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The effects of written stuttering disclosure on young adult’s perceptions of children who
stutter

Abstract:
Purpose: This study measured between-group differences in perceived speech skills and
personality characters of a 12-year-old male child who stutters (CWS) as a function of a written
factual stuttering disclosure statement, delivered by a male CWS, his “mother”, and his
“teacher”.
Methods: Four-hundred twenty-four college aged adults were randomly assigned to one of four
groups. The groups included three experimental groups (i.e. written self-disclosure, written
mother-disclosure, written teacher disclosure) and a control group (no written disclosure).
Participants in the control condition viewed a brief video of a 12-year-old male who stutters. In
the experimental conditions, participants viewed a brief written disclosure statement for 30
seconds, followed by the same video used in the control condition. Following the videos,
participants completed surveys relative to their perceptions of the boy’s speech skills and
personality characteristics.
Results: Results support previous research in that the use of stuttering disclosure statements
yield significant differences in participant perceptions. However, the significant differences
found in the current study, using written disclosure, were less substantive compared to previous
research using either live or video disclosure statements. Based on these data, stuttering
disclosures written by the mother were associated with significant perceptual differences of the

CWS.



Conclusions: While written disclosure statements were found to significantly impact select
perceptions of a CWS, these data were less compelling than previous studies using live or video

disclosure statements. Implications for future research and applications are discussed.
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The effects of written stuttering disclosure on young adult’s perceptions of children who
stutter
The Science, Incidence, and Prevalence of Stuttering

Stuttering is generally documented as a speech disorder, with hallmark features including
sound or syllable repetitions, prolongations, and inaudible postural fixations (Bloodstein &
Ratner, 2008). Past scientific perspectives on stuttering have suggested that the fluency disorder
originates from either a psychological or motor genesis(Bloodstein & Ratner, 2008; Drayna &
Kang, 2011; Seery, 2005). However, more recent research documents genetic and neurological
underpinnings to the disorder (Barnes et al., 2016; Raza et al., 2010, 2012, 2015)

Research approximates that as much as 5% of the pediatric population produce stuttering
like disfluencies (SLDs) at some point during their linguistic development (Bloodstein & Ratner,
2008; Yairi & Ambrose, 1999). However, the majority of children producing SLDs
spontaneously recover during their childhood years (Gordon, 2002; Yairi & Ambrose, 1999).
Those that do not spontaneously recover from producing SLDs during childhood, which account
for approximately 1% of the global population, will demonstrate persistent stuttering throughout
their lifespan (Bloodstein & Ratner, 2008; Gordon, 2002; Yairi & Ambrose, 1999). Existing data
suggest that factors contributing to persistent stuttering include the age of onset, family history of
the disorder, duration of the child’s production of SLDs, linguistic proficiency, and gender (Yairi
et al., 1996; Yairi & Ambrose, 1999). Moreover, research also documents that recovery from
stuttering and persistence of stuttering is associated with genetic factors (Ambrose et al., 1997).

Negative Stereotyping of Stuttering



Research documents that the stuttering population is often subject to unfounded prejudice
and negative stereotypes (Klassen, 2001). Documented negative stereotypes among persons who
stutter (PWS) are generally considered as quiet, reticent, guarded, avoiding, fearful, unpleasant,
introverted, passive, self-derogatory, anxious, tense, nervous, shy, introverted, non-assertive, and
afraid (Bajaj et al., 2017; Boyle, 2016; Snyder, 2001). Additional documented stereotypes
include the presumption that PWS have low intelligence (Byrd, McGill, et al., 2017).
Adolescents who stutter likewise view stuttering negatively as a socially stigmatized condition
(Blood et al., 2003). Despite efforts to change and improve the acceptance of such documented
negative stereotypes, data reveals that these widespread beliefs are often resistant to change
(Doody et al., 1993; Leahy, 1994; McGee et al., 1996; Snyder, 2001).

Individuals in authority positions, such as teachers, speech-language pathologists (SLPS)
and parents of children who stutter (CWS), are also documenting as holding negative stereotypes
of those who stutter as well (Boyle, 2014; Fowlie & Cooper, 1978; Yeakle & Cooper, 1986).
Specifically, SLPs are documented as feeling more judgmental, annoyed, and non-understanding
towards the stuttering population (Boyle, 2014). Additionally, mothers have been documented as
attributing negative personality characteristics toward their CWS (Fowlie & Cooper, 1978).
Furthermore, research reveals that despite exposure to stuttering, teachers hold negative
stereotypes relative to the personality traits of CWS (Yeakle & Cooper, 1986).

