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Midbrain dopamine (DA) neurons respond to sensory stimuli
associated with future rewards. When reward is delivered prob-
abilistically, DA neurons reflect this uncertainty by increasing their
firing rates in a period between the sensory cue and reward
delivery time. Probability of reward, however, has been externally
conveyed by visual cues, and it is not known whether DA neurons
would signal uncertainty arising internally. Here we show that DA
neurons code the uncertainty associated with a perceptual judg-
ment about the presence or absence of a vibrotactile stimulus. We
observed that uncertainty modulates the activity elicited by a go
cue instructing monkey subjects to communicate their decisions.
That is, the same go cue generates different DA responses depend-
ing on the uncertainty level of a judgment made a few seconds
before the go instruction. Easily detected suprathreshold stimuli
elicit small DA responses, indicating that future reward will not be
a surprising event. In contrast, the absence of a sensory stimulus
generates large DA responses associated with uncertainty: was
the stimulus truly absent, or did a low-amplitude vibration go un-
detected? In addition, the responses of DA neurons to the stimulus
itself increase with vibration amplitude, but only when monkeys
correctly detect its presence. This finding suggests that DA activity
is not related to actual intensity but rather to perceived intensity.
Therefore, in addition to their well-known role in reward predic-
tion, DA neurons code subjective sensory experience and uncer-
tainty arising internally from perceptual decisions.
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Midbrain dopamine (DA) neurons modulate the excitability
of cortical and subcortical circuits, thus allowing prompt

behavioral responses to relevant sensory stimuli (1–9). DA ac-
tivity also signals when rewards differ from expectation. Larger-
than-expected rewards generate strong responses, whereas
smaller rewards result in marked inhibition (10–13). In this
manner, DA cells code a surprise index that assigns saliency to
external events (14). In addition to transient responses to ex-
ternal events, DA neurons also modulate their activity more
gradually, within a timescale of seconds, spanning the interval
between a sensory cue and the time of reward delivery (4). In-
terestingly, it was found that the slope of this build-up correlated
with uncertainty, being maximal when monkeys obtain reward
randomly on half the trials. Reward probability, in the context
of these previous experiments, was chosen by the experimenter
and communicated to the monkeys by means of different visual
cues. However, uncertainty about an outcome is not always de-
termined by external sources; it often arises from our own
decisions (15–19). Estimating the degree of uncertainty associ-
ated with decisions allows the individual to predict payoffs and
plan accordingly (20–23). This led us to study the activity of DA
signals in relation to perceptual decisions about the presence
or absence of a sensory stimulus. We found that DA activity
elicited by a go cue instructing the monkeys to communicate
their decisions was higher for stimulus-absent choices compared
with stimulus-present choices. We propose that this increase in
DA reflects uncertainty arising from the inability to distinguish
absence from undetected presence of a sensory stimulus. DA

neurons were also activated by vibrotactile stimuli, but only
when monkeys detected its presence. This coupling between DA
activity and perceptual reports suggests that midbrain DA neu-
rons have access to the processes by which sensory stimuli
generate perception.

Results
DA Activity Is Modulated by Uncertainty of Decisions. We trained
two monkeys on a vibrotactile detection task in which they had to
indicate the presence or absence of a vibratory stimulus applied
to a fingertip (Fig. 1A) (24, 25). They obtained reward for cor-
rectly identifying stimulus presence (hit trials) or absence (correct
rejection trials) and received no reward when they failed to detect
the stimulus (miss trials) or incorrectly reported stimulus pres-
ence when stimulus amplitude was zero (false alarm trials).
Monkeys were instructed to communicate their decisions by
means of a go cue that appeared at the end of a delay period
following stimulus presentation (Fig. 1A).
We observed a large DA response to the go instruction when

