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We were informed by Friedman (2020) about potential errors
in Hooge et al. (2018). Indeed, we detected an error in our
paper (Hooge et al., 2018). Cause of the error: 14 of the 70
(eye-tracking data) stimulus files started with missing data.
Prior to the fixation-classification sessions by expert human
coders, the missing data at the beginning of these 14 stimulus
files were removed. Unfortunately, we forgot to replace the
original stimulus files (with missing data at the start) by the
new files (without missing data at the start) in the analysis and
the online data set. As a result, in the classified fixations of 14
stimuli, the onset and offset times of the human coder settings
were shifted.
Resulting changes: We have corrected the time shifts in the
coded fixation onsets and offsets and re-analyzed the data.
The following reported values in the manuscript have
changed:

1. Page 1870. “The mean amplitude ranges from 5.7° (P.Z.)
to 6.6° (M.S.)...” changed to “The mean amplitude ranges
from 5.7° (P.Z.) to 6.7° (M.S.)...”

2. Page 1871. “Figure 6 shows the proportions of fixations
without data loss; this proportion ranges from .91 (I.H.) to
.96 (T.C.)” changed to “Figure 6 shows the proportions of
fixations without data loss; this proportion ranges from
.93 (I.H.) to .99 (K.H.).”

3. Page 1871. “... mean number of lost samples per fixation
containing data loss ranges from 21.5 (P.Z.) to 33.1 (M.S.)”
changed to “... mean number of lost samples per fixation
containing data loss ranges from 4.8 (K.H.) to 9.2 (M.S.).”

4. Page 1873. “... and the lowest value for M.S. (λ = 1.5)”
changed to “... and the lowest value for J.F. (λ = 1.6).”

We further found one typo: page 1868. “... ranged from 1.00 s
(R.H.) to 3.37 s (R.H.) (Fig. 2b),” changed to “... ranged from
1.00 s (R.H.) to 3.37 s (R.A.) (Fig. 2b).”
The error led to negligible changes in four figures and sub-
stantial changes in one figure. The affected figures and the
coder settings with corrected timings can be downloaded from
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.818784
Impact: The conclusions of our study were not affected. They
remain as follows:

1. Human classification is not the gold standard in fixation
detection.

2. Human classification is still important in algorithm
validation.

3. Human classification can be useful in detecting features of
the eye-tracker signal that are ill-defined.
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