage p=0.047
Post-conven- X’ =377
tional stage p=0.05
S X2 =661 X2 = 5197
Self-devotion =001 b= 0023
3 X’ =860 X’ = 4.427
Self-respect =001 p=0.035
Machiavel- | x2=396 | 2=7.39 | 2= 1517 | =458
lianism p=005 | p=001 | p=0.0001| p=0.04
Table 4
Significant predictors of choice in verbal vignettes
Predictors B P R?
. . Post-conventional stage 0.19 0.05
Task 2 (manipulation) Machiavellism 0.06 0.02 0.10
Task 4 (manipulation) Readiness to take risk 0.14 0.02 0.06
. . Interpersonal ITU 0.23 0.02
Task 2 (emotional inf.) Machiavellianism —0.10 0.07 0.35
Task 4 (emotional inf.) Self-devotion 2.19 0.17 0.51
’ Self-respect 113 0.11 ’
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The results of the regression analy-
sis revealed the traits that had a leading
role in the dynamic regulative systems.
We found that, first of all, the indices of
the stages of moral development were
significant predictors of the choice
preference not only in tasks that focus
on manipulation, but also in tasks that
focus on the use of emotional informa-
tion. Second, we also showed that inte-
rior personal values, that can be consid-
ered to be characteristic of post-con-
ventional morality, self-devotion and
self-respect, were linked to the ability
to act and function under uncertainty

Although the results of the study
generally support the third hypothesis,
it should be reformulated because we
can argue that argue that the post-con-
ventional stage of moral development
positively predicted Machiavellian
choice in one of the tasks, which is a
fascinating result. Coupled with the
absence of significant correlations
between the indices of the “Post-con-
ventional stage” of moral development
and “Machiavellianism”, this suggests
that high levels of moral development
are not sufficient for (and do not guar-
antee) refusing to manipulate others.
In each specific situation, the person
decides which values rise to the leading
level of regulation of choice and deci-
sion making, and this idea can be easily
mapped onto the concept of dynamic
regulative systems as applied to the psy-
chological regulation of choice (DRS).

We should also mention that predic-
tors of choice vary across samples and
task/vignette contents. Thus, the
hypothesis about the regulative role of
stages of moral development and EI in
choice and decision making should
include a substantial situational com-
ponent.

In this study, “Machiavellianism”
was a significant predictor of moral
choice; in addition to this trait,
“Interpersonal intolerance for uncer-
tainty” and “Readiness to take risk”
were also predictive of the Machia-
vellian choice. Hence, the orientation
towards selfish interests is linked to
viewing other people as a means to an
end and implies the need for clarity,
including clarity in interpersonal
relationships. Our results do not fully
correspond to the results obtained in
other studies that examined correla-
tions between “Machiavellianism”
and “Risk readiness” (e.g., Egorova,
2009).

Overall, the results of the study
reported in this paper suggest that
studies of choiceand decision making
should expand the range of variables
that are examined with respect to their
predictive power, in particular by
including ET and stages of moral devel-
opment in the set of such variables.

Conclusions

The analysis of the relationships
between alternative choices in verbal
vignettes and personality traits sug-
gests that the psychological regulation
of choice and decision making has a
complex, multifaceted architecture.
Thus, stages of moral development
seem to play a more important role in
situations involving interpersonal
interactions than “Interpersonal EI”.

Machiavellian choice depends on
“Machiavellianism” as a trait, as well as
on “Risk readiness” and the “Post-con-
ventional stage” of moral development.

Importantly, “Tolerance/Intolerance
for uncertainty” predicted alternative
choices in verbal vignettes, confirming
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our previous claims that “Tolerance/
Intolerance for uncertainty” is an essen-
tial element of the psychological regula-
tion of choice.

In summary, our study indicated
that EI and moral development are
both parts of the complex landscape of
dynamic interactions between these
characteristics and other traits such as

“Tolerance/Intolerance for uncertain-
ty”, “Machiavellianism”, “Risk readi-
ness”, and “Rationality”. Although it is
surely possible to augment this list by
examining other traits and variables,
the current study adds to the literature
and deepens our understanding of the
factors that play a role in choice and
decision making under uncertainty.
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Appendix
Example of a decision-making vignette (manipulation vs. non-manipulation)

Your boyfriend/girlfriend cannot go to a party with you and he/she would not let you
go alone. Your best friend can lie to them, pretending you are going to study for the seminar
together instead of going to the party. Will you use your best friend’s help in this situation?

