
 

 

 

1. Introduciton 

Life brings many uncertainties. In recent years, the COVID-19 pandemic and the earthquakes 

that have hit Turkey are some indicators of this ambiguity. Tolerating ambiguity is critical to 

maintaining daily functioning and mental health. Intolerance of uncertainty, a personality 

tendency, is defined as having difficulty tolerating unpredictability and unfamiliarity (Carleton, 

2016). A growing body of research indicates that intolerance of uncertainty has negative effects 

of on mental health. Previous studies have shown that intolerance of ambiguity increases 

depression and anxiety (McEvoy & Mahoney, 2012), hopelessness (Demirtas & Yildiz, 2019), 

and rumination (Yook et al., 2010). It also decreases cognitive flexibility (Demirtas & Yildiz, 

2019), self-efficacy, optimism (Kandpal, 2022), and resilience (Sarıçam et al., 2020). In 

addition, Carleton (2016) highlighted the negative impact of intolerance of ambiguity on mental 

health in a uncertainty model. Therefore, intolerance of uncertainty, leading to the 

aforementioned undesirable consequences, appears to be negatively related to wellbeing.  



 

 

Over the past few decades, researchers have offered different explanations of wellbeing. 

Researchers have conceptualized wellbeing as two main pillars: eudaimonic and hedonic 

(Coffey et al., 2016). Stewart-Brown et al. (2009) integrated these pillars into the concept of 

mental wellbeing. Here, they defined mental wellbeing as a concept that also included 

eudaimonic (e.g. life purpose, psychological functioning) and hedonic (e.g. life satisfaction and 

positive emotions) dimensions. Previous studies have reported intolerance of ambiguity as one 

of the antecedents of mental wellbeing. Accordingly, it has been found that intolerance of 

uncertainty is negatively related to life satisfaction (Karataş & Tagay, 2021), happiness (Deniz, 

2021), psychological wellbeing (Geçgin & Sahranç, 2017), and subjective wellbeing (Turan, 

2019). Moreover, like wellbeing more generally, intolerance of ambiguity has a negative effect 

on mental wellbeing (Satici, Saricali et al., 2022). 

As aforementioned, existing studies have highlighted the relationship between intolerance of 

uncertainty and wellbeing. However, maladaptive behaviours performed to reduce the negative 

impact of intolerance of ambiguity on wellbeing are largely unexplored. Individuals may 

engage in specific behaviours to reduce the negative consequences caused by intolerance of 

uncertainty. According to the cognitive behavioural model of intolerance of ambiguity, 

individuals engage in dysfunctional behaviours to alleviate the negative outcomes that 

intolerance of ambiguity has on mental health. Although these behaviours provide gains in the 

short-term, they have negative consequences in the long-term (Hebert & Dugas, 2019). One of 

these dysfunctional behaviours may be the compulsive scrolling of bad news on social media 

(i.e., ‘doomscrolling’). In recent years, with technological progress, individuals can instantly 

follow news disseminated on social media platforms to reduce uncertainty (Alfasi, 2021). In 

their review, Sezgin et al. (2020) reported that news follow-ups to reduce ambiguity contain 

negative content. Continuous scrolling of news with negative content may play a role in the 



 

 

relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing. Therefore, 

doomscrolling may negatively impact wellbeing. 

1.1. Doomscrolling as a mediator and moderator 

Doomscrolling, as a new concept is the compulsive reading of sad and depressing news on 

social media (Sharma et al., 2022). Another definition of doomscrolling conceptualizes it a flow 

in social media that makes it difficult for individuals to get out of reading dark news (Ytre-Arne 

& Moe, 2021). Sharme et al. (2022) emphasised that personality tendencies lead to 

doomscrolling and doomscrolling has an adverse consequence on wellbeing. Accordingly, 

intolerance of ambiguity as a personality disposition may enhance doomscrolling. Moreover, 

compulsive scrolling of sad news may decrease wellbeing. No previous studies have examined 

the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and doomscrolling. However, some studies 

show that individuals scroll continuously on social media platforms to alleviate uncertainty 

(Alfasi, 2021; Sun et al., 2022). Therefore, intolerance of ambiguity may be negatively related 

to doomscrolling.  