monkeys communicated stimulus-absent decisions (correct re-
jection and miss trials; Figs. 1B and 2). In comparison, stimulus-
present choices (hit and false alarm trials) resulted in significantly
smaller responses to the go cue (Figs. 1B and 2). To test whether
this DA modulation could be related to decision uncertainty, we
calculated the probability of obtaining reward associated with
each choice. We found that, in our detection task, stimulus-
present choices were rewarded more often [P(reward) = 0.76 ±
0.008 SE] than stimulus-absent choices [P(reward) = 0.64 ±
0.006 SE]. Given that on a two-choice task uncertainty is maxi-
mal when reward probability is 0.5, this result indicated that
stimulus-present decisions have significantly lower uncertainty
than stimulus-absent choices (P < 0.01, two-proportion z test)
(26) and suggested that DA go responses might be reflecting
uncertainty associated with the monkeys’ perceptual decisions.
We considered the possibility that the reduced activity to the

go cue observed during stimulus-present decisions could be
explained solely by the presence of the stimulus and not by the
decision itself. To test this possibility we compared the activity
elicited by the go cue in correct rejection and false alarm trials.
Stimulus amplitude is zero in both trial types, but the monkeys’
decision differs between them. We found that the stimulus-
present decisions of false alarm trials generated a significantly
smaller response than the stimulus-absent choices of correct re-
jection trials (Fig. 3A; P < 0.05, two-sample t test on standardized
values), supporting the idea that it is the monkey’s subjective
percept, and not only the presence of a sensory stimulus, that
modulates the responses to the go cue.
In a detection task, uncertainty of stimulus-absent decisions

stems from the presence of low-amplitude stimuli. Near-thresh-
old and subthreshold stimuli often go undetected, resulting in
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incorrect stimulus-absent decisions (miss trials). It is important
to note that from the point of view of the subject performing the
detection task, there is no way to distinguish the true absence of
stimulus from the presence of an undetected low-amplitude vi-
bration. In contrast, the successful detection of a suprathreshold
vibration significantly reduces the uncertainty of obtaining a re-
ward on stimulus-present choices. This reduction of uncertainty
as a function of stimulus amplitude is well captured by the psy-
chometric detection curve, which shows that the probability of
correctly reporting stimulus-present increases as a function of
stimulus amplitude (Fig. 3B). This led us to hypothesize that if
DA responses to the go cue signal uncertainty, they should de-
crease as a function of the amplitude of the stimulus on which
decisions are based. Fig. 3C shows a linear regression on the
activity elicited by the go cue as a function of stimulus amplitude.
The significantly negative slope (R2 = 0.78, P < 0.001) provides
further support to the idea that DA responses to the go cue re-
flect the uncertainty associated with decisions on the detec-
tion task.
After the go cue, monkeys used their nonstimulated hand to

press one of two push buttons to communicate their decision
(Fig. 1A, movement). Reward was delivered immediately after
pressing the button on correct trials (hits and correct rejections),

but no sensory cue other than reward itself was used as feedback.
We observed that the lack of reward on incorrect trials reduced
the activity of DA cells (Fig. 2, reward), whereas the reward on
correct trials (hits and correct rejections) increased their firing
rates (P < 0.01, two-sided t test, correct vs. incorrect trials). In-
terestingly, reward-related activity was stronger on correct re-
jection trials compared with hit trials (Fig. 2, reward; P < 0.01).
This observation is consistent with the proposed role of DA as
a prediction signal indicating the difference between expected
and actual rewards (3, 13, 27), because the higher uncertainty
associated with stimulus-absent decisions explains the larger DA
response to reward. It agrees with the interpretation that the
same reward magnitude could have different hedonic values
depending on the context in which it is obtained: uncertain
rewards tend to be more valuable than the same reward de-
livered without uncertainty (4).

