Samples from past experience set a starting point for perceptual decisions.
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How do expectations influence perceptual decisions: ~and decrease with

Pre-stimulus responses increase with perceptual coherence (1) For each picture, define the item pattern: Average
pattern of activity in response to this picture in the

corresponding ROl (FFA or PPA), over the last five trials of
response training.

(2) On each trial, for each TR between cue and stimulus onset
(or cue and early response), take the correlation with the item
pattern and subtract off the correlation with the opposing
same-category pattern (e.g. F1>F2, S1>52). Average across
these TRs is the reinstatement index.

Sequential sampling models describe both recognition and sensory decisions. -
(Ratcliff 1978; Gold, Shadlen 2002) ~ cue probability ... 65
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These models can incorporate expectations to bias sensory inference.
(Hanks et al. 2011)

Expectations are modeled as a static change, to starting point or drift rate.
(Gold et al. 2008)

Reminder cues can trigger samples from memory that anticipate upcoming
stimuli and bias individual choices.
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(Bornstein et al. 2016, Bornstein & Norman 2016)
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Can samples from experience set a dynamic starting point? J0 a0 ° n MRI: Results
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iIsual cues trigger reinstatement of previously associated stimuli.
1. Cue predictiveness and perceptual coherence will have separable and interactin d 1 2 3 4 5 6 1' 2 3 4 5 6 : : e i : :
influencz on response timez P P & Reaction time (s) Reaction time (s) These reinstatements are signatures of anticipating the upcoming stimulus.
_ _ _ _ When the subsequently presented stimuli is uncertain, these reinstatements
2. These influences will be well-described by a multi-stage DDM. dide the perce qtual d);cpision
(Srivastava, Feng, Shenhav, 2015) MSDDM fit is superior to all tested comparison models, including two unconnected “single” 5 P P '
3. fMRI pattern evidence will show that that pre-stimulus reinstatement activity predicts DDMs (all BIC > 30.) Expectations are themselves the result of a sequential sampling process — one

post-stimulus RT. that infers the content of experience, rather than sensory input.
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