In addition to the possibility of a relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and 

doomscrolling, individuals’ continuous scrolling of sad news may negatively influence 

wellbeing. Doomscrolling is positively associated with depression, anxiety (Anand et al., 2022), 

and negative emotions (Buchanan et al., 2021), and negatively associated with optimism 

(Buchanan et al., 2021), life satisfaction, and psychological wellbeing (Shabahang et al., 2022). 

Moreover, doomscrolling has been found to have negative association with mental wellbeing 

(Satici, Gocet-Tekin et al., 2022). Brailovskaia et al. (2021) found that persistent following of 

COVID-19 information sources on social media increased stress symptoms in a study 

conducted with participants from eight countries (France, Germany, Poland, Russia, Spain, 

Sweden UK, and USA). In another study, the association between the category of reasons for 

using social media and anxiety symptoms was investigated. This includes categories such as 



 

 

information seeking, social interaction, and spending time on social media. It was reported that 

information seeking (e.g., following world news) had the highest frequency among the reasons 

for social media use and information seeking was associated with symptoms of anxiety 

(Brailovskaia et al., 2020). In addition, a longitudinal study reported that continuous 

information-seeking on social media increased depression (Brailovskaia et al., 2022). 

In addition to the aforementioned relationship between intolerance of ambiguity, 

doomscrolling, and mental wellbeing, according to Sharme et al.’s (2020) doomscrolling 

model, intolerance of uncertainty is an antecedent of doomscrolling, and doomscrolling is 

negatively associated with wellbeing. Furthermore, the cognitive behavioural model of 

intolerance of uncertainty suggests that intolerance of uncertainty via dysfunctional behaviours 

causes mental health to deteriorate further (Hebert & Dugas, 2019). Moreover, Apprich (2022) 

reported that difficulty in tolerating uncertainty increased doomscrolling, which led to 

helplessness and depression. In addition, Anand et al. (2022) pointed out the indirect role of 

doomscrolling in the intolerance of uncertainty brought about by the COVID-19 pandemic 

leading to psychological distress. Similarly, existing studies have found that intolerance of 

uncertainty increases doomscrolling (Salisbury, 2023; Sun et al., 2022) and doomscrolling 

decreases wellbeing (Shabahang et al., 2022; Satici, Gocet-Tekin et al., 2022). Therefore, 

doomscrolling may have an indirect effect on the relationship between intolerance of 

uncertainty and mental wellbeing. Moreover, according to the transdiagnostic model of 

intolerance of uncertainty, individuals engage in ruminative and compulsive behaviours to 

alleviate the negative outcomes of intolerance of ambiguity on mental health. This model 

suggests that the strength of the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and mental 

wellbeing is moderated by doomscrolling. Moreover, a systematic review by Strasser et al. 

(2022) emphasised that the lack of tolerance for ambiguity increased psychological stress and 

that monitoring sad news contributed to this increase. Also, Rodrigues (2022) highlighted in a 



 

 

review that the difficulty of tolerating uncertainty deteriorates wellbeing and doomscrolling 

exacerbates this deterioration. In addition, in a qualitative study conducted by Ytre-Arne and 

Moe (2021), participants with high intolerance of uncertainty reported that they were 

emotionally exhausted and that compulsive reading of upsetting news on social media played a 

key role in this exhaustion. Recent studies have reported that intolerance of ambiguity enhances 

compulsive scrolling (Alfasi, 2021; Sun et al., 2022) and decreases wellbeing in doomscrolling 

(Satici, Gocet-Tekin et al., 2022; Shabahang et al., 2022). In this context, doomscrolling may 

play a mediating and moderating role in the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and 

mental wellbeing. 