A) Yes, I will. My boyfriend /girlfriend will not find out about this and I will have had fun.

B) No, I would not cheat to have fun.

C) Yes, I will use my best friend’s help, but for a different reason (specify)

D) No, I will not use my best friend’s help, but for a different reason (specify)

Example of a decision-making vignette (using vs. not using emotional information)

You meet your close friend and notice that they are upset about something. When you
ask them about what happened, they do not tell you. Instead, their reply is “everything’s
fine”. When this particular person acts this way, it is very difficult for you to talk to them.
What would you do?

A) You wouldn’t try to find out the true reason by asking this person directly. Instead,
you would ask your mutual friends about what happened and whether you can help.

B) You would understand that they probably need your help, but you wouldn’t ask per-
sistently because they do not want to talk.

C) You would forget about it quickly because you have a lot of problems of your own.

D) You would start talking about something else and lead the conversation to a point
where your friend could tell you everything.

E) You would find out what’s going on by using some other method, such as

(specify).
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Pe3siome

B craTbe npescTaBiieHbl pe3yJIbTaThl NCCIeI0BAHIIL, IEMOHCTPUPYIONIIX POJIb TOJEPAHTHO-
CTH K HEOIIPe/IeJIeHHOCTH, SMOIIOHAIBHOTO HHTEJUIEKTA, TOTOBHOCTU K PUCKY, PAIIIOHATIBHOCTH,
CTa/inil Pa3BUTHSI ABTOHOMHOI MOPAJIA U MAKHABEJLJIM3MA B PETYJISIIII JTMIHOCTHBIX BBIOOPOB.
CrynenTam (Bcero BbiGopka coctaBuia 896 uel.) npeabsaBisiiuch 8 BepOaibHbIX 3a/[ad ¢ MHO-
JKECTBEHHBIMI UCXOMAMU: 4 M3 HUX — Ha MOPATLHBIN BHIOOD U €llle 4 — Ha MCIOIh30BAHIE IMO-
IUOHAIBHOI uHGOpManuu. VcXoibl CTPOMJINCH KaK <«paspelnaioline — He pa3pelraionues
CUTYaINIO HeolIpeeJIeHHOCT! (BO BCEX BOCBMU CUTYAIlUsIX ), IIPe/IIIoIaraioline HCI0Ib30BaHne
JIPYTOTO YeJIOBEKA B CBOUX Ie/IsIX (MaKMABE/UIMCTHYECKHIT BBIOOP MJIM OTKa3 OT HETO — B YEThI-
pexX 33j1a4ax) U OPHEHTUPOBKY WJIM HET HA y4eT 3MOIMOHAIBHOTO KOHTEKCTA CUTyalnu (B Jpy-
THX 4eThIpeX 3a71auax). IIpoBepsunch rUoTessl O PETYAATHBHON PO HPABCTBEHHOTO CAMOCO-
3HaHUst (CTajuii MOPAJIbHOrO pa3BuTHst corjacHo mojenu Kosbepra—Iluimran) u smorumo-
HAJIBHOTO MHTE/UIEKTA B TIPEANOYTEHHSIX JIUIHOCTHOTO BBIOOPA, & TAKIKE POJIN CHUTYAIINOHHOTO