Negative Stuttering Stereotypes Impacts Quality of Life in Adults & Children

Due to the widespread prevalence and acceptance of unfounded negative stuttering
stereotypes, research has documented a variety of negative impacts on the quality of life for PWS
(Klompas & Ross, 2004), career advancement, relationships, and other social opportunities

(Beilby et al., 2013; Craig et al., 2009; Klein & Hood, 2004; Mayo & Mayo, 2013; Van Borsel et



al., 2011; Zhang et al., 2009). Survey data reveals that more than 70% of PWS report the
perception that stuttering decreases the likelihood of being hired or promoted, and 20% of
respondents reporting that they felt excluded from job opportunities or promotions because of
stuttering (Klein & Hood, 2004). In addition to reduced occupational opportunities and
outcomes, research revealed that many PWS report anxiety about dating (Beilby et al., 2013).
Such perceptions made by those within the stuttering community were supported with data of
fluent college students reporting that potential dating partners were significantly less attractive if
stuttering was present, thereby suggesting additional challenges in establishing and maintaining
interpersonal relationships for PWS (Mayo & Mayo, 2013). Furthermore, research suggests that
PWS may have a lower social functioning, which further supports the supposition that stuttering
is associated with unfavorable outcomes relative to social interaction success (Craig et al., 2009).

The consequences of these unfounded negative stereotypes extend to the child’s
educational performance as well (Curlee & Yairi, 1997; Nippold, 2004). Research reveals that
CWS are less academically successful than their fluent counterparts (Williams et al., 1969). A
correlation between communication disorders (including fluency disorders) and educational
performance has been documented by researchers and educators (Bennett & Runyan, 1982;
Westby, 1979). However, research also suggests that the use of various early intervention
strategies, as a part of an effective therapeutic treatment regimen, may minimize possible
negative outcomes in the future lives of CWS (Curlee & Yairi, 1997).
Limitations of Stuttering Treatment on Quality of Life

While a variety of studies document stuttering treatment efficacy (Amster & Klein, 2008;
Franken et al., 1992; Murphy et al., 2007; Yaruss et al., 2006), researchers also report that

effective, long-term treatment for stuttering remains elusive (Blomgren et al., 2005; Conture,



1990). Traditional stuttering treatments typically improve effective communication skills by
employing behavioral strategies, such as stuttering modification and fluency shaping, as a means
of reducing moments of overt stuttering (Blomgren et al., 2005; Yaruss et al., 2012). However,
such traditional treatments are also documented as having limited carry over into the real world
applications (Kalinowski et al., 1994). Furthermore, they have been found to produce slow and
unnatural sounding speech (Dayalu & Kalinowski, 2002; Ingham et al., 1985; Ingham &
Onslow, 1985; Runyan et al., 1990; Stuart & Kalinowski, 2004). In addition, relapse following
stuttering treatment is common for adults (Dayalu et al., 2002; Ingham et al., 2015). As a
consequence of an absent cure for stuttering, coupled with other documented educational, social,
and linguistic challenges associated with negative stuttering stereotypes, stuttering continues to
negatively impact the quality of life of CWS and PWS (O’Brian et al., 2011; Yaruss, 2010).
Leveraging Self-Advocacy & Verbal Stuttering Disclosure on Perceptions of PWS

As traditional stuttering treatment efficacy remains limited and may not effectively
address a variety of psychosocial aspects of living with stuttering, the inclusion of supplemental
self-advocacy strategies, such as stuttering disclosure, are documented as improving the quality
of life for those within the stuttering community (Boyle, 2015; Boyle et al., 2018; Byrd, Croft, et
al., 2017; Curlee & Yairi, 1997; Nippold, 2004; O’Brian et al., 2011; Yaruss, 2010). For
example, research documents that listeners perceive PWS who verbally self-disclosed stuttering
to be more friendly, confident, and outgoing relative to PWS who did not self-disclose stuttering
(Bajaj et al., 2017; Byrd, McGill, et al., 2017). As a consequence, the effective use of verbal self-
disclosure of stuttering strategies has shown to be an effective way to reduce the effects of
negative stereotypes (Bajaj et al., 2017; Byrd, McGill, et al., 2017).

