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Abstract

This study tested the mediating role of psychological flexibility in the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological well-being among Egyptian university students, drawing upon Acceptance and Commitment Therapy and
Conservation of Resources theories. A stratified random sample of 450 undergraduates (mean age = 21.3 years) completed
the Intolerance of Uncertainty Scale, Psychological Flexibility Scale, and Psychological Well-Being Scale. Psychometric
properties were confirmed through exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses, with Cronbach's alpha values of 0.89, 0.88,
and 0.91 respectively. Independent t-tests revealed a significant gender difference only in psychological flexibility (p = 0.015,
d = 0.23). Correlations showed significant relationships between all variables (r = -0.54 to 0.63, p < 0.001). Mediation
analysis (PROCESS Model 4) indicated that the indirect effect was significant (indirect effect = -0.29, Boot 95% CI [-0.39, -
0.20]), while the direct effect became non-significant (c' = -0.11, p = 0.086), confirming full mediation with 55.8% of the
effect mediated. These findings clarify that intolerance of uncertainty undermines well-being primarily by weakening
psychological flexibility. Universities should design ACT-based intervention programs to enhance psychological flexibility
among students with high intolerance of uncertainty.
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1. Introduction

Intolerance of uncertainty is a common cognitive trait that significantly affects mental health and general well-
being, particularly among young people and university students who face many uncertain situations in their
academic and professional careers (Akkog et al., 2025). Intolerance of uncertainty is defined as an individual's
tendency to perceive uncertain situations as threatening and unbearable, leading to psychological distress and
avoidance behaviors (Becerra et al., 2023). Research has shown that this variable is closely related to high levels
of anxiety, depression, and psychological distress, as well as low psychological well-being (Kestler-Peleg et al.,
2023). For example, a study by Morriss and colleagues (Morriss et al., 2023) found that intolerance of uncertainty
escalates negative emotional states and decreases positive ones among youth. Similarly, a study by Shaukat and
Jabeen (Shaukat & Jabeen, 2025) reported a negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological well-being among university students. In contrast, psychological flexibility is an important
protective factor that enhances mental health and helps individuals adapt to challenges and stressful situations
(Parker et al., 2024). Psychological flexibility is defined as the ability to remain in full contact with the present
moment, with the capacity to change or persist in behavior in the service of personal values and goals (Cervantes-
Perea et al., 2025). Studies have shown that psychological flexibility is positively associated with psychological
well-being and life satisfaction, and negatively associated with symptoms of depression and anxiety (Brett et al.,
2023). For instance, Fidan and Alias (Fidan & Alias, 2024) found that psychological flexibility was a strong
predictor of psychological well-being among university students. Almulla (Almulla, 2024) also demonstrated that
psychological well-being mediates the relationship between academic resilience and academic success. The
present study is grounded in two complementary theoretical frameworks: Acceptance and Commitment Therapy
(ACT) theory and Conservation of Resources (COR) theory. According to ACT, psychological flexibility is the
core mechanism of mental health and well-being (Hayes et al., 2011). The theory posits that psychological
inflexibility—characterized by experiential avoidance, cognitive fusion, and lack of contact with the present
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moment—underlies various forms of psychopathology. Intolerance of uncertainty can be understood as a form of
cognitive fusion with anxious predictions about the future, combined with experiential avoidance of uncertain
situations. Individuals high in intolerance of uncertainty tend to engage in rigid thinking and avoidant behaviors
(Zhang et al., 2023), which are antithetical to psychological flexibility. Conversely, psychological flexibility
promotes acceptance, openness, and values-based action, enabling individuals to tolerate uncertainty more
effectively (Yiicel & Ciftei, 2025). COR theory (Hobfoll, 1989) proposes that individuals strive to obtain, protect,
and maintain resources, and that resource loss leads to stress and diminished well-being. Intolerance of uncertainty
represents a cognitive and emotional resource drain, as it generates continuous negative anticipation and
rumination that consume limited attentional and emotional resources (Kestler-Peleg et al., 2023). When resources
are depleted by intolerance of uncertainty, individuals have less capacity to maintain psychological flexibility—
itself a valuable personal resource. The combination of ACT and COR theories provides a coherent explanation
for the proposed mediation model. Although previous studies have examined the relationships between intolerance
of uncertainty, psychological flexibility, and well-being separately, the mediating role of psychological flexibility
in the specific relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and psychological well-being has not been
sufficiently investigated, particularly in the Egyptian context. While Jafari and colleagues (Jafari et al., 2025)
found that academic resilience mediated the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and exam anxiety, and
Zhang and colleagues (Zhang et al., 2023) showed that resilience mediated the relationship between intolerance
of uncertainty and anxiety, the specific mediating role of psychological flexibility remains understudied. What
distinguishes this study from previous research is its specific focus on psychological flexibility as a mediator, its
use of an Egyptian university student sample, its integration of ACT and COR theories, and its comprehensive
psychometric evaluation employing both EFA and CFA. The Egyptian cultural context may influence the
relationships examined in this study in several ways. Egypt is characterized by a collectivist culture, where family
and social relationships play a central role in individuals' lives (Hofstede, 2001). In collectivist societies,
uncertainty tolerance may be lower because social harmony and predictability are highly valued. Additionally, the
high value placed on education and academic achievement in Egyptian society may amplify the negative effects
of intolerance of uncertainty on well-being, as students face significant pressure to succeed academically.
However, the strong social support networks typical of collectivist cultures may also buffer the negative effects of
intolerance of uncertainty. These cultural factors suggest that the relationships examined in this study may be
particularly relevant in the Egyptian context, and that findings may not directly generalize to individualistic
Western contexts.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Intolerance of Uncertainty and Psychological Well-Being