1.2. The present study 

In the past few years, the COVID-19 pandemic, for which the World Health Organisation 

(WHO) has reported 763 million cases worldwide (WHO, 2023) and two major earthquakes in 

February 2023, which struck eleven provinces in Turkey, affecting 13.5 million individuals 

according to the official state broadcaster (Turkish Radio Television, 2023), brought 

unprecedented challenges to humanity. These difficult times have shown that life is 

characterised by uncertainty and unpredictability. In recent years, adverse life events have led 

researchers to focus on the impact of the intolerance of ambiguity on mental health. The present 

study was grounded in the cognitive behavioural model of intolerance of uncertainty, the 

transdiagnostic model of intolerance of uncertainty, and the doomscrolling model. The present 

study was grounded in the cognitive behavioural model of intolerance of uncertainty, the 

transdiagnostic model of intolerance of uncertainty, and the doomscrolling model. More 

specifically, the cognitive behavioural model of intolerance of uncertainty and the 

transdiagnostic model of intolerance of uncertainty both highlight that the individual tries to 

alleviate the distress of intolerance of ambiguity with over-information seeking but ends up 

exacerbating the distress (Einstein, 2014; Hebert & Dugas, 2019). Likewise, the doomscrolling 



 

 

model highlights that compulsive reading of gloomy news with the intention to tolerate 

uncertainty consequently deteriorates wellbeing (Sharme et al., 2020). Based on these theories, 

the present study explored the role of doomscrolling in the impact of intolerance of uncertainty 

on mental wellbeing  

The present study examined the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty, doomscrolling, 

and mental wellbeing. In addition, the present study’s main aim was to explore both the 

mediating and moderating role of doomscrolling in the relationship between intolerance of 

ambiguity and mental wellbeing. This is a relatively new area of research and the empirical 

base quite clearly does not have a strong grounding for either mediation or moderation which 

is why we tested both as possible explanations. Although there is evidence in the literature 

indicating relationships between the variables in the present study, there are no previous studies 

examining the mediating and moderating role of doomscrolling in the effect of intolerance of 

uncertainty on mental wellbeing. Therefore, the present study addressed this knowledge gap by 

exploring the mediating and moderating effects. Therefore, the study contributes to the 

examination of the mechanism of the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and 

mental wellbeing. Considering the importance of the study, a hypothetical model is presented 

in Figure 1, and five hypotheses are proposed. These are that: (i) intolerance of uncertainty 

would be negatively related to mental wellbeing (H1), (ii) intolerance of uncertainty would be 

positively associated with doomscrolling (H2), (iii) doomscrolling would be negatively related 

to mental wellbeing (H3), (iv) there would be a negative indirect effect from intolerance of 

uncertainty to mental wellbeing via doomscrolling (H4), and (v) doomscrolling would 

positively moderate the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing 

(H5). 

2. Method 

2.1. Participants and procedure 



 

 

In the G*Power analysis (Faul et al., 2007), a linear multiple regression fixed model R2 

deviation from zero test was used to determine the sample size. It was taken into account that 

there were two predicted and two control variables in the present study. Consequently, 377 

participants were required to display small and medium effect size in the study with four 

predictors (1-β= 0.95, α = 0.05, f2=0.05). The sample in the present study comprised 432 

participants. Of these, 305 were female (70.6%) and 127 were male (29.4%). Their ages ranged 

from 18 to 55 years (Mage= 33.31, SD=9.68). A total of 98 participants reported that they had 

low socioeconomic level (23%), 297 reported they medium socioeconomic level (69%), and 37 

reported they had high socioeconomic level (8%). Participants were selected using convenience 

sampling and snowball sampling, and recruited via a web-based survey from 53 of the 81 

provinces in Turkey. The survey link was shared on social media platforms (i.e., Facebook and 

Instagram). Individuals were also asked to share the link on their social media. Therefore, 

participants from different provinces of Turkey were reached. No incentive was given to the 

participants. All questions had to be answered for the online survey to be submitted. Therefore, 

there were no missing data. Informed consent was obtained from all participants. The inclusion 

criteria for the present study included (i) volunteering to participate, (ii) using social media 

platforms, (iii) being at least 18 years of age, and (iv) living in a province in Turkey. Those who 

did not meet these criteria were excluded from the study. Permission for the study was obtained 

from the Ethics Committee of University, and the Declaration of Helsinki was considered at 

each step. 