The Effects of Advocate Verbal Stuttering Disclosure on the Perceptions of CWS



While verbal self-disclosure remains an effective strategy in reducing the unfounded
negative stereotypes for both CWS and PWS (Bajaj et al., 2017; Byrd, Croft, et al., 2017; Byrd,
McGill, et al., 2017; Murphy et al., 2007), research documents that children may not be able to
effectively advocate on their behalf (Allen, 1989; Martin et al., 1993). As a response, researchers
have measured the effects of child advocates verbally disclosing stuttering on the child’s behalf
(Snyder, Williams, et al., in press). Specifically, data reveals that optimal results (relative to the
child who stutters) were obtained when stuttering was verbally disclosed by the child himself, or
the child’s “teacher” (Snyder, Williams, et al., in press). Interestingly, negative perceptions of a
12-year-old boy who stutters saw no significant change when stuttering was disclosed by the
child himself, or the child’s “teacher”. However, study participants viewed the child who stutters
more negatively relative to select speech skills and personality traits when the child’s stuttering
was disclosure by the “mother” (Snyder, Williams, et al., in press). Given the differential
efficacy of verbal stuttering disclosure, as a function of the source of disclosure, coupled with
results revealing that child verbal self-disclosure of stuttering yielded consistent significant
improvements relative to attitudes of a CWS (Snyder, Williams, et al., in press) additional
research as a means of creating new self-disclosure alternatives for CWS is warranted.

The Rise of Written Digital Media as a Primary Source of Communication

Interpersonal communication has significantly changed over the past decade, with the
prolific adoption of digital media by the general population (Alonso & Oiarzabal, 2010;
Morreale et al., 2015; Thomas, 2011; von Muhlen & Ohno-Machado, 2012). Written digital
media have been known to provide outlets for those who have previously felt as if they do not
have a voice due to bullying or fear of rejection of peers (Baruah, 2012; Mahadi et al., 2016;

Sponcil & Gitimu, 2013; Steinfield et al., 2008). As data documents that CWS have additional



challenges in personal verbal advocacy (Allen, 1989; Alonso & Oiarzabal, 2010; Martin et al.,
1993; Morreale et al., 2015; Thomas, 2011; von Muhlen & Ohno-Machado, 2012), cultural
trends such as the rise of written digital media (i.e. email, text messaging, and social media
platforms) could provide CWS with new and accessible methods of stuttering disclosure.

Research suggesting inherent challenges for CWS relative to verbal self-advocacy and
verbal stuttering disclosure strategies (Allen, 1989; Martin et al., 1993; White et al., 1982). Due
to the rise of written digital media as a prevailing method of interpersonal communication
(Alonso & Oiarzabal, 2010; Morreale et al., 2015; Thomas, 2011; von Muhlen & Ohno-
Machado, 2012), a novel method of self-advocacy is to leverage the widespread adoption of
written digital media as a means of stuttering disclosure (Boulianne, 2015; “Digital Media and
Society,” 2015; Fox & McEwan, 2017; Gee & Hayes, 2011; Morreale et al., 2015; Pynoo et al.,
2011; von Muhlen & Ohno-Machado, 2012; Whiting & Williams, 2013). Accordingly, the
purpose of this research was to study the effects of written stuttering disclosures, originating
from the CWS as well as common child advocates (i.e., mother and teacher) on the perceptions
of a 12-year-old boy who stutters.
Method
Overview of Study Design

This research employed a modified between-group stuttering disclosure study design
measuring the effects of verbal stuttering disclosure on the perceptions of a 12-year-old boy who
stutters (Snyder, Williams, et al., in press). The research paradigm used one control and three
experimental disclosure conditions, including: (1) the no stuttering disclosure control condition,
(2) the CWS providing his self-disclosure of stuttering, (3) the CWS’s mother provided the

stuttering disclosure on the boy’s behalf, and (4) the CWS’s “teacher” providing the verbal



stuttering disclosure on the boy’s behalf experimental speaking conditions. A transcript of the
written stuttering disclosures can be found in Appendix A.

Every condition included a 55-second video segment featuring a 12-year-old Caucasian
boy who stutters reciting a personal narrative (approximately 125 syllables in length) of an
American history homework assignment. This video segment was filmed in a quiet well-lit room.
The boy was placed in front of a neutral-colored bare wall, and the video was focused on the
speaker’s head and chest. This 55-second verbal passage consisted of a stuttered syllable
frequency of 13.6%, and the three longest moments of stuttering averaged 2 seconds in length.
Secondary stuttering behaviors included irregular and fast rate of speech and eye blinking. Two
trained research assistants analyzed stuttering speaking segments to reveal a 90% (SE=0.57,
p=.000) inter-judge reliability (Cohen’s kappa) on the 55-second video segment.