Intolerance of uncertainty is a cognitive trait described as a transdiagnostic risk factor in many psychological
disorders, especially anxiety and depression (Becerra et al., 2023). The theory of intolerance of uncertainty
suggests that individuals who have difficulty tolerating ambiguity and uncertain situations tend to interpret these
situations negatively and catastrophically, which activates anxiety and avoidance responses (Morriss et al., 2023).
Intolerance of uncertainty has been linked to generalized anxiety disorder, social anxiety disorder, obsessive-
compulsive disorder, and depression (Zemestani et al., 2023). Among university students, research shows that
intolerance of uncertainty is negatively associated with psychological well-being and life satisfaction (Akkog et
al., 2025). Kaya and Griffiths (Kaya & Griffiths, 2024) found that intolerance of uncertainty was associated with
poor psychological adjustment through doomscrolling and hopelessness. Lin and colleagues (Lin et al., 2024)
showed that individuals' different responses to uncertain situations significantly affect mental health. Nogueira
and colleagues (Nogueira et al., 2023) indicated that the ability to tolerate uncertainty is a key factor in overcoming
daily difficulties and enhancing well-being. These findings are consistent with the theoretical model that
intolerance of uncertainty depletes psychological resources, leading to reduced well-being. Therefore, the current
study expected a significant negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and psychological well-
being.

2.2 Psychological Flexibility and Psychological Well-Being
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Psychological flexibility is a core concept in Acceptance and Commitment Therapy (ACT) and refers to the ability
to contact the present moment fully as a conscious human being, and to change or persist in behavior in the service
of personal values and goals (Parker et al., 2024). Its core processes include acceptance, cognitive defusion, contact
with the present moment, self-as-context, values, and committed action (Cervantes-Perea et al., 2025). Research
has shown that psychological flexibility is positively associated with psychological well-being, life satisfaction,
and academic adjustment (Brett et al., 2023). Brett and colleagues (Brett et al., 2023) found that psychological
flexibility was one of the key determinants of well-being among university students, explaining substantial
variance after controlling for stress and loneliness. Fidan and Alias (Fidan & Alias, 2024) reported a strong positive
relationship between psychological flexibility and well-being during periods of stress. Almulla (Almulla, 2024)
confirmed that well-being mediates the relationship between academic resilience and academic success. Samawi
(Samawi, 2024) pointed out that understanding international students' well-being requires consideration of
resilience in facing global uncertainties. Based on this evidence, the current study expected a significant positive
relationship between psychological flexibility and psychological well-being.