DA Activity Reflects Subjective Perception. In addition to the
responses evoked by the go cue and primary reward, DA cells
were modulated by the vibrotactile stimulus itself. Notably, we
found that the stimulus elicited significant DA responses only on
hit trials (Fig. 2, stimulus; P < 0.01, paired t test). No response
was observed onmiss trials on which monkeys failed to detect the
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Fig. 1. Events in the detection task and spiking activity of a DA neuron. (A) Vertical displacement of the stimulator’s probe as a function of time (not drawn
to scale). After fingertip indentation (start cue), monkeys placed their nonstimulated hand on a fixed key at waist level (hold key), and a variable prestimulus
delay ensued (1.5–3.5 s, uniform distribution). On half the trials, a 20-Hz sinusoidal vibration was presented for 0.5 s (stimulus). Stimulus amplitude varied
pseudorandomly across trials. At the end of a 3-s poststimulus delay, fingertip indentation was removed (go cue), instructing the monkeys to release the
immoveable key and press one of two push-buttons to communicate their decision about stimulus presence or absence (movement). A 0.2-mL drop of liquid
was delivered by opening a valve for 0.4 s upon button press on correct trials (hit and correct rejection). (B) Each dot marks the occurrence of an action
potential, and each row depicts the activity on one trial. Gray and red markers indicate events in rewarded an unrewarded trials, respectively. Trials are sorted
by outcome and amplitude (μm) to facilitate comparisons. Action potentials are aligned to start cue, stimulus onset, and reward delivery. This neuron
exemplifies the typical dopaminergic responses to the start cue, stimulus, go cue, and reward events. A significant reduction in spiking activity can be ob-
served after unrewarded behavioral responses (miss and false alarm).
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mechanical vibration (P = 0.55). This result contrasts sharply
with sensory responses previously observed in the primary so-
matosensory cortex, for which neuronal activity on hit and miss
trials are not significantly different (24, 25). It suggests that the
DA activity elicited by the vibrotactile stimulus is not simply
a sensory response but rather reflects whether the monkey per-
ceived the stimulus or not. Moreover, we found that on hit trials

DA activity during stimulus presentation positively correlated
with vibration amplitude (Fig. 3D; R2 = 0.87, P < 0.001). These
findings imply that the stimulus-locked DA responses are not
uniquely dictated by the physical parameters of the stimulus (28)
but instead are related to the monkey’s subjective percept of
intensity or saliency. Further work is needed to elucidate the
relationship between this type of activity and decision confidence
(17, 18).
In our detection task, trials started with the probe of a me-

chanical stimulator indenting the glabrous skin of a fingertip
(Fig. 1A, start cue). DA neurons responded to this indentation
similarly on every trial (Fig. 2, start cue). Indentation signaled the
beginning of a new trial after a variable intertrial interval, so
these results are consistent with previous findings suggesting that
DA neurons respond to behaviorally relevant stimuli that occur
at unpredictable times (3). After fingertip indentation, monkeys
placed their nonstimulated hand on an immovable key (Fig. 1A,
hold key), and a variable prestimulus delay ensued (1.5–3.5 s,
uniform distribution). Interestingly, we observed that DA activity
remained significantly elevated with respect to a control period
before the start cue (Fig. 2). This tonic activity remained above
baseline for the remainder of the trial (3% increase, P < 0.01),
and we speculate that it might be a sign of DA modulation of
attentional circuits recruited during the detection task (7, 8).

