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SIGNIFICANCE OF UNCERTAINTY PRINCIPLE IN POLICE 
MANAGEMENT

  Paper describes contemporary psychological and philosophy approaches to the
principle of ambiguity in social being, social and police management. The authors study
the importance of this principle in managerial processes. It is shown the possibility of
positive relation to ambiguity, it may be useful for personality development of police
manageres and resistance to stresses. Nowadays managers should refuse from illusion of
stability and consistency of the world and develop personal position of adoption of
ambiguity, because it has a positive moment – an appearance of new possibilities. As a
result ambiguity stops scare and begin to bring satisfaction. So ambiguity has a positive
potencial for police manageres. It is shown in the paper that tolerance to ambiguity is an
important professional quality of police manager and needs to be diagnosed while professional
selection of manageres and developed during their professional activity.
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