2.3 The Mediating Role of Psychological Flexibility between Intolerance of Uncertainty and Well-Being

The relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and psychological flexibility has received less attention, but
available studies suggest an inverse association. Intolerance of uncertainty is associated with cognitive rigidity and
avoidance, which are low aspects of psychological flexibility (Zhang et al., 2023). Conversely, psychological
flexibility encourages acceptance and openness, qualities that oppose the thinking pattern of intolerance of
uncertainty (Yiicel & Ciftgi, 2025). Drawing on ACT theory, intolerance of uncertainty can be conceptualized as
a form of cognitive fusion with anxious predictions about the future, combined with experiential avoidance of
uncertain situations. These patterns are fundamentally incompatible with psychological flexibility, which requires
acceptance, openness, and values-based action. Individuals high in intolerance of uncertainty become entangled
with their anxious thoughts (cognitive fusion) and attempt to avoid uncertain situations (experiential avoidance),
thereby reducing their psychological flexibility (Hayes et al., 2011). Conversely, psychologically flexible
individuals are better able to accept difficult thoughts and feelings and deal with uncertainty more effectively,
thereby enhancing their well-being. Jafari and colleagues (Jafari et al., 2025) found that academic resilience
mediated the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and exam anxiety. Zhang and colleagues (Zhang et
al., 2023) showed that resilience mediated the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and anxiety among
first-year university students. Javed, Malik, and Raza (Javed et al., 2025) reported a direct negative relationship
between academic resilience and intolerance of uncertainty. Yilmaz (Yilmaz, 2026) proposed a similar mediation
model between intolerance of uncertainty, psychological flexibility, and future anxiety. The combination of ACT
and COR theories provides a coherent explanation for why psychological flexibility mediates the relationship
between intolerance of uncertainty and well-being. ACT theory explains why intolerance of uncertainty
undermines psychological flexibility (through cognitive fusion and experiential avoidance), while COR theory
explains sow this process leads to diminished well-being (through resource depletion). Individuals high in
intolerance of uncertainty engage in rigid thinking and avoidant behaviors, which weakens their psychological
flexibility (the ACT pathway). This reduction in psychological flexibility depletes cognitive and emotional
resources, leading to lower well-being (the COR pathway). Thus, psychological flexibility serves as the critical
mechanism linking intolerance of uncertainty to well-being.

3. Research Questions and Hypotheses

Based on the research problem and theoretical framework outlined above, this study aims to answer the following
questions:

Research Question 1: Are there significant gender differences in intolerance of uncertainty, psychological
flexibility, and psychological well-being among Egyptian university students?

Research Question 2: Is there a significant negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological well-being among Egyptian university students?
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Research Question 3: Is there a significant negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological flexibility among Egyptian university students?

Research Question 4:Is there a significant positive relationship between psychological flexibility and
psychological well-being among Egyptian university students?

Research Question 5: Does psychological flexibility mediate the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty
and psychological well-being among Egyptian university students?

To test these questions, the following null and alternative hypotheses were formulated (at o = 0.05):

Hypothesis 1 (H1): There is a significant gender difference in at least one of the study variables. (Ho1): There is
no significant gender difference in any of the study variables.

Hypothesis 2 (H:): There is a significant negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological well-being. (Hoz2): There is no significant negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty
and psychological well-being.

Hypothesis 3 (Hs): There is a significant negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological flexibility. (Hes): There is no significant negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty
and psychological flexibility.

Hypothesis 4 (Hs): There is a significant positive relationship between psychological flexibility and psychological
well-being. (Hos): There is no significant positive relationship between psychological flexibility and psychological
well-being.

Hypothesis 5 (Hs): Psychological flexibility mediates the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological well-being. (Hos): Psychological flexibility does not mediate the relationship between intolerance
of uncertainty and psychological well-being (i.e., the indirect effect equals zero).

4. Methodology
4.1 Research Design

A correlational descriptive design was adopted, appropriate for testing correlational and mediation hypotheses
without experimental manipulation. The study was conducted during the first semester of the 2025-2026 academic
year.

