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Following publication of the original article [1], the
authors identified an error in Fig. 2. The correct figure is
given below.

The original article [1] has been corrected.

The original article can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1186/s12966-
023-01453-x.
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Fig. 2 CONSORT flowchart for participant enrolment, allocation, and analysis for Study 1 (left panel) and Study 2 (right panel). Figure legend.
Attention checks were included in online questionnaires (e.g., “When did you last visit the Moon”"). Consistency checks were also included in online
questionnaires (e.g., verifying highest educational qualification)
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