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INTRODUCTION

-How do people navigate In uncertain situations, and
how does their confidence influence their decisions?

-We evaluate the risk tolerance hypothesis — that
general willingness to explore guides navigation

strategy selection.
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Aim 1. Is risk tolerance a domain general trait that

explains variability in decisions across choice contexts?

Aim 2. Is navigation strategy selection related to self-

reported confidence?

DISCUSSION
Aim 1:

-People show similar levels of
risk tolerance across domains.

Aim 2:

- Successful navigators are
more confident than those
who struggle.

- Self-reported trial confidence
may help explain individual
differences in navigation
strategy choice.

METHODS
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NEXT STEPS
AdIng:

Aim 1: Compare risk tolerance
across age groups.

Aim 2: Study age-related
differences in exploration
under uncertainty.

Aim 3. Examine confidence
and risk tolerance across age
groups.

SCD:

Aim 1: Explore the role of
cognitive factors in risk
tolerance.

Aim 2: Investigate the role of
confidence In risk tolerance
among participants with
Subjective Cognitive Decline
(SCD).
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