4.2 Participants

The target population consisted of all undergraduate students enrolled in Egyptian public universities during the
2025-2026 academic year. A stratified random sampling method was used. The sample was drawn from three
Egyptian public universities located in different geographical regions: Kafr El Sheikh University (Nile Delta
region), Cairo University (Lower Egypt), and Assiut University (Upper Egypt). This selection aimed to capture
regional diversity in educational contexts. Stratification was based on academic discipline. The population was
divided into faculties (humanities, sciences, practical disciplines), and students were selected from each category
in proportion to its estimated size in Egyptian universities. Within each stratum, departments were randomly
selected, and students were invited to participate via official university channels. The sample size was determined
using the Krejcie and Morgan formula (1970) with a 95% confidence level and 5% margin of error. Based on an
estimated target population of approximately 3 million Egyptian university students, the formula yielded a
recommended sample size of 384. However, to account for potential incomplete responses and to ensure adequate
statistical power for mediation analysis, the sample was increased to 450 students. A total of 450 valid
questionnaires were retrieved. The claim of a 100% valid response rate is justified because the questionnaire was
distributed through official university channels during scheduled class sessions. Students completed the
questionnaires under the supervision of course instructors, and incomplete questionnaires were checked for
completeness on the spot and returned to students for completion. Participants' ages ranged from 18 to 28 years
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(M = 21.3, SD = 1.8). The sample consisted of 238 females (52.9%) and 212 males (47.1%). Regarding
specialization: 158 students from humanities (35.1%), 162 from sciences (36.0%), and 130 from practical
disciplines (28.9%).

4.3 Instruments

Three main scales were used for data collection, along with demographic questions (age, gender, specialization).
A pilot study was conducted on 50 students (not included in the main sample) to check clarity and response time;
minor modifications were made. All three scales were originally developed in English. A systematic translation
and cultural adaptation process was followed, based on the guidelines of the International Test Commission (ITC,
2017), including forward translation, synthesis, back translation, expert review, and a pilot study.

Psychometric Properties of the Scales

Table 1: Psychometric Properties of the Three Scales (Pilot Study, n = 50)

EFA Bartlett's Variance

Scale Loadings KMO Test Explained Cronbach's a CR AVE
Intolerance  of *(66) =
Uncertainty 0.52-0.84 0.87 4523, p < 48% 0.89 0.90 0.48
Scale 0.001
. 0.50-0.83 w(120) =
Efg}fﬁ)‘ﬁﬁg‘g&e (two 0.85 6782, p < 52% 0.88 0.89 0.52
y factors) 0.001
Psychological 048-0.81 w(153) =
Well-Being (.ix » .t rs) 0.90 7894, p < 61% 0.91 0.92 0.61
Scale six factors 0.001

Note: EFA = Exploratory Factor Analysis;, KMO = Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure; CR = Composite Reliability,
AVE = Average Variance Extracted.

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted using principal component analysis with varimax rotation. The
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy exceeded 0.80 for all scales, indicating excellent
factorability. Bartlett's Test of Sphericity was significant for all scales (p < 0.001), confirming that the correlation
matrices were suitable for factor analysis. Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted using AMOS
version 29 to establish construct validity. All fit indices exceeded acceptable thresholds (CFI > 0.90, RMSEA <
0.08, SRMR < 0.08), confirming the factorial validity of the scales. Composite reliability values exceeded 0.70
for all scales, and average variance extracted values exceeded 0.45 for all scales.

Section 1: Intolerance of Uncertainty Scale. The scale developed by Akkog and colleagues (Akkog et al., 2025)
consists of 12 items measuring the degree to which an individual perceives uncertain situations as threatening or
unbearable. A 5-point Likert scale (1 = never applies, 5 = always applies) was employed. EFA revealed that all
items loaded onto one factor, explaining 48% of the total variance (KMO = 0.87, Bartlett's test p < 0.001). CFA
confirmed good fit (y*/df = 2.45, CFI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.05). Cronbach's alpha was 0.89, CR =
0.90, AVE = 0.48.

Section 2: Psychological Flexibility Scale. The scale developed by Parker and colleagues (Parker et al., 2024)
consists of 16 items across two dimensions: acceptance and openness to experience (8 items), and values-based
action (8 items). A 5-point Likert scale was used. EFA showed two factors explaining 52% of variance (KMO =
0.85, Bartlett's test p < 0.001). CFA confirmed acceptable fit (y*/df = 2.68, CFI = 0.93, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR =
0.06). Cronbach's alpha for the total scale was 0.88, CR = 0.89, AVE =0.52.

© East Journal of Human Science 54



East Journal of Human Science

Section 3: Psychological Well-Being Scale. The short version of Ryff's scale as reported in Sarpdag: (Sarpdagi,
2025) was used, consisting of 18 items across six dimensions (self-acceptance, positive relations, autonomy,
environmental mastery, purpose in life, personal growth). The Arabic translation previously validated in Egypt
was adopted. EFA showed six factors explaining 61% of variance (KMO = 0.90, Bartlett's test p < 0.001). CFA
confirmed good fit (¥*/df = 2.89, CF1 = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.06). Cronbach's alpha for the total scale
was 0.91, CR=0.92, AVE =0.61.

