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Supplementary Methods 

We included the ambiguous trials in analyses analogous to the ones presented in 

the main text and modeled the expected utility (EU) of each option using the same 

function employed in References 1 and 2. This function3 takes into account the effect of 

ambiguity on the perceived probability, and both an ambiguity attitude parameter () 

and a risk attitude parameter () can be estimated:  
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where v = value (amount), p = probability, A = degree of ambiguity, β = the ambiguity 

attitude parameter, and α = the risk preference parameter. We allowed β, the ambiguity 

attitude parameter, to vary during the estimation procedure as a function of age (Model 

1), as a function of age and rPPC gray matter volume (Model 2), and as a function of 

age, rPPC gray matter volume, and global gray matter volume (Model 3). We found no 

relationship between ambiguity aversion and any of these predictors, in any of the 

models (all p values > 0.2) In a fourth model, we controlled for the relationship between 

risk attitude and rPPC gray matter volume by also allowing the risk attitude parameter to 

vary as a function of rPPC gray matter volume during the estimation procedure. Again, 

we found no relationship between ambiguity aversion and any of the predictors (age, 

rPPC gray matter volume, global gray matter volume; all p values > 0.2), and as 

expected, we found a significant positive relationship between risk attitude and rPPC 

gray matter volume (Z-test, n = 3,077, SEs clustered on 52 participants, z = 3.56, p = 

0.0004). 
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