The disclosure statements used during this study are factual in nature and have been used
in previous research (Appendix A) (Snyder, Williams, et al., in press). Relative to this study, all
written disclosure statements were projected on a screen using white text against a black
background for 30-seconds immediately prior to the 55-second video. Pronouns within the
written disclosure statements were modified to reflect the author of the written disclosure
statement (i.e., CWS, “mother”, and “teacher). Each condition displayed one of the written
disclosure statements (i.e., CWS, “mother”, or “teacher”), except for the control condition which
provided no written disclosure prior to the video. Following the 55-second video segment,

participants were instructed to complete the speech skills and personal characteristics surveys.

Survey



This study utilized a survey that was adapted from peer-reviewed publications measuring
the perceptions of college students relative to fluency disorders (Farrel et al., 2015; Lake et al.,
2009; Snyder, Williams, et al., in press; Woods & Williams, 1976). The first section of the
survey consists of 6 questions pertaining to the participants’ perceptions of the speaker’s
“Speech Skills.” These questions are measured on a 7-point scale, with higher numbers being the
least desirable and lower being the most desirable on the scale. Additionally, two questions were
included in this section of the survey as follows: “In your opinion, how likely is this person to
succeed in school?” and “Is your disbelief in the success related to the person’s speech fluency.”
For the next section of the survey, 10 questions were provided in relation to the speaker’s
“Personal Characteristics.” These responses were also measured using a 7-point scale in the same
manner as the first section, with lower values of the 7-point scale being more desirable. This
study was approved by an Internal Review Board (IRB) and can be found in Appendix B.
Participants

Participants in this study consisted of college-aged adults from various institutions within
northern Mississippi enrolled in a wide array of disciplines, including: English, elementary
education, applied sciences, engineering, social work, business, general studies, liberal arts,
journalism, and pharmacy. The only major excluded from the study was communication sciences
and disorders (CSD). Recruitment consisted of flyers, word of mouth advertisement, and general
education classroom environments. In total, 424 participants (mean age 20.35 SD= 3.76) were
included in the data set. Out of these participants, 284 were female (65.9%) and 147 were male
(34.1%). Exclusion criteria for this study included (a) affiliation with the Department of

Communication Sciences and Disorders, and (b) if participants reported one or more immediate



family members who stutter. Participants were randomly assigned relative to gender and major
of study for each experimental condition.

Procedures

Participants were provided with a study description and informed consent, in which they read
and completed, prior to participation in the study. Once the form was reviewed and completed,
each participant was assigned to one of the four written disclosure conditions, which were
presented to participants in a quiet and distraction-free room. Once participants had finished
viewing the video, they were asked to complete the survey described above.

Study Design & Analysis

One-way ANOVA was used to analyze data from this study and Bonferroni post-hoc analyses
were used to document significant between-group differences. The likelihood of type 1 errors
was reduced by making adjustments to the alpha, resulting in an acceptable p-value of .005 in the

speech skills survey, and a p-value of .008 in the personal characteristics survey.

Results

Data were analyzed using a one-way ANOVA measuring the effects of written stuttering
disclosure as a function of the originator (e.g. child, “mother”, and “teacher”) on perceived
speech skills and personal characteristics of a boy who stutters. These results are detailed in

Tables 1 and 2.



Table 1

Speech Skills F Statistic P Value gelect Bqnferronl Post-Hoc
omparisons

Speech Intelligibility | 2.450 .063

Speech Fluency 2.921 .034

Speech Rate 3.413 017

Speech Volume 161 923
Mother disclosure outperforms

Ease of Listening 5.145 .002* self-dlsclo_sure (p=.008)
Teacher disclosure outperforms
self-disclosure (p=.006)

Degree of Handicap

by speech abilities | + 00 121

*denotes statistical significance (p=0.008), post Alpha adjustments

Table 2
Personal Characteristics F Statistic | P Value Select Bqnferrom Post-Hoc
Comparisons
Self-disclosure outperforms
* control (p=.029)

Calm/Nervous 5.525 .001 Mother disclosure
outperforms control (p=.001)

Reliable/Unreliable 2.288 .078
Mother disclosure
outperforms control (p=.007)
Mother disclosure

Relaxed/Tense 4911 002* outperforms self-disclosure

' ' (p=.021)

Mother disclosure
outperforms teacher
disclosure (p.020)

Unafraid/Fearful 2.977 .031

Intelligent/Unintelligent .898 442

Confident/Insecure 2.756 .042

Friendly/Unfriendly 1.359 .255

Outgoing/Shy 2.537 .056

Competent/Incompetent 1.831 141

Approachable/Unapproachable | .776 .508

*denotes statistical significance (p=0.005), post Alpha adjustments
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Speech skills

Data on perceived speech skills, as a function of stuttering disclosure, can be found in
Table 1. A main effect of stuttering disclosure was found on perceptions of ease of listening, as
detailed in Figure 1 [F(3, 419) = 10.937, p = .002]; Bonferroni post-hoc comparisons reveal
significant differences between the child stuttering disclosure condition versus the mother and

teacher stuttering disclosure conditions (p=.008 and p=.006, respectively).

