firing rate (Hz)

B C D
550 1.0 o 0.20
i kst =
£ o ©
= £ & 015
o 500 8 08 O
£ > bS]
= £ >, 0.10
S 450 2 = ‘
- S 06 § 005
Qo s <
4000 10 100 6_/ 10 100 0 10 100
motion coherence (%) motion coherence (%) motion coherence (%)
40 80 20 160 200
external input to the selective pools (Hz)
E 80 F 80
< < = 51.2%
N 60 N 60
z z — ~ 256%
Q
g £ w0 - 12.8%
2 g = 4%
=20 E 20 = 32%
0%
0 1 1: H 1 1 1 1 1 N N
0 500 1500 2500 3500 0 500 1500 2500 3500
time (ms) time (ms)

Figure S5: Spiking simulation with decreased inhibition. (A) Mean-field
analysis of network with higher inhibition (w; = 0.825 instead of 1.125, all other
parameters and inputs as before). Decreasing inhibition has similar effects as
increasing the selective input. The attractor landscape is effectively shifted to
the left, towards lower selective inputs. This sets the network input (155 Hz) to
the right of the (spiking network) bifurcation point (see Fig. 4A), equivalent to
higher inputs with the original inhibitory connection weights. (B-D) The threshold
has to be raised to 50 Hz for comparable reaction times and performance at first
choice. Grey lines indicate simulations from the main text with w, = 1.125. As for
higher inputs (Fig. 4B) decreasing the inhibitory connections leads to more
changes especially at low motion coherence. (E) Single trial example with
change of mind at 0% motion coherence. (F) Mean firing rates for correct first

choices. Colors as in Fig. 2 and 3, error bars denote SEM.