2.2. Measures 

2.2.1. Doomscrolling Scale (DS) 

The DS (Sharma et al., 2022; Turkish version: Satici, Gocet-Tekin et al., 2022) was used to 

assess doomscrolling. There are two versions (15 items and 4 items). The four-item short-form 

was used in the present study. Items (e.g., “I find myself constantly looking at negative news”) 



 

 

are rated on a 7-point Likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 7=strongly agree). Higher scores 

indicate greater doomscrolling. The factor loadings ranged from 0.63 0.84. Cronbach’s alpha 

(α=0.81) and model fit (χ2=28.78, SRMR=0.04, NFI=0.94, CFI=0.95, and IFI=0.95) were 

acceptable. 

2.2.2. Intolerance of Uncertainty Scale (IUS-12) 

The IUS-12 (Carleton et al., 2007; Turkish version: Sarıçam et al., 2014). The scale comprises 

12 items with two dimensions (prospective anxiety and inhibitory anxiety). The items (e.g., 

“Unforeseen events upset me greatly”) are rated on a five-point Likert scale (1=not at all 

characteristic of me, 5=entirely characteristic of me). Higher scores indicate greater intolerance 

of uncertainty. The factors loaded between 0.55 and 0.87. Cronbach’s alpha (α= 0.88) and 

model fit (χ2= 147.20, sd= 48, RMSEA=0.07, IFI=0.95, CFI=0.95, SRMR=0.05, GFI=0.94) 

were acceptable. 

2.2.3. Warwick-Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Short Form (WEMWBS-SF)  

The WEMWS (Tennant et al., 2007; Turkish version: Demirtaş & Baytemir, 2019). The scale 

has 14 items (e.g., “I’ve been feeling useful”) rated on a five-point Likert scale (1= none of the 

time, 5= all of the time always). Higher scores indicate greater mental wellbeing. Factor 

loadings ranged from 0.48 to 0.77. Cronbach’s alpha (α= 0.86) and model fit (χ2/sd= 1.98, 

CFI=0.99, NFI=0.97, GFI=0.97, AGFI=0.94, NFI=0.97, GFI=0.97, RMSEA=0.06, 

SRMR=0.03) were acceptable. 

2.3. Statistical analysis 

Firstly, multivariate statistical assumptions were evaluated. Mahalanobis distance values less 

than 15 were considered for no outliers (Leys et al., 2018), and kurtosis and skewness values 

between +1.5 and -1.5 were taken into consideration for normality (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). 

The Cronbach’s alpha (α), McDonald’s omega (ω), and Guttman lambda (λ6) reliability 



 

 

coefficients of the variables were above 0.70, indicating internal consistency. Durbin-Watson 

calculations between 1 and 3 indicate that there is no correlation between the residuals, and 

tolerance above 0.10 and VIF below 10 indicates that there is no multicollinearity problem 

(Field, 2016). Herman’s single factor test cut-off score of less than 50% indicates that there is 

no common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003).  

After multivariate statistical assumptions had been carried out, mediation and moderation 

analyses were performed. Mediation and moderation analyses were performed using PROCESS 

macro, model 1 and model 4 (Hayes, 2018). Covariates were assigned in the analyses. 

Significance was tested using bootstrapping (10,000 resamplings) with 95% confidence interval 

(Preacher & Hayes, 2008). In the present study, JASP 0.16 program was used in different 

reliability analyses and SPSS 23 program was used in other analyses. 

3. Results 

3.1. Descriptive and correlation statistics 

There were significant relationships between all the variables (see Table 1). Intolerance of 

uncertainty correlated positively with doomscrolling (r = 0.329, p<0.01) and negatively with 

mental wellbeing (r = -0.255, p<0.01). Also, doomscrolling was negatively correlated with 

mental wellbeing (r = -0.296, p<0.01).  