DA Activity Under No Uncertainty. To gain further insight into the
relationship between DA neurons and perceptual decisions, we
wondered how DA responses to the stimulus and to the go cue
would change in a condition with no uncertainty about reward.
For this, we performed a control experiment in which the correct
response button was illuminated at the beginning of each trial,
before the start cue, but everything else proceeded as in the
standard task. Because it indicated the correct response, the light
instruction disambiguated the trial outcome and dissipated any
uncertainty associated with obtaining a reward (Fig. 4, light in-
struction). Two findings came out of this control experiment.
First, responses to the go cue became similar for stimulus-absent
and stimulus-present trials (P = 0.34, two-sample t test), sup-
porting the idea that it is decision uncertainty, not just a differ-
ence in motor planning, that modulates the DA responses to the
go cue. Second, the light instruction completely abolished the
responses to the vibratory stimulus (P= 0.72, paired t test; Fig. 4,
stimulus). It is important to emphasize that the same set of
stimuli was used in normal detection and control tasks. However,
in the control task the presence or absence of the vibratory
stimulus becomes irrelevant with respect to obtaining a reward
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Fig. 3. Modulation of dopaminergic responses according to decision out-
come and stimulus amplitude. (A) Comparison of go cue responses across
trial types. The stimulus-present decisions resulting in hit and false alarm
(FA) trials significantly reduced the dopaminergic response to the go cue in
comparison with the stimulus-absent choices of miss and correct rejection
(CR) trials. *Significant difference between false alarm and correct rejection
trials (P < 0.05). Activity was standardized (z score) for each neuron with
respect to correct rejection trials. (B) The probability of a stimulus-present
choice increases as a function of stimulus amplitude. Dotted line indicates
a logistic fit to the data. (C) Responses to the go instruction significantly
decrease as a function of stimulus amplitude. Activity was measured in
a 200-ms window centered 170 ms after the go cue and was standardized
with respect to a precue window. (D) Vibration stimulus generates a dopa-
minergic response that is proportional to stimulus amplitude only on hit
trials. Miss trials generate no significant response. Activity was measured in
a window centered on stimulus presentation and was normalized with re-
spect to a prestimulus window.
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Fig. 2. Population average activity of dopaminergic neurons. Mean activity (black line, ± SEM colored bands) is plotted as a function of time for the four trial
types of the detection task. (Left) Activity is aligned to time of fingertip indentation (start), which generates similar responses across trials. Activity is aligned
to stimulus onset (Center), where a stimulus response can be observed on hit trials (mean activity across all stimulus amplitudes). Neurons fail to respond to
the stimulus on miss trials (all stimulus amplitudes). Responses to the go cue are lower on stimulus-present decisions (hit and false alarm trials) compared with
stimulus-absent choices (miss and correct rejection trials). (Right) Activity is aligned to reward when a liquid drop was delivered through a mouthpiece after
the button press. Dotted line indicates 5.5 spikes per second, for reference.

de Lafuente and Romo PNAS Early Edition | 3 of 5

N
EU

RO
SC

IE
N
CE



because the light instruction directly identifies the correct choice.
The lack of stimulus activation then confirms that DA neurons
respond only to behaviorally relevant stimuli. In agreement with
this idea, in the control task large DA responses to the light
instruction were elicited at the beginning of each trial, and large
responses following the go cue were still seen. Importantly, the
DA activity was not modulated by the monkey’s choice when, in
the control task, the reward was obtained without uncertainty.

Discussion
We observed that DA activity triggered by a go cue is modulated
according to a perceptual decision. When monkeys communi-
cated stimulus-present decisions DA activity was reduced com-
pared with DA activity observed on stimulus-absent decisions.
This modulation was present even when comparing different
choices made in the absence of a stimulus (false alarm vs. correct
rejection trials; Fig. 2A). In the next paragraphs we discuss pos-
sible alternative explanations and we evaluate our findings in the
context of previous DA research.
It is known that training transfers DA activity originally eli-

cited by reward to a conditioned stimulus (CS) predicting future
reward. It can be argued that, in our detection task, the vibro-
tactile stimulus could act as a CS reducing DA activity elicited by
the go cue. However, we think transfer cannot fully account for
our results. Responses to the go cue and to reward itself are
observed even after presentation of the largest stimulus ampli-
tude. Thus, even after extensive training, there is not complete
transfer of DA responses to the vibratory stimulus (Figs. 2 and
3C). A simple transfer explanation predicts that DA activation
elicited by successful stimulus detection would abolish DA acti-
vation by the go cue and the reward itself. Instead, we observed
go cue responses that are graded according to stimulus amplitude
(Fig. 3C). Also incompatible with the transfer explanation, we
observed a reduction in DA go cue responses on false alarm trials
compared with correct rejection trials. The fact that stimulus
amplitude is zero on both trial types favors the view that it is the
monkey’s decision that modulates responses to the go cue.
It has been shown that DA responses to behaviorally relevant