Figure 1
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Difficult

3.9 [ ]

/

3.6

Ease of Listening
I
I

3.3

/

Easy

3.0

Control Child Disclosure Mother Disclosure Teacher Disclosure

Source of Disclosure

Figure 1: The distribution of participant responses for “Ease of Listening” as a function of the

source of written stuttering disclosure statements.
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Relative to perceptions of speech skills, no main effects were found (after Type 1 error
corrections) relative to participant perceptions of the following dichotomies:
Intelligible/Unintelligible, Fluent/Disfluent, Appropriate Rate/Inappropriate Rate, Appropriate
Volume/Inappropriate Volume, Not Handicapped/Handicapped.

When asked if the boy would be able to succeed professionally, 87% of the participants
reported that he would be successful and 13% of the participants reported that he would not be
successful. When participants were asked if the child’s success was related to their speech
fluency, 81% cited the child’s fluency would have an effect, whereas 19% cited it would not
have an effect.

Personal Characteristics

Data on perceived personality characteristics, as a function of stuttering disclosure can be
found in Table 2. A main effect of stuttering disclosure was found on participant responses
relative to a calm/nervous spectrum, as detailed in Figure 2 [F(3, 419) = 14.257, p = 0.001];
Bonferroni post-hoc comparisons reveal significant differences between the no disclosure versus
the child-disclosure and mother disclosure conditions (p=.029, p=.001, respectively). Similarly, a
main effect of stuttering disclosure was found on participant ratings relative to the relaxed/tense
trait pair, as revealed in Figure 3 [F(3, 418) = 12.596, p < 0.002]. Bonferroni post-hoc
comparisons revealed significant differences between mother disclosure versus the no disclosure,

child disclosure, and teacher disclosure conditions (p=.007, p=.021, p=.020, respectively).
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Figure 2
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Figure 2: The distribution of participant responses for the “Calm/Nervous” trait pair as a function
of the source of written stuttering disclosure statements.
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Figure 3
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Figure 3: The distribution of participant responses for the “Relaxed/Tense” trait pair as a
function of the source of written stuttering disclosure statements.

Relative to personality characteristics, no main effects were found (after Type 1 error
corrections) relative to participant perceptions on the following dichotomies:
Reliable/Unreliable, Unafraid/Fearful, Intelligent/Unintelligent, Confident/Insecure,

Friendly/Unfriendly, Competent/ Incompetent, Approachable/Unapproachable.
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Discussion

While effective at modifying select perceptions of the CWS, written stuttering disclosure
statements do not appear to be as effective as live or video disclosures within the existing
stuttering disclosure research paradigm (Bajaj et al., 2017; Byrd, Croft, et al., 2017; Byrd,
McGill, et al., 2017; Murphy et al., 2007). Research studying the rise of social media (Alonso &
Oiarzabal, 2010; Morreale et al., 2015; Thomas, 2011; von Muhlen & Ohno-Machado, 2012)
suggests that the reduced efficacy of written stuttering disclosures could be attributed to the
overwhelming amount of written digital media that is constantly forced upon the population
(Cormack, 2008; Lutz et al., 2014; Reinke & Chamorro-Premuzic, 2014; Rutkowski & Saunders,
2010). Additionally, data findings reveal an association between the dramatic increase of
electronic communication (i.e. email, texting, social media, etc.) and the general population
responding more positively to live or in-person exchanges (Cummings et al., 2002; Kraut et al.,
1998; Parks & Roberts, 1998). Reduced efficacy by the provided disclosure could be in relation
to the use of email as a disclosure method, which may have inherently caused participants to
view the CWS in a more negative light due to emotional distress and irritancies surrounding
email usage (Dabbish & Kraut, 2006). Moreover, written digital media struggles to relay
emotional content effectively, allowing the participants to misinterpret the disclosures (or the
intent of the disclosures), which may result in reduced effectiveness (Byron, 2008). In addition,
misinterpretation of written media is known to cause communication issues between various
groups of people (Derks et al., 2007); accordingly, the use of emoticons to convey friendliness
has become an essential component in modern digital communication and thereby associates
serious transcriptions as angry or emotionless (Jibril & Abdullah, 2013).