3.2. Statistical assumption tests  

In the present study, the Mahalanobis distance was 12.885, kurtosis was -0.338 to 0.134, and 

skewness was -0.315 to 1.038. Durbin-Watson was 1.955, tolerance was 0.892, and VIF was 

1.121. All reliability coefficients were between 0.871 and 0.980, CR was between 0.923 and 

0.950, and AVE was between 0.525 and 0.758. In addition, Herman’s single factor test cut-off 

score was 32.508%. After all the assumptions were met, mediation and moderation analyses 

were conducted. 



 

 

3.3. Mediation analysis 

In the analysis, gender and age were included as control variables (see Fig. 2). The total and 

direct effects of intolerance of uncertainty on mental wellbeing were significant: β= -0.236, 

p<0.01 for the total effect; β= -0.166, p<0.01 for the direct effect. Intolerance of uncertainty 

was also found to have a direct effect on doomscrolling (β= 0.315, p<0.01). Moreover, the direct 

effect of doomscrolling on mental wellbeing was significant: β= -0.222, p<0.01. Doomscrolling 

mediated the relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing: β= -0.081, 

95% CI = [-0.127, -0.039] (see Table 2).  

3.4. Moderation analysis 

Age and gender were included as covariates in this analysis. Doomscrolling was found to have 

a moderating effect between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing: β= 0.054, 95% 

CI = [0.003, 0.106] (see Table 3). The analysis indicated that the effect of intolerance of 

uncertainty on mental wellbeing for low and middle levels of doomscrolling was significant: 

β= -0.233, p<0.01 for low level; β= -0.178, p<0.01 for middle level. However, this effect was 

not significant at high level (β= -0.042, p>0.05) (see Fig. 3). 

4. Discussion 

The present study tested the mediating and moderating effects of doomscrolling on the 

relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing. All the hypotheses (H1 

to H5) were supported. The first hypothesis was that intolerance of uncertainty would be 

negatively related to mental wellbeing. This finding is supported by Carleton’s (2016) 

uncertainty model. According to this model, intolerance of ambiguity leads to negative 

consequences for mental health. Previous studies have indicated that intolerance of ambiguity 

increases psychological distress (Beck & Daniels, 2023) and decreases life satisfaction and 

happiness (Deniz, 2021; Karataş & Tagay, 2021). Satici, Saricali et al. (2022) reported a 



 

 

negative relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing. Intolerance of 

ambiguity also has negative outcomes on both the eudaimonic and hedonic wellbeing of the 

individual (i.e., it is negatively related to mental wellbeing). Intolerance of uncertainty causes 

individuals to panic and become anxious in the face of unforeseen life events. Since life is 

unpredictable, the inability of individuals to tolerate uncertainty leads them to experience 

negative emotions continuously (Carleton, 2016). Therefore, intolerance of uncertainty 

negatively affects mental wellbeing. 

In the present study, intolerance of uncertainty was positively associated with doomscrolling. 

According to the transdiagnostic model of intolerance of uncertainty, individuals may engage 

in safety behaviors, reassurance seeking, rumination, and compulsive behaviors to alleviate 

ambiguity (Einstein, 2014). Consistent with this model, individuals may engage in compulsive 

scrolling of depressive news because of intolerance of ambiguity. Also, Buneviciene et al. 

(2021) emphasized the compulsive scrolling of sad news to tolerate uncertainty, seek 

reassurance, and fill the information gap. Sun et al. (2022) reported that intolerance of 

uncertainty was closely associated with continuous news scrolling. Intolerance of ambiguity 

may enhance individuals’ doomscrolling because of the need to constantly read gloomy news 

to reduce their ambiguity. In particular, with the COVID-19 lockdown, individuals started to 

continuously read instant news on social media to tolerate ambiguity (Alfasi, 2021). Individuals 

who could not tolerate uncertainty continued to read adverse news on social media to reduce 

anxiety (Anand et al., 2022), Therefore, intolerance of uncertainty increased doomscrolling 

(Salisbury, 2023). In accord with previous aforemntioned studies, the present study found that 

intolerance to uncertainty enhanced doomscrolling. 