(bakropa — comepskanusi pobIEMBI, KOTOPYIO pa3peliaeT YeJIoBeK cBouM BbiGopoM. B mocra-
HOBKe 11po0JieMbl 00CysK/IeHa HETPABOMEPHOCTH KJIACCHYECKUX TTPOTHBONOCTABIEHHUIT PasyMa 1
HMOIUH B PErYJISIIAKI MOPATbHOTO BEIGOPa 1 000CHOBaHA HEOOXOAMMOCTD YYeTa TOJEPAHTHOCTH-
WHTOJIEPAHTHOCTH K HEOIPEIEJEHHOCTH B JUHAMUYECKMX peryiadaTtuBHbix cucremax (/IPC)
BBIGOPOB. BBLIO MOKA3aHO, YTO MIKAJIBI HPABCTBEHHOTO CAMOCO3HAHUS JIMYHOCTH OKa3bIBAIOTCS
[PEMKTOPaMK HE TOJIbKO B 3ajladyax Ha MAHUITYJSITUBHBINA BBIOOD, HO M B 3a/la4ax, IPeIIoJia-
raloimuX BO3MOKHOCTb OPUEHTHPOBKM Ha 3MOIMOHAJIBHYIO MHGOPMAIUIO B CUTYAI[UHU.
Oxkazaock, 4To BBICOKHeE TToKa3aTesn «[[oCTKOHBEHITMOHAIBHOI CTAUI», CBUAETEIbCTBYIOIIIE
00 ypoBHE COOGCTBEHHOTO JIMYHOCTHOTO PA3BUTUSI ABTOHOMHOI MOPAJIU, TAKIKE MOTYT COILY TCTBO-
BaTh TPEAITOYTEHUIO MaKHABEIJIUCTHYECKOTO BBIGOpaA. ET0 MpeKTOpaMU BBICTYITIIN TakKe
«MakwuaBesnams, «MexRINIHOCTHAS UHTOJIEPAHTHOCTD K HEONPeleJIeHHOCTH U «[0TOBHOCTD
K pucky». Takum 06pasoM, BBICOKUI yPOBEHb HPABCTBEHHOTO PA3BUTHUS HE SIBJISIETCS FapaHTHEN
0TKa3a OT MCIHOJIb30BAHUS JPYTOTO, CaM YeJIOBEK B 3aBUCUMOCTU OT KOHKPETHOI CUTyaruu
pellaeT, Kakue 13 ero JMYHOCTHBIX 1[eHHOCTEN BBINIYT Ha BEAYIIUil YPOBEHb PEryJisiiiui BbIGO-
pa. VlHTepropn3oBanHble JIUYHOCTHBIE IIEHHOCTH, BBIpAKeHHBbIE B IMKadax «IlocTronBeHImo-
HasbHas cragusi> Mopaun, «CamoroxeprBoBatue> u «CamMoyBakeHUe», B OOJIbIIEN CTEleHN
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MIPEJII0JAraioT COCOOHOCTD JIMYHOCTH IIPOYKTUBHO PA3PEINaTh CUTYAIUN HEOTIPEETEHHOCTH.
«TosIepaHTHOCTD K HEONPEIEJCHHOCTH> BBICTYIINJIA B 3HAUUMBIX CBSI35IX CO IIKAJIAMH, TPE3CHTH-
PYIOIIMMH JIaTeHTHble NepeMeHHble Kak [IpHHATHS HeompeneJeHHOCTH W PHUCKA, TaKk U
MexJINYHOCTHOTO IMOITMOHATIBHOTO MHTEJJIEKTA. YCTAHOBJIEHO, Y4TO JIydllleMy y3HABAHUIO U
MMOHUMAHUIO SMOIIMIA JIPYTUX JIHOJIeil COMyTCTBYeT «lOTOBHOCTH K PHUCKY», B TO BpeMs Kak
«ParonanbHOCTD>, MOHMMaeMast KaKk CTPeMJIEHHe K MAKCUMAIBLHO MOJHOMY cO0py mHbOpMa-
1K, B GOJIbIIEI CTEIIEHU CONYTCTBYET MOHUMAHMIO COOCTBEHHBIX SMOIMU (CBSI3b CO IIKAION
«BHYTpUIMYHOCTHBIIN 9MOIIMOHATBHBIN HHTEJITIEKT ).

KmoueBbie cioBa: BbI60p, IpuHATHE pemeHm‘?I, BMOIH/IOHaJIbHHﬁ MHTEJJIEKT, TOJIEPpAHT-
HOCTb-UHTOJIEPAHTHOCTb K HEOIIPpEACJCHHOCTH, CTaAUN ABTOHOMHOM MOpaJid, CaMOyBaKeHue,
CaMOOSa60‘IeHHOCTb, CaMOIIOJKEPTBOBaHUE, JINYHOCTHBIC IIEHHOCTH, MaKNaBEJIJIN3M, TOTOBHOCTb
K PUCKY, pallMOHAJbHOCTb.