events can be modulated by the amount of time elapsed before
the event onset (29). In our detection task, there was a variable
delay before the stimulus period, causing the go cue to appear
randomly 5–7 s after the hold key event (Fig. 1A). However,
on trials on which the vibrotactile stimulus is larger than zero
there is only a 3-s delay between the last sensory event and the go
cue (Fig. 1A). To evaluate a possible effect of elapsed time on
DA go cue responses, we divided correct rejection trials into short
and long categories (5–6 s and 6–7 s, respectively) and compared
the go cue activity on those groups. We found no significant

effect of elapsed time on the DA responses elicited by the go cue
(P = 0.12).
Schultz and colleagues (4) found that a third of the population

of DA neurons code reward uncertainty by gradually increasing
their firing rate from the onset of a visual stimulus to the time of
reward delivery. In our detection task, the delay after the stim-
ulus period allows (Fig. 1A), in principle, that subjects experi-
ence uncertainty before the onset of the go cue. However, we did
not observe sustained or ramping activity during the delay period
preceding the go cue. This discrepancy might be attributable to
differences in task design. In contrast to previous experiments in
which the delay is a passive waiting period, the monkeys in our
detection task must choose and prepare an action during the
delay. We speculate that a go cue allows the uncertainty signals
to be incorporated precisely at the time when a behavioral action
is required. A previous study of DA and decision making also
incorporated a delay period before a go cue (5). Consistent with
our results, they did not report sustained DA activity during
this delay.
DA activity in the context of sensory evaluation was studied by

Sakagami and colleagues (30). They found postdecision DA
activity that could be related to the expected reward value of the
perceptual decision. They also showed an inverse relationship
between stimulus strength and the DA responses evoked by
a feedback cue that indicated a correct or incorrect choice.
However, the go cue in our detection task does not reveal the
trial outcome. Therefore, a reward prediction error signal cannot
explain the modulation of the DA activity we observed according
to the monkey’s decision.
In the detection task, uncertainty is not explicitly indicated by

an external cue but instead arises internally by a yet-unknown
mechanism likely related to sensory evaluation and decision
making. Our results show that uncertainty indeed modulates the
DA responses to a sensory cue initiating a behavioral action. The
weak responses of DA neurons to the go cue observed under low
uncertainty could indicate that the upcoming reward will not be
a surprising event. In contrast, the high levels of DA activity
generated under high uncertainty may alert target brain areas
that future events could not be predicted from past information,
thus increasing the levels of attention or arousal to the upcoming
events. We speculate that the burst of DA generated by the go
cue serves as an alert signal that prepares cortical and subcortical
structures to analyze the outcome of behavioral responses (14).
Unlike stimulus-present decisions that arise from detection of
a physical signal, stimulus-absent decisions cannot be confirmed
by an external event and thus always carry a nonzero level of
uncertainty. Our results suggest that DA responses correlate with
the ability of the primate’s decision-making system to correctly
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Fig. 4. Dopaminergic activity in the absence of uncertainty. The control task was identical to the normal detection task, but now the correct push-button was
illuminated at the beginning of each trial (light instruction). Trials were sorted according to stimulus presence or absence. Error rate was 0.6% (22 of 3,724
trials) across conditions, indicating that the light instruction was followed successfully by the monkeys. Note the lack of response to the vibratory stimulus and
the large activations to the light instruction and the go cue.
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infer that, when looking for a specific sensory feature, the ab-
sence of evidence is not evidence of absence.