The Effects of Written Disclosure on Perceptions of Speech Skills

15



Results from the survey regarding perceptions based on the child’s speech skills can be
found in Table 1. The results of the study reveal that written self-disclosure was found to be an
overall ineffective source in changing perceptions of the boy’s speech skills. When compared to
written self-disclosure, written disclosure statements from the “mother” and “teacher” were
associated with significant differences in participant perceptions of the boy’s speech skills,
particularly the “ease of listening” continuum. Specifically, participants were more likely to
report improved ease of listening when the mother or teacher disclosed stuttering, as opposed to
when the child self-disclosed his own stuttering over written media. There were no other
significant differences found regarding the perceptions surrounding the boy’s speech skills.

The Effects of Written Disclosure on the Perception of Personal Characteristics

Results relative to personal characteristics can be found in Table 2. Significant
differences in perceived personal characteristics as a function of disclosure include the trait pairs
calm/nervous and relaxed/tense. Respective to the calm/nervous trait pair, participants within the
control group perceived the CWS to be more nervous in comparison to the use of self-disclosure
and mother disclosure. Referring to the relaxed/tense pair, significant differences were found
between mother-disclosure and all other disclosure conditions. A factor to note about this
category is the presiding effectiveness the mother disclosure carried over all other modes of
disclosure used in this study. Relative to all other disclosure conditions, mother disclosure
statements typically yielded more positive participant perceptions. These differences included
pairs: relaxed/tense, unafraid/fearful, confident/insecure, outgoing/shy, although only one of
these trait pairs were found to be significant. This was most prominently noted with the
relaxed/tense trait pair, where the mother disclosure statement yielded significantly more

favorable perceptions for the CWS.
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Results from this study indicate that mother disclosure, followed by teacher disclosure,
were effective in differentiating select perceptions of the CWS via written disclosure statements.
Respective to these data, mother-disclosure yielded the most significant differences in
perceptions of a CWS, albeit more so in the boy’s perceived personal characteristics. However,
while significant differences via written stuttering disclosures were observed, live or video
stuttering disclosure statements are documented as yielding greater, and more clinically
advantageous, perceptual differences (Snyder, McKnight, et al., in press).

Social acceptance of over-parenting may provide insight as to why written disclosure
statements, by the mother, yielded significant differences in perceptions of a CWS. For example,
over-parenting techniques, including “helicopter parenting” and “lawnmower parenting” have
taken precedence in modern caregiver idealism (Locke et al., 2012; Padilla-Walker & Nelson,
2012; van Ingen et al., 2015). This could potentially mean participants found the mother to be
especially caring for her son thereby creating higher levels of sympathy responses, especially in
cases in which a participant is a caregiver themselves (Holtz et al., 2015). Furthermore, it is
possible that even respondents who are not in a caregiver position could have made a personal
connection with the mother’s disclosure. This might have occurred through mental reassignment
(Laible & Carlo, 2004), since no visual stimulant was provided for responders to connect with,
they may have been subconsciously envisioning their own mother through the statement (Cook
etal., 2007).

Results from the disclosure statement featuring the child’s teacher held a significant
difference relative to self-disclosure regarding the continuum ease of listening. However, overall
this source proved to be ineffective in all other perceptual metrics of the CWS. Possible reasons

for these results might include a lack of emotional connection perceived between teachers and
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their students (McHugh et al., 2013). That is, the lack of an emotional connection may cause
participants to perceive a level of indifference from the teacher disclosure because interpersonal
relationships between the two seem to be unauthentic (Cook et al., 2007).

When comparing results from previous verbal studies versus the current study, child self-
disclosure was found to be ineffective and even provoked negative feedback from participants in
select perceptual categories. Less favorable perceptions of the CWS were documented when the
child disclosed for himself rather than his mother, teacher, or when no disclosure was provided.
A potential explanation as to the ineffectiveness of written self-disclosure suggests that
participants perceived the CWS was using written media in an attempt to avoid live or video
personal disclosure (Peebles, 2014), suggesting a lack of resilience and an overall weak
character, thereby tarnishing his appearance to respondents (Craft & Gregg, 2019; Sapouna &
Wolke, 2013). Likewise, if participants perceived the child’s absence of resilience as a means of
personal weakness, negative responses may have ensued due to the current culture’s push for
accepting oneself and overcoming fear (Browning, 2015). Additionally, data suggests growing
distrust and skepticism over written media, such as false identities (Goga et al., 2015) and false
pretenses (Peterson-Badali et al., 2003; Tabone & Messina, 2010).