The hypothesis that doomscrolling was negatively related to mental wellbeing was supported. 

Continuous scrolling of dark news on social media may worsen mental health. In this context, 

doomscrolling is positively associated with psychological distress and negative affect (Anand 



 

 

et al., 2022; Buchanan et al., 2021). Consistent with the findings of the present study, previous 

research has shown that doomscrolling has a negative relationship with mental wellbeing 

(Satici, Gocet-Tekin et al., 2022). Moreover, a review reported that constantly reading negative 

news on social media (i.e., doomscrolling), threatens mental health and wellbeing (Rodrigues, 

2022). Other review reported that consumption of fake, misleading, distressing negative news 

on social media worsen mental and neurological health (Jones et al., 2021). Compulsive reading 

of dark news has a negative impact on mood. Indeed, the doomscrolling model has emphasised 

that doomscrolling is a negative antecedent of wellbeing (Sharma et al., 2020).  

The most important contribution of the present study to the literature was demonstrating the 

mediating and moderating roles of doomscrolling between intolerance of uncertainty and 

mental wellbeing. Based on these findings, doomscrolling not only had an indirect effect 

between intolerance of ambiguity and mental wellbeing but also moderated the relationship. In 

other words, intolerance of uncertainty has negative effects on mental wellbeing through both 

the mediating and moderating roles of doomscrolling. Consistent with these findings, the 

doomscrolling model indicated that intolerance of uncertainty is closely associated with 

doomscrolling and that doomscrolling has a negative association with wellbeing (Sharme et al., 

2020). Accordingly, intolerance of ambiguity, a personality tendency, may increase 

doomscrolling, and doomscrolling may decrease mental wellbeing. Therefore, doomscrolling 

may play an important role between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing. The 

present study’s findings also supported the moderating role of doomscrolling in the cognitive 

behavioral model of intolerance of uncertainty. According to this model, dysfunctional 

behaviors intended to reduce the negative impact of intolerance of ambiguity on mental health 

are counterproductive (Hebert & Dugas, 2019). Recent studies have reported the negative 

outcome of doomscrolling on mental health as a dysfunctional behavior (Anand et al., 2022; 

Satici, Gocet-Tekin et al., 2022). Therefore, while tolerance of ambiguity was related to mental 



 

 

wellbeing, doomscrolling played a moderating role in this relationship. Finally, in recent years, 

the COVID-19 pandemic triggered intolerance of uncertainty (Bavolar et al., 2023). One of the 

habits formed during this period was the distressing scrolling of news on social media to help 

tolerate uncertainty (Ytre-Arne & Moe, 2021). However, the constant reading of sad and 

depressing news on social media worsened mental health (Shabahang et al., 2022). For all these 

reasons, the present study showed that doomscrolling both mediated and moderated the 

relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing. 

4.1. Limitations and implications 

The present study had some limitations and implications. The cross-sectional design dwas 

unable to determine causality between the study variables. Considering this limitation, similar 

cross-lagged longitudinal panel design studies should be conducted. In addition, experimental 

studies could be performed to examine the causal effect of intolerance of ambiguity on 

doomscrolling and mental wellbeing. The use of convenience sampling and snowball sampling 

meant that the participants were not representative of all Turkish adults. Therefore, in future 

studies, more representative samples of participants are needed. Other limitation was that all 

the data were self-report and such data are subject to well established methods biases. 

