
Patarini et al. 
Journal of NeuroEngineering and Rehabilitation           (2025) 22:46  
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12984-025-01569-0

CORRECTION Open Access

© The Author(s) 2025. Open Access  This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 
International License, which permits any non-commercial use, sharing, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if 
you modified the licensed material. You do not have permission under this licence to share adapted material derived from this article or 
parts of it. The images or other third party material in this article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To 
view a copy of this licence, visit http:// creat iveco mmons. org/ licen ses/ by- nc- nd/4. 0/.

Journal of NeuroEngineering
and Rehabilitation

Correction: On the role of visual feedback 
and physiotherapist-patient interaction 
in robot-assisted gait training: an eye-tracking 
and HD-EEG study
Francesca Patarini1,2, Federica Tamburella3,4, Floriana Pichiorri2, Shiva Mohebban2, Alessandra Bigioni4, 
Andrea Ranieri1,2, Francesco Di Tommaso5, Nevio Luigi Tagliamonte4,5, Giada Serratore4, Matteo Lorusso4, 
Angela Ciaramidaro6,7, Febo Cincotti1, Giorgio Scivoletto4, Donatella Mattia2 and Jlenia Toppi1,2* 

Correction: Journal of NeuroEngineering and  
Rehabilitation (2024) 21:211  
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12984-024-01504-9

In this article [1], Figs. 3, 4, 5 and 6 were wrongly num-
bered. Figure  3 should have been Fig.  4; Fig.  4 should 
have been Fig. 5; Fig. 5 should have been Fig. 6 and Fig. 6 
should have been Fig. 3. The correct version of the Figs. 3, 
4, 5 and 6 with appropriate caption are shown below. The 
original article has been corrected .

The original article can be found online at https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s12984- 
024- 01504-9.
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Fig. 3 Pie charts reporting the distribution of the number of fixations (related to SINGLE-FB session) across the three AoIs for each FB type 
and Pht-Pt interaction level

Fig. 4 Boxplots reporting results of MANOVA univariate test related to the FB within factor for the ET metrics total duration of fixations (a) 
and number of fixations (b) computed in the three AoIs and extracted from SINGLE-FB session. The symbol (*) indicates statistically significant 
differences between different levels of FB factor as revealed by Tukey’s post-hoc test (p < 0.05)
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Fig. 5 Boxplots reporting results of MANOVA univariate test related to the FB within factor for time to exit saccade metric in monitor AoI (a) 
and for the time to first fixation metric in Pht and surrounding AoIs (b), both extracted from SINGLE-FB session. The symbol (*) indicates statistically 
significant differences between different levels of FB factor as revealed by Tukey’s post-hoc test (p < 0.05)

Fig. 6 Boxplots reporting results of MANOVA univariate test related to the FBxIL interaction factor for the ET metrics total duration of fixations in Pht 
(a) and surrounding (b) AoIs. The symbol (*) indicates statistically significant differences between different levels of FB and IL factors as revealed 
by Tukey’s post-hoc test (p < 0.05)
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