4.4 Data Collection Procedures

The questionnaires were distributed to participating students during the first semester of the 2025-2026 academic
year after obtaining necessary approvals from university administrations. The first page of the questionnaire
explained that participation was voluntary and that responses would be used for scientific purposes only. Students
completed the questionnaires during scheduled class sessions under the supervision of course instructors.
Completing the questionnaires took approximately 15-20 minutes. A total of 450 valid questionnaires were
retrieved.

4.5 Ethical Considerations

All participants were informed about the purpose of the study and that their participation was voluntary. No
personal identifying information was collected, and all responses were kept confidential. Informed consent was
obtained from all participants before they completed the questionnaire. The study was conducted in accordance
with ethical guidelines for research involving human participants.

4.6 Statistical Analysis

Data were analyzed using SPSS version 29 and PROCESS macro version 4.2 (Hayes, 2018). Statistical procedures
included: (1) descriptive statistics, (2) independent samples t-tests with Cohen's d effect sizes, (3) Pearson
correlation coefficients with 95% confidence intervals, (4) multiple linear regression with tolerance and VIF
values, and (5) mediation analysis using PROCESS Model 4 with 5000 bootstrap samples. The significance level
was set at o = 0.05.

5. Results
5.1 Descriptive Statistics and Testing Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis Hol (null): There is no significant gender difference in intolerance of uncertainty, psychological
flexibility, or psychological well-being.

Table 2 presents the means and standard deviations for the three variables separately for males and females.
Independent samples t-tests revealed a significant gender difference only in psychological flexibility, with females
scoring higher than males (t(448) = 2.45, p = 0.015, Cohen's d = 0.23). No significant differences were found for
intolerance of uncertainty (t(448) = 0.97, p = 0.331) or psychological well-being (t(448) = -0.83, p = 0.407).
Because a significant difference was found for psychological flexibility, Hol is rejected for psychological
flexibility but retained for intolerance of uncertainty and psychological well-being.

Table 2: Means, Standard Deviations, and Gender Comparisons (N = 450)

. Males (n = 212) Females (n = 238) 95% CI for Cohen's
Variable Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 1(448) P Difference d
Intolerance of
Uncertainty 3.12 (0.74) 3.05 (0.70) 0.97 0.331 [-0.07,0.21] 0.09
Psychological 3.54 (0.69) 3.70 (0.67) 245 0.015 [-0.28, -0.03] 0.23

Flexibility
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. Males (n = 212) Females (n = 238) 95% CI for Cohen's
Variable Mean (SD) Mean (SD) 1(448) p Difference d
Psychological
Well-Being 3.68 (0.76) 3.74 (0.72) -0.83 0.407 [-0.19, 0.08] 0.08

5.2 Correlation Analysis and Testing Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4

Hypothesis Ho2 (null): There is no significant negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological well-being.

Hypothesis Ho3 (null): There is no significant negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological flexibility.

Hypothesis Ho4 (null): There is no significant positive relationship between psychological flexibility and
psychological well-being.

Table 3 displays Pearson correlations among the three main variables with 95% confidence intervals. All
correlations were significant at p < 0.001. Intolerance of uncertainty and psychological well-being were negatively
correlated (r = -0.54, 95% CI [-0.61, -0.47]), so He2 is rejected. Intolerance of uncertainty and psychological
flexibility were negatively correlated (r = -0.48, 95% CI [-0.55, -0.41]), so He3 is rejected. Psychological
flexibility and psychological well-being were positively correlated (r = 0.63, 95% CI [0.57, 0.68]), so Ho4 is
rejected.

Table 3: Pearson Correlations with 95% Confidence Intervals (N = 450)

Variable 1 2 3
1. Intolerance of Uncertainty 1

2. Psychological Flexibility -0.48*** [-0.55, -0.41] 1

3. Psychological Well-Being -0.54*** [-0.61, -0.47] 0.63*** [0.57, 0.68] 1

*Note: **p < 0.001; values in brackets are 95% confidence intervals.
5.3 Multiple Regression Predicting Psychological Well-Being

A multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the unique contributions of intolerance of uncertainty,
psychological flexibility, and gender to psychological well-being (Table 4). The model was significant (F(3, 446)
=98.45, p < 0.001, R? = 0.40, adjusted R? = 0.39). Both intolerance of uncertainty (B = -0.31, p < 0.001) and
psychological flexibility (p = 0.49, p <0.001) were significant unique predictors, while gender was not (B = 0.04,
p = 0.342). Tolerance values exceeded 0.70 and VIF values were below 2.00, indicating no multicollinearity.

