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Methods
Participants
	A pilot study was first conducted, with 4 participants in total, 2 males and 2 females (INSERT MEAN & SD). The main study consisted of (INSERT NUMBER) participants, (INSERT NUMBER) males and (INSERT NUMBER) females. Participants were comprised of students studying Psychology courses in the 1st and 2nd year in the SA1 campus in Swansea. Staff and student participants were also gathered in the SA1 campus via opportunity sampling. The age range of participants gathered was (INSERT AGE RANGE) (INSERT MEAN, SD). Criteria for participation required participants with normal or corrected vision to read the information on the consent, demographic and questionnaire forms. Participants consisted of two groups, ‘healthy’ and the ‘chronic pain’ group, with participants placed into either of these groups. Within the ‘healthy’ participant group, there were (INSERT NUMBER) males and (INSERT NUMBER) females, the age range being (INSERT AGE RANGE). The ‘chronic pain’ group consisted of (INSERT NUMBER) males and (INSERT NUMER) females. 

Design
The study involved a 2x2 mixed experimental design. The first independent variable was the  two participant groups (two levels), one being a ‘healthy’ control group and another being participants who report experiencing chronic pain, labelled as the ‘pain’ experimental group, this is the between-subjects variable (Admundson et al, 1997; Schoth & Liossi, 2010). The second independent variable was the two word types (two levels), ‘pain-related’ and ‘neutral’, being exposed to both participant groups. This will be the within-subjects variable. The dependent variable was the accuracy and response times to the dot that appears on the screen. A 2x2 ANOVA analysis was also carried out, investigating separately, how the two participating groups affected the accuracy and response as well as how the two words types also affected the accuracy response times to establish the two main effects. Then an interaction effect was established, this being how the different participant groups and word types, when together, affect the accuracy and response times of participants. 

Materials
	According to appendix order, the first material would include the information sheet provided a detailed explanation for what is required in the questionnaire and computer task, with specific instructions on how to complete them. The purpose of this information is to provide information relating to what is required to complete participation, to allow for participants to make an informed decision on their consent before providing it. Changes to the information sheet were made based upon the feedback from the pilot study, specifically instruction three as the participant was unclear as to whether the dot will disappear on its own or when a key is pressed, instruction step three was changed to make this more clear. The second material would be the consent form, which stated the tasks involved in the study, the duration of the study and that their data will be held confidentially with a code being the only identifying factor. The third material involved the demographics sheet, which simply asked participants to state their gender and their age. The next presented material involved the Chronic Pain Scale Questionnaire (Korff et al., 1992) (INSERT RELIABILITY STATISTIC). The questionnaire was gathered during research gathering on Google Scholar, in Korff et al’s. (1992) study. The questionnaire, in its original design, is used to capture information related to the intensity of an individual’s facial chronic pain through various questions such as “How would you rate your facial pain on a 0 to 10 scale at the present time, that is right now, where 0 is “no pain” and 10 is “pain as bad as could be”. The questionnaire possess its own scoring system, in which it is separated by three categories, ‘Characteristic Pain Intensity’ (Questions 2-4) which is scored 0-100, with the formula for this being the mean of the total score from the three questions and multiply by 10. The ‘Disability Score’ (Questions 5-7) category also functions in this way. The ‘Disability Points’ (Question 8) category takes the total days recorded by the participant and then involves then places them into one of four categories e,g, ‘7-14 days = 1 point’. Once the ‘Disability Days’ score has been taken, they are added to the total ‘Disability Score’, this then results in the total ‘Disability Points’ score. With the scores from these three categories, they are then placed against one of four classifications e.g. Grade 2 requires a ‘Characteristic Pain Intensity’ score of more than 50 points and a ‘Disability Point’ score of less than 3. Question 1 was added to the questionnaire specifically for this study as to establish whether Chronic Pain is present in participants, whereas questions 2-8 capture the intensity of this pain. Question 1 includes “Do you experience Chronic Pain?”, with answers simply being ‘yes’ or ‘no’. In addition to these changes, the term ‘facial’ was removed from each of the questions of the original questionnaire as this allows the questions to capture a wider variety of types of pain, instead of limiting the capture potential to just those with facial chronic pain. Another change was the inclusion of the term ‘prolonged pain’ within question 3-8, this is to ensure that participants are aware that the question is asking about their experience of ‘Chronic Pain’, in case participants assume the questions ask about one-time instances of pain instead of their experience of pain over a prolonged period of time. 