Limitations & Future Research

Limitations of this study include, but are not limited to, the sample size and possible
demographic issues due to all participants being college-aged, people who exceed or fall below
the age limit placed on this study may hold significantly different perceptions than the results
from this study provide. Other limitations include a lack of knowledge that these participants
may have had in regards to the true nature of stuttering; it was noted that many participants were

not aware that stuttering is a legitimate speech disorder, which may have provided survey
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limitations as well. Other drawbacks from this study include the absence of demographic
markers such as status of parenthood or lack thereof, which may have provided limitations
within mother disclosure experimental conditions.

Future research to further improve this study should explore the effects of handwritten
notes to measure any differences in perceptions when compared to written digital media. Further
research should also include an informative statement providing a scientific definition of
stuttering to provide participants with knowledge about the disorder. Larger sample sizes should
be employed, as well as variations in respondent ages to measure differences in perceptions
between age ranges. Further research should also employ new variations of advocate disclosures,
for example, father, siblings, significant others, and/or, live disclosure, to further assess the

importance of self-disclosure.

19



References

Allen, W. T. (1989). Read my lips: It’s my choice.

Alonso, A., & Oiarzabal, P. J. (Eds.). (2010). Diasporas in the new media age: Identity, politics,
and community. University of Nevada Press.

Ambrose, N. G., Cox, N. J., & Yairi, E. (1997). The genetic basis of persistence and recovery in
stuttering. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 40(3), 567-580.
https://doi.org/10.1044/jslhr.4003.567

Amster, B. J., & Klein, E. R. (2008). Perfectionism in people who stutter: preliminary findings
using a modified cognitive-behavioral treatment approach. Behavioural and Cognitive
Psychotherapy, 36(1), 35-40. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1352465807003967

Bajaj, G., Anil, M. A., Varghese, A., Bhat, J. S., Sheth, P., & Hoode, A. (2017). Me, my
stuttering, and them! Effect of self-disclosure of stuttering on listener perception.
Rehabilitation Process and Outcome, 6, 117957271773299.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1179572717732996

Barnes, T. D., Wozniak, D. F., Gutierrez, J., Han, T.-U., Drayna, D., & Holy, T. E. (2016). A
mutation associated with stuttering alters mouse pup ultrasonic vocalizations. Current
Biology, 26(8), 1009-1018. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2016.02.068

Baruah, T. D. (2012). Effectiveness of social media as a tool of communication and its potential
for technology enabled connections: A micro-level study. International Journal of
Scientific and Research Publications, 2(5).

Beilby, J. M., Byrnes, M. L., Meagher, E. L., & Yaruss, J. S. (2013). The impact of stuttering on
adults who stutter and their partners. Journal of Fluency Disorders, 38(1), 14-29.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2012.12.001

20



Bennett, C. W., & Runyan, C. M. (1982). Educators’ perceptions of the effects of
communication disorders upon educational performance. Language, Speech, and Hearing
Services in Schools, 13(4), 260-263. https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461.1304.260

Blomgren, M., Roy, N., Callister, T., & Merrill, R. M. (2005). Intensive stuttering modification
therapy: A multidimensional assessment of treatment outcomes. Journal of Speech,
Language, and Hearing Research, 48(3), 509-523. https://doi.org/10.1044/1092-
4388(2005/035)

Blood, G. W., Blood, I. M., Tellis, G. M., & Gabel, R. M. (2003). A preliminary study of self-
esteem, stigma, and disclosure in adolescents who stutter. Journal of Fluency Disorders,
28(2), 143-159. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0094-730X (03)00010-X

Bloodstein, O., & Ratner, N. B. (2008). A handbook on stuttering (6th ed). Thomson/Delmar
Learning.

Boulianne, S. (2015). Social media use and participation: A meta-analysis of current research.
Information, Communication & Society, 18(5), 524-538.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369118X.2015.1008542

Boyle, M. P. (2014). Understanding perceptions of stuttering among school-based speech—
language pathologists: An application of attribution theory. Journal of Communication
Disorders, 52, 143-155. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2014.06.003

Boyle, M. P. (2015). Relationships between psychosocial factors and quality of life for adults
who stutter. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 24(1), 1-12.

https://doi.org/10.1044/2014_AJSLP-14-0089

21



Boyle, M. P. (2016). The impact of causal attribution on stigmatizing attitudes toward a person
who stutters. Journal of Communication Disorders, 60, 14-26.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2016.02.002

Boyle, M. P., Milewski, K. M., & Beita-Ell, C. (2018). Disclosure of stuttering and quality of life
in people who stutter. Journal of Fluency Disorders, 58, 1-10.