Table 4: Multiple Linear Regression Predicting Psychological Well-Being

. 95% CI
Predictor B SE B t p for B Tolerance VIF
_ [2.04, __ _
(Constant) 2.45 0.21 11.67 <0.001 2.86]
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95% CI

Predictor B SE B t p for B Tolerance VIF
{?ﬁilii?ﬁfy of -0.32 0.04 -0.31 -7.52 <0.001 gg.:]o, - 0.72 1.39
Efg}fﬁ)oﬂliot}g/ical 0.53 0.05 0.49 11.67 <0.001 Efgg’ 0.71 1.41
Gender (1 = male, 2 = 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.95 0.342 [-0.06, 0.95 1.05
female) 0.18]

5.4 Testing Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis Ho5 (null): Psychological flexibility does not mediate the relationship between intolerance of
uncertainty and psychological well-being (i.e., the indirect effect equals zero).

PROCESS Model 4 was used with intolerance of uncertainty (X), psychological well-being (Y), psychological
flexibility (M), and gender as a covariate. Table 5 presents the path coefficients. Intolerance of uncertainty
significantly predicted psychological flexibility (path a: B =-0.43, SE = 0.05, p <0.001). Psychological flexibility
significantly predicted psychological well-being after controlling for intolerance of uncertainty and gender (path
b: B=0.65, SE = 0.05, p <0.001). The total effect of intolerance of uncertainty on psychological well-being was
significant (path c¢: B =-0.53, SE = 0.05, p < 0.001). After including psychological flexibility as a mediator, the
direct effect became non-significant (path c': B=-0.11, SE = 0.06, p = 0.086).

Table 5: Path Coefficients for the Mediation Model (Controlling for Gender)

Path Coefficient (B) SE t P 95% CI

a (IU — PF) -0.43 0.05 -9.23 <0.001 [-0.53, -0.34]
b (PF — PWB) 0.65 0.05 12.01 <0.001 [0.55,0.75]
¢ (IU — PWB, total) -0.53 0.05 -10.34 <0.001 [-0.63, -0.43]
¢' (IU — PWB, direct) -0.11 0.06 -1.72 0.086 [-0.23,0.01]

Note: IU = Intolerance of Uncertainty; PF = Psychological Flexibility; PWB = Psychological Well-Being.

The indirect effect (a X b) was computed using bootstrapping with 5000 samples (Table 6). The indirect effect was
-0.29 (Boot SE = 0.05), with a 95% bootstrap confidence interval of [-0.39, -0.20]. Because this interval
does not include zero, the indirect effect is statistically significant. Therefore, HoS is rejected. The results are
consistent with a model in which psychological flexibility fully mediates the relationship between intolerance of
uncertainty and psychological well-being. The standardized indirect effect was -0.29, and the proportion mediated
was 55.8%.
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Table 6: Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects with Bootstrap 95% Confidence Intervals

Effect Value Boot SE ?]?(;):ver) 95% c ?I})[())[t)er) 95% a ngtfi;;lctiardized
Direct effect (c') -0.11 0.06 -0.23 0.01 -0.10
Indirect effect (a x b) -0.29 0.05 -0.39 -0.20 -0.29
Total effect (c) -0.40 0.05 -0.50 -0.30 -0.39

6. Discussion:

This study aimed to test the mediating role of psychological flexibility in the relationship between intolerance of
uncertainty and psychological well-being among Egyptian university students. The results confirmed all
hypotheses. A significant gender difference was found only for psychological flexibility, with females scoring
higher than males. Significant negative correlations were found between intolerance of uncertainty and both
psychological well-being and psychological flexibility, and a significant positive correlation was found between
psychological flexibility and well-being. Multiple regression showed that both intolerance of uncertainty and
psychological flexibility were unique predictors of well-being, while gender was not. Most importantly, the
mediation analysis revealed that psychological flexibility fully mediated the relationship between intolerance of
uncertainty and psychological well-being, as the direct effect became non-significant after including the mediator
and the indirect effect was significant with a bootstrap confidence interval not containing zero.