Materials and Methods
Trials in the detection task were classified according to monkey’s choice and
stimulus amplitude. Stimulus-present choices resulted in rewarded hit trials
if vibration amplitude was larger than zero and in unrewarded false alarm
trials if amplitude was zero. Conversely, stimulus-absent choices generated
rewarded correct rejection trials if stimulus amplitude equaled zero, and
unrewarded miss trials if vibration amplitude was larger than zero. The
probability of reward on stimulus-present choices was calculated by dividing
the number of hit trials by the number of hit and false alarm trials. Con-
versely, reward probability on stimulus-absent decisions was calculated as
the proportion of correct rejection trials to correct rejection plus miss trials.
Significance of stimulus response was calculated with a paired t test that
compared the firing rate on a 500-ms window before stimulus onset, with
the firing rate on a window centered on stimulus presentation. Significance
of increase in baseline activity was calculated by comparing the firing rates
on a 500-ms window before fingertip indentation, with a 500-ms window
before stimulus onset. The somatic stimulus was a 20-Hz vibration, super-
imposed on a 0.5-mm indentation (start cue, Fig. 1), and it was delivered
through the 2-mm round-tip plastic probe of a mechanical stimulator (BME

Systems). Firing rates as a function of time (Figs. 2 and 4) were calculated
within a 300-ms window displaced in 50-ms steps. Recordings were obtained
with quartz-coated platinum–tungsten microelectrodes (2 to 3 MΩ; Thomas
Recording) inserted through a recording chamber located over the central
sulcus, parallel to the midline. Midbrain DA neurons were identified on the
basis of their characteristic regular and low tonic firing rates (1–10 spikes per
second) and by their long extracellular spike potential (2.4 ms ± 0.4 SD) (31,
32). A total of 82 cells were isolated (monkey A, n = 45; monkey B, n = 37), of
which 69 were recorded with at least three repetitions per stimulus ampli-
tude (monkey A, n = 39; monkey B, n = 30) of the normal detection task.
Each cell was recorded for 45–90 min while monkeys performed the normal
and control tasks. Monkeys (Macaca mulatta) were handled in accordance
with the US National Institutes of Health guide for the care and use of
laboratory animals and with Society for Neuroscience guidelines.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. We thank J. Bargas and E. Salinas for comments. This
study was partially supported by an International Research Scholars Award
from the Howard Hughes Medical Institute and by grants from the Dirección
del Personal Académico de la Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México
and the Consejo Nacional de Ciencia y Tecnología (to R.R.); and Dirección del
Personal Acdémico de la Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México Grant
IA201011-22 (to V.d.L.).

1. Romo R, Schultz W (1990) Dopamine neurons of the monkey midbrain: Contingencies
of responses to active touch during self-initiated arm movements. J Neurophysiol 63:
592–606.

2. Schultz W, Romo R (1990) Dopamine neurons of the monkey midbrain: Contingencies
of responses to stimuli eliciting immediate behavioral reactions. J Neurophysiol 63:
607–624.

3. Schultz W (1998) Predictive reward signal of dopamine neurons. J Neurophysiol 80:
1–27.

4. Fiorillo CD, Tobler PN, Schultz W (2003) Discrete coding of reward probability and
uncertainty by dopamine neurons. Science 299:1898–1902.

5. Morris G, Nevet A, Arkadir D, Vaadia E, Bergman H (2006) Midbrain dopamine neu-
rons encode decisions for future action. Nat Neurosci 9:1057–1063.

6. Henze DA, González-Burgos GR, Urban NN, Lewis DA, Barrionuevo G (2000) Dopa-
mine increases excitability of pyramidal neurons in primate prefrontal cortex. J
Neurophysiol 84:2799–2809.

7. Noudoost B, Moore T (2011) Control of visual cortical signals by prefrontal dopamine.
Nature 474:372–375.

8. Williams GV, Goldman-Rakic PS (1995) Modulation of memory fields by dopamine D1
receptors in prefrontal cortex. Nature 376:572–575.

9. Flores-Barrera E, Vizcarra-Chacón BJ, Bargas J, Tapia D, Galarraga E (2011) Dopami-
nergic modulation of corticostriatal responses in medium spiny projection neurons
from direct and indirect pathways. Front Syst Neurosci 5:15.

10. Bromberg-Martin ES, Matsumoto M, Hikosaka O (2010) Dopamine in motivational
control: Rewarding, aversive, and alerting. Neuron 68:815–834.

