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The authors very much regret that errors have slipped into
their contribution to the special issue on cognitive neuro-
science. In the text, the terms “lower” and “reduced” were
used to describe impaired response times in the high pres-
sure condition (as compared to the low pressure condition)
instead of the correct terms “higher” or “increased”.

The corrections are listed below:

Keywords Choking under pressure - Test anxiety - Response
monitoring - Error-related negativity (ERN)

1.7 Hypotheses

The next to last sentence should read:

At the behavioral level, we expected, firstly, that response
times are higher in the high pressure condition relative to
the low pressure condition.

The online version of the original article can be found under
doi:10.1007/s11858-015-0746-8.
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3.1 Behavioral data

In the second paragraph the next to last sentence should
read:

Confirming our hypothesis, response times were signifi-
cantly increased when performance pressure was applied,
F(1,17) =4.79, p = .041.

4 Discussion
The second paragraph should read:

Regarding the ERP analyses, we hypothesized that the ERN
and/or the AERN are increased by both performance pres-
sure and test anxiety. At the behavioral level, we expected,
firstly, that response times are higher in the high pressure
condition relative to the low pressure condition. Secondly,
we predicted response times to linearly increase with the
individual level of test anxiety.

The beginning of the fifth paragraph should read:

Despite the differences in electrophysiological measures,
behavioral data provided mixed evidence in regard of our
hypotheses. As expected, response times were higher in the
high pressure condition than in the low pressure condition.

@ Springer


http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s11858-016-0778-8&domain=pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11858-015-0746-8

	Erratum to: When errors count: an EEG study on numerical error monitoring under performance pressure
	Erratum to: ZDM Mathematics Education DOI 10.1007s11858-015-0746-8