Therefore, further studies should use mixed methods designs. In the relationship between 

intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing, variables other than doomscrolling may play 

mediating and/or moderating roles. For example, the mediating and moderating effects of such 

variables as fear of missing out, psychological distress, emotion dysregulation, psychological 

flexibility, and self-control could be investigated in future research. Although the instruments 

used in the present study showed satisfactory reliability, the use of different assessment tools 

may show different correlations between the variables. Therefore, in future studies, multiple 

instrument tools can be used to enhance the validity. The present study was only carried out in 

Turkish culture. Therefore, the findings need replicating in different countries and cultures. 



 

 

The findings of the present study has a number of implications. Given, the findings, an 

intervention program for intolerance to uncertainty could be developed. Additionally, an 

intervention program for doomscrolling could be developed. Also, a psycho-education program 

could be prepared for individuals with high intolerance of uncertainty, addressing ways of 

accessing healthy information on social media to avoid doomscrolling. Accordingly, in the 

experimental study, it was reported that stopping feeding from sad news on social media 

increased wellbeing and decreased depression and anxiety (Lambert et al., 2022). Additionally, 

educators and mental health professionals can provide guidelines to improve individuals' ability 

to follow useful and accurate information on social media.  

5. Conclusion  

In summary, the present study provides some clarity on how intolerance of uncertainty 

influence mental wellbeing through the validation of the mediation moderated model. The 

findings show intolerance of ambiguity has both direct and indirect effects on mental wellbeing, 

with the indirect effect being mediated by doomscrolling. The findings also show the 

relationship between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing is moderated by 

doomscrolling. Taken as a whole, the present study contributes to the literature by elucidating 

the key role of doomscrolling in influencing the severity and indirectness of the relationship 

between intolerance of ambiguity and mental wellbeing. Moreover, prevention and intervention 

programmes can be developed by taking into account the explanation of the relationship 

mechanism between intolerance of uncertainty and mental wellbeing through doomscrolling. 
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Table 1. 

Descriptive statistics and correlation values of the study variables 

Variable Mean (SD) Skewness Kurtosis  α ω λ6 CR AVE 1 2 3 
1. IU 41.03(10.37) -0.315 -0.338 0.909 0.911 0.915 0.923 0.554 -   
2. DS 10.36(6.69) 1.038 0.134 0.893 0.894 0.871 0.926 0.758 0.329**  -  
3. MW 49.00(11.78) -0.268 -0.268 0.929 0.930 0.980 0.950 0.525 -0.255**  -0.296**  - 

**p<0.01, Note: IU = Intolerance of uncertainty; DS = Doomscrolling; MW = Mental wellbeing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

Table 2. 

Direct and indirect effects of intolerance of uncertainty on mental wellbeing  

Pathway     B SE Coefficient Lower bound Upper bound 
IU→ MW (Total effect) -0.229 0.045 -0.236 -0.319 -0.141 
Direct effect         
IU→ MW  -0.161 0.467 -0.166 -0.253 -0.069 
IU→ DS   0.611 0.089 0.315 0.438 0.786 
DS→ MW  -0.112 0.024 -0.222 -0.159 -0.064 
Indirect effect         
IU→ DS→ MW   -0.068  -0.081 -0.127 -0.039 

Note: IU = Intolerance of uncertainty; DS = Doomscrolling; MW = Mental wellbeing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Table 3. 

Moderating effects of intolerance of uncertainty on mental wellbeing 

Variables   Coefficient SE t Lower Bound Upper Bound 
Constant  4.305 0.340 12.649 3.636 4.974 
IU  -0.287 0.076 -3.743 -0.438 -0.136 
DM  -0.314 0.101 -3.106 -0.513 -0.115 
Moderating Effect  0.054 0.026 2.061 0.003 0.106 

Note: IU = Intolerance of uncertainty; DS = Doomscrolling; MW = Mental wellbeing 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1. Hypothetical model  
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Fig. 2. Mediating effect of doomscrolling 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intolerance of 
Uncertainty 

 

Covariates 
Gender  

Age 

Mental 
Wellbeing 

 

Doomscrolling 

 

-0.166** 

-0.222** 

 

0.315** 

0 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Fig. 3. Moderating effect of doomscrolling 

 