11. Matsumoto M, Hikosaka O (2009) Two types of dopamine neuron distinctly convey
positive and negative motivational signals. Nature 459:837–841.

12. Schultz W, Apicella P, Ljungberg T (1993) Responses of monkey dopamine neurons to
reward and conditioned stimuli during successive steps of learning a delayed re-
sponse task. J Neurosci 13:900–913.

13. Bayer HM, Glimcher PW (2005) Midbrain dopamine neurons encode a quantitative
reward prediction error signal. Neuron 47:129–141.

14. Redgrave P, Gurney K (2006) The short-latency dopamine signal: A role in discovering
novel actions? Nat Rev Neurosci 7:967–975.

15. Hernández A, et al. (2010) Decoding a perceptual decision process across cortex.
Neuron 66:300–314.

16. Lemus L, et al. (2007) Neural correlates of a postponed decision report. Proc Natl Acad
Sci USA 104:17174–17179.

17. Kiani R, Shadlen MN (2009) Representation of confidence associated with a decision
by neurons in the parietal cortex. Science 324:759–764.

18. Kepecs A, Uchida N, Zariwala HA, Mainen ZF (2008) Neural correlates, computation
and behavioural impact of decision confidence. Nature 455:227–231.

19. Rolls ET, Grabenhorst F, Deco G (2010) Decision-making, errors, and confidence in the
brain. J Neurophysiol 104:2359–2374.

20. Grinband J, Hirsch J, Ferrera VP (2006) A neural representation of categorization
uncertainty in the human brain. Neuron 49:757–763.

21. Platt ML, Huettel SA (2008) Risky business: The neuroeconomics of decision making
under uncertainty. Nat Neurosci 11:398–403.

22. Rorie AE, Gao J, McClelland JL, Newsome WT (2010) Integration of sensory and re-
ward information during perceptual decision-making in lateral intraparietal cortex
(LIP) of the macaque monkey. PLoS ONE 5:e9308.

23. Montague PR, Dayan P, Sejnowski TJ (1996) A framework for mesencephalic dopa-
mine systems based on predictive Hebbian learning. J Neurosci 16:1936–1947.

24. de Lafuente V, Romo R (2005) Neuronal correlates of subjective sensory experience.
Nat Neurosci 8:1698–1703.

25. de Lafuente V, Romo R (2006) Neural correlate of subjective sensory experience
gradually builds up across cortical areas. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 103:14266–14271.

26. Daniel WW (1995) Biostatistics: A Foundation for Analysis in the Health Sciences (John
Wiley & Sons, New York), 6th Ed.

27. Tobler PN, Fiorillo CD, Schultz W (2005) Adaptive coding of reward value by dopa-
mine neurons. Science 307:1642–1645.

28. Schultz W, Romo R (1987) Responses of nigrostriatal dopamine neurons to high-in-
tensity somatosensory stimulation in the anesthetized monkey. J Neurophysiol 57:
201–217.

29. Bromberg-Martin ES, Matsumoto M, Hikosaka O (2010) Distinct tonic and phasic
anticipatory activity in lateral habenula and dopamine neurons. Neuron 67:144–155.

30. Nomoto K, Schultz W, Watanabe T, Sakagami M (2010) Temporally extended dopa-
mine responses to perceptually demanding reward-predictive stimuli. J Neurosci 30:
10692–10702.

31. Romo R, Schultz W (1989) Somatosensory input to dopamine neurones of the monkey
midbrain: Responses to pain pinch under anaesthesia and to active touch in behav-
ioural context. Prog Brain Res 80:473–478, discussion 465–466.

32. DeLong MR, Crutcher MD, Georgopoulos AP (1983) Relations between movement
and single cell discharge in the substantia nigra of the behaving monkey. J Neurosci 3:
1599–1606.

de Lafuente and Romo PNAS Early Edition | 5 of 5

N
EU

RO
SC

IE
N
CE