A word list was also gathered for the computer task from Haggman et al’s (2010) study. The word list composed of 40 word pairs, the pain words being descriptors (Pain-related on the left and ‘neutral’ words on the right). The word list was separated into four categories, these being Sensory, Disability, Threat and Affective, each category containing different descriptors of pain. Word pairs ‘4’ and ‘34’ were altered. In word pair ‘4’, the allocated pain-related word ‘boring’ was replaced with the word ‘sting’, as this word better represents a pain-related word in the category of ‘sensory’. For word pair ‘34’, the allocated ‘neutral’ word ‘restraining’ was changed to ‘table’ as this is more appropriate for a ‘neutral’ word as ‘restraining’ may be interpreted as a potential pain-related word. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]The next material would be the SuperLab program, using the Dot-probe paradigm (Halkiopoulos, 1981). The program was developed using the SuperLab software in the Psychology labs of the SA1 campus, Swansea. The program was composed of an instruction page being displayed first, detailing what is going to happen in the task and what the button prompts should be used to provide an answer. A fixation cross then appears, followed with a word pair (one pain-related word and one ‘neutral’ word) being placed on either side of the screen, one word on the left and one on the right. Which side either word type was placed in each trial was randomised and followed no order. A dot then appeared in one of the two positions of the previous words, the order for the dot’s position also being randomised with no order to follow. In addition to this, as the words from the word list are provided their own categories, what words that appeared in each trial was also randomised as to ensure there was no order to the category of words that would appear in each subsequent trial. This order of fixation cross, word pair and dot display/answer screen occurred for 40 trials in total. Feedback from the pilot study, regarding the program, involved issues with the answer screen displayed after the dot, in which the screen was blank and as such, the participant was unsure if the study had malfunctioned. To rectify this, the answer screen was then removed, requiring the participant to press either of the two keyboard keys as quickly as possible for the dot to disappear and to begin the next trial. The instructions were also changed to state that the participant should press one of the required keys as soon as they see the dot appear on screen. This ensures that participants are aware that the dot is a visual prompt to press one of the keys. Two sheets of paper were also placed on the table as reminders for the controls of the computer task. One sheet with ‘Q=LEFT’ and another with ‘P=RIGHT’. The font size was 56 for both and the font style being Calibri (Body). Response times are recorded on the SuperLab program itself, with accuracy of their responses recorded through their button inputs recorded on a raw data file, which displays what button they have pressed for each trial. The final material to appear was the debrief form, which provide details regarding the aims and purpose of the study. It also included contact details of the researcher and their supervisor. The form also informed the participant of their ability to withdraw the data if they wished to do so.

[bookmark: APPENDICES]Procedure
The study duration was for 15 minutes, the duration being especially important as those who may report experiencing chronic pain may potentially become uncomfortable if they are kept within the study environment for exorbitant amounts of time. Provided if a situation occurred in which discomfort, whether it be embarrassment of disclosure or physical discomfort, is caused due to the pain-related words, information about the inclusion of pain-related words were made explicitly clear as to ensure participants were aware of their inclusion. If discomfort, emotional or physical, were to occur regardless, the researcher ensured that participants were informed of their ability to withdraw from the study with no penalty, along with providing the contact details of the researcher and their supervisor with a debrief form. A pilot study was first carried out to test the materials and procedure of the study, the data collected was not used for the analysis. The pilot study took place in the Psychology labs, in the SA1 campus, Swansea. The participant began the study by entering the study environment. Once the participant had settled, they were then instructed by the researcher to read the physical information sheet (Appendix A) placed on the table, in front of where the participant was sitting. This information sheet detailed all the required tasks in the study, including the questionnaire and the instructions for the computer task. Once the participant had completed reading the information sheet, they were then provided with the consent form (Appendix B) by the researcher, which informed of them of the nature of the study as well as providing the opportunity for the participant to not participate or to withdraw at any time. The consent form also declared that any and all information provided in the study will be kept strictly confidential in accordance to the Data Protection Act (2018). Once consent was given by the participant, they were then provided with a demographic form (Appendix C) and the Chronic Pain Scale Questionnaire (Appendix D) and were instructed to complete it. After completion of the demographic form and questionnaire, participants were then tasked with completing the Dot-probe paradigm program (Appendix E) with sheets placed in front of them, on the table. These being ‘Q=Left’ sheet being placed on the left side of the keyboard and the ‘P=Right’ sheet (Appendix F) appearing on the right side. The computer task began with a display screen for the instructions for the what the task involved, and the button prompts for when the participant was required to answer, ‘Q’ if the was on the left of the screen and ‘P’ if the dot was on the right side. A fixation cross appeared on the screen, with a word pair (Pain-related and a ‘neutral’ word) appearing afterwards for 500ms, one word on the left and one on the right. A dot then appeared in one of the places of either of the two words that previously appeared on screen, with it disappearing once the participant provided their answer. This occurred for a total of 40 trials of word pairs from a word list (Appendix G) until the task concluded. Once the computer task was completed, the participants were then provided with a debrief form (Appendix H) detailing the concept and aims of the study. The procedure remained the same for the main sample study, with the only change being the instructions and the removal of the answer screen, as detailed previously. Participants were provided with a debrief form and informed of their opportunity to withdraw their data and if they choose not to, requests to destroy their data at a later date will be impossible due to the data being anonymised. Participants were then asked by the researcher if they have any questions. They were then informed by the researcher that if they have any questions in the future, they may contact the researcher or their supervisor with the provided contact details on the debrief form. Participants were then thanked for their time as they left the study environment. 
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