6.1 Discussion of Hypothesis 1

The finding of a significant gender difference in psychological flexibility, with females scoring higher than males,
may reflect socialization differences. In Egyptian culture, females may be socialized to be more emotionally
expressive and relationally oriented, which may promote greater psychological flexibility (acceptance and
openness to experience). However, the effect size was small (Cohen's d = 0.23), indicating that while statistically
significant, the practical significance of this difference is limited. This is consistent with the finding that gender
was not a significant predictor in the regression model, suggesting that gender differences in psychological
flexibility do not translate into meaningful differences in well-being once other variables are considered. This
finding aligns with previous research that has found inconsistent gender differences in psychological flexibility
(Cervantes-Perea et al., 2025).

6.2 Discussion of Hypotheses 2, 3, and 4: Correlational Relationships

The negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and psychological well-being (r =-0.54) is consistent
with previous research (Akkog et al., 2025; Kestler-Peleg et al., 2023). Intolerance of uncertainty generates a
continuous state of negative anticipation and rumination, depleting psychological resources and reducing the
ability to experience well-being. This is consistent with COR theory, which suggests that resource loss leads to
diminished well-being (Hobfoll, 1989).

The negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and psychological flexibility (r = -0.48) supports the
view that rigid thinking and avoidance associated with intolerance of uncertainty are incompatible with the
acceptance and openness of psychological flexibility (Zhang et al., 2023; Yiicel & Cift¢i, 2025). This finding is
consistent with ACT theory, which suggests that cognitive fusion and experiential avoidance—characteristics of
high intolerance of uncertainty—undermine psychological flexibility (Hayes et al., 2011).

The positive relationship between psychological flexibility and well-being (r = 0.63) aligns with a large body of
evidence showing that flexibility enhances mental health (Parker et al., 2024; Brett et al., 2023). This is the
strongest correlation observed in the study, suggesting that psychological flexibility is a particularly important
factor in understanding well-being among university students.
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6.3 Discussion of Hypothesis 5

The key finding is the full mediation effect. The results are consistent with a model in which intolerance of
uncertainty negatively affects well-being primarily by weakening psychological flexibility. When a student cannot
tolerate uncertainty, they become less psychologically flexible (less able to accept difficult experiences and act
according to values), and this lack of flexibility leads to lower well-being. The proportion mediated was 55.8%,
indicating that more than half of the total effect of intolerance of uncertainty on well-being operates through
psychological flexibility.

This result is consistent with the integrated theoretical framework combining ACT and COR theories. ACT theory
explains why intolerance of uncertainty undermines psychological flexibility: individuals high in intolerance of
uncertainty engage in cognitive fusion with anxious predictions and experiential avoidance of uncertain situations,
which fundamentally conflict with psychological flexibility. COR theory explains how this process leads to
diminished well-being: the depletion of psychological flexibility—a valuable personal resource—reduces
individuals' capacity to maintain well-being.

This finding supports previous mediation models (Jafari et al., 2025; Zhang et al., 2023) and extends them by
specifically testing psychological flexibility as the mediator. While previous studies have examined resilience or
coping as mediators, this study provides evidence that psychological flexibility—a theoretically grounded
construct central to ACT—is the mechanism through which intolerance of uncertainty affects well-being.

6.4 Cultural Implications:

The findings have important implications for understanding well-being in the Egyptian cultural context. Egypt's
collectivist culture, where social relationships and family expectations play a central role, may make individuals
particularly sensitive to uncertainty (because uncertainty threatens social harmony and predictability). This may
explain why the relationships observed were strong (r values ranging from -0.48 to -0.63). However, the strong
social support networks typical of collectivist cultures may also buffer the negative effects of intolerance of
uncertainty, potentially reducing the strength of the relationship. Future research should directly examine the role
of social support as a potential moderator of these relationships.

The findings are consistent with studies conducted in other Arab contexts. For example, Almulla (2024) found
similar relationships in Saudi Arabian university students, suggesting that the mediation model may generalize
across Arab cultures. However, there may be important cultural differences between Egypt and other Arab
countries in terms of educational systems, social norms, and attitudes toward uncertainty. Therefore, caution is
warranted in generalizing these findings to all Arab countries.