Browning, C. S. (2015). Nation branding, national self-esteem, and the constitution of
subjectivity in late modernity. Foreign Policy Analysis, 11(2), 195-214.
https://doi.org/10.1111/fpa.12028

Byrd, C. T., Croft, R., Gkalitsiou, Z., & Hampton, E. (2017). Clinical utility of self-disclosure for
adults who stutter: Apologetic versus informative statements. Journal of Fluency
Disorders, 54, 1-13.

Byrd, C. T., McGill, M., Gkalitsiou, Z., & Cappellini, C. (2017). The effects of self-disclosure on
male and female perceptions of individuals who stutter. American Journal of Speech-
Language Pathology, 26(1), 69-80.

Byron, kristin. (2008). Carrying too heavy a load? The communication and miscommunication
of emotion by email. Academy of Management Review, 33(2), 309-327.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2008.31193163

Conture, E. G. (1990). Stuttering (2nd ed). Prentice Hall.

Cook, B. G., Cameron, D. L., & Tankersley, M. (2007). Inclusive teachers’ attitudinal ratings of
their students with disabilities. The Journal of Special Education, 40(4).
https://doi.org/10.1177/00224669070400040401

Cormack, G. V. (2008). Email spam filtering: A systematic review. Foundations and Trends® in

Information Retrieval, 1(4), 335-455. https://doi.org/10.1561/1500000006

22



Craft, C. L., & Gregg, B. A. (2019). Bouncing back: The role of resilience in therapy for school-
aged children who stutter. Clinical Archives of Communication Disorders, 4(3), 146-162.
https://doi.org/10.21849/cacd.2019.00122

Craig, A., Blumgart, E., & Tran, Y. (2009). The impact of stuttering on the quality of life in
adults who stutter. Journal of Fluency Disorders, 34(2), 61-71.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2009.05.002

Cummings, J. N., Butler, B., & Kraut, R. (2002). The quality of online social relationships.
Communications of the ACM, 45(7). https://doi.org/10.1145/514236.514242

Curlee, R. F., & Yairi, E. (1997). Early intervention with early childhood stuttering: A critical
examination of the data. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 6(2), 8-18.
https://doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360.0602.08

Dabbish, L. A., & Kraut, R. E. (2006). Email overload at work: An analysis of factors associated
with email strain. Proceedings of the 2006 20th Anniversary Conference on Computer
Supported Cooperative Work - CSCW ’06, 431.
https://doi.org/10.1145/1180875.1180941

Dayalu, V. N., & Kalinowski, J. (2002). Pseudofluency in adults who stutter: The illusory
outcome of therapy. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 94(1), 87—96.
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.2002.94.1.87

Dayalu, V. N., Kalinowski, J., & Saltuklaroglu, T. (2002). Active inhibition of stuttering results
in pseudofluency: A Reply to Craig. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 94(3), 1050-1052.

https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.2002.94.3.1050

23



Derks, D., Bos, A. E. R., & Grumbkow, J. V. (2007). Emoticons and social interaction on the
Internet: The importance of social context. Computers in Human Behavior, 23(1), 842—
849. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2004.11.013

Digital Media and Society: Transforming Economics, Politics and Social Practices2015 4
Andrew White Digital Media and Society: Transforming Economics, Politics and Social
Practices Basingstoke Palgrave Macmillan 2014 222 pp. 9781137393623 £30.00 soft
cover. (2015). Online Information Review, 39(3), 438-439. https://doi.org/10.1108/0OIR-
04-2015-0122

Doody, 1., Kalinowski, J., Armson, J., & Stuart, A. (1993). Stereotypes of stutterers and
nonstutterers in three rural communities in Newfoundland. Journal of Fluency Disorders,
18(4), 363-373. https://doi.org/10.1016/0094-730X(93)90015-V

Drayna, D., & Kang, C. (2011). Genetic approaches to understanding the causes of stuttering.
Journal of Neurodevelopmental Disorders, 3(4), 374-380.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11689-011-9090-7

Farrel, L. M., Blanchet, P. G., & Tillery, K. L. (2015). Effects of video exposure to cluttering on
undergraduate student’s perceptions of a person who clutters: Perceptions of cluttering.
International Journal of Language & Communication Disorders, 50(3), 347-357.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-6984.12139

Fowlie, G. M., & Cooper, E. B. (1978). Traits attributed to stuttering and nonstuttering children
by their