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Figure 4 - Figure Supplement 3
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Figure 4 — Figure Supplement 3. Spike-count correlations (rsc) within LC conditioned on
simultaneously measured ACC spiking. (A,B,C) LC rgc plotted as a function of bin size separately
for trials in which the simultaneously recorded ACC unit had a relatively low or high firing rate, as
indicated in A. The three panels separate data by LC pairs with rs¢c values that, without reference to
ACC firing and for each bin size, were in the lower (A), middle (B), or upper (C) tercile from all
recorded LC pairs. Symbols and error bars are median and bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals
across the given set of ACC pairs. (D,E,F) Difference in LC rsc between ACCjoy versus ACChigh
conditions, relative to the ACC low condition, computed for each LC pair and plotted separately for
the terciles in A,B,C, respectively. Bars and error bars are median and bootstrapped 95% confidence
intervals across the given set of LC pairs. Filled bars and symbols indicate p<0.05 for sign rank tests
for Ho: median difference between ACCjoy and ACChigh conditions=0 tested: 1) separately for each
monkey (filled bars), and 2) using data combined from both monkeys (*, none found).