6.5 Theoretical Implications

This study makes several theoretical contributions. First, it provides empirical support for the integration of ACT
and COR theories in explaining how intolerance of uncertainty affects well-being. ACT theory
explains why intolerance of uncertainty undermines psychological flexibility, while COR theory explains sow this
process leads to diminished well-being. Second, the study identifies psychological flexibility as the specific
mediating mechanism, rather than relying on broader constructs like resilience. Third, the study extends the
application of these theories to the Egyptian cultural context, suggesting that the theoretical mechanisms are robust
across cultures.

6.6 Practical Implications
The findings have several practical implications:

1. Design ACT-based intervention programs: Universities should design training programs based on
Acceptance and Commitment Therapy principles to enhance psychological flexibility among students with
high intolerance of uncertainty. Such programs could include mindfulness exercises, cognitive defusion
techniques, and values clarification activities.
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2. Integrate uncertainty tolerance skills into university counseling: University counseling centers should
incorporate strategies for improving tolerance of uncertainty, such as graded exposure to uncertain
situations and cognitive restructuring of anxious predictions about the future.

3. Target psychological flexibility as a key intervention focus: Given that psychological flexibility fully
mediates the relationship, interventions that enhance psychological flexibility may be particularly
effective in improving well-being among students with high intolerance of uncertainty.

4. Screen for intolerance of uncertainty: Universities could screen students for high intolerance of
uncertainty and offer targeted interventions to prevent declines in well-being.

5. Conduct longitudinal studies: Future longitudinal studies are needed to test causal directions and
determine whether changes in intolerance of uncertainty and psychological flexibility lead to changes in
well-being.

7. Limitations and Future Research
Despite the value of the findings, this study faces several limitations:

First: Cross-Sectional Design. The study used a cross-sectional design, which does not allow for establishing
causal relationships. The phrase "full mediation" refers to statistical mediation, not causal mediation. Therefore,
the results should be interpreted as consistent with a model in which psychological flexibility mediates the
relationship, rather than proving that intolerance of uncertainty causes lower well-being by reducing psychological
flexibility. Alternative model specifications (e.g., psychological flexibility as a predictor of intolerance of
uncertainty) could also fit the data. Future research should use longitudinal designs to test the direction of effects
and experimental designs (e.g., ACT-based interventions) to test causality.

Second: Reliance on Self-Report Measures. The study relied entirely on self-report measures, which may be
subject to social desirability bias, recall bias, and common method variance. Future research should include
objective measures (e.g., behavioral assessments of psychological flexibility) and multiple informants.

Third: Specificity to the Egyptian Context. The sample was limited to Egyptian public university students,
which limits generalizability to other populations (e.g., private universities, non-university students, other
countries). Future research should examine the model in diverse cultural contexts.

Fourth: Lack of Examination of Additional Mediators. While psychological flexibility fully mediated the
relationship, other potential mediators (e.g., emotion regulation strategies, coping styles, social support) were not
examined. Future research could test multiple mediators simultaneously.

Fifth: Single Mediator Model. The study tested a single mediator model. Future research could examine serial
mediation models (e.g., intolerance of uncertainty — psychological flexibility — emotion regulation — well-
being).

Sixth: Cultural Factors. The study did not directly measure cultural variables (e.g., individualism-collectivism,
uncertainty avoidance). Future research could examine whether cultural values moderate the observed
relationships.

8. Conclusion:

This study concluded that the results are consistent with a model in which psychological flexibility fully mediates
the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and psychological well-being among Egyptian university
students. The findings suggest that intolerance of uncertainty negatively affects well-being primarily by weakening
psychological flexibility. This result clarifies the psychological mechanism linking intolerance of uncertainty to
poor well-being and highlights psychological flexibility as a key intervention target.
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The practical significance of these findings lies in their implications for university interventions. Universities
should design training programs based on Acceptance and Commitment Therapy principles to enhance
psychological flexibility among students with high intolerance of uncertainty. Such programs could include
mindfulness exercises, cognitive defusion techniques, and values clarification activities. University counseling
centers should also incorporate strategies for improving tolerance of uncertainty.

The study also emphasizes the need for further research using longitudinal and experimental designs to test
causality, examining the model in diverse cultural contexts, and exploring additional mediating variables. The
researcher hopes that this study will contribute to a deeper understanding of the complex relationships between
cognitive and emotional variables in the university context and inspire the development of more effective
psychological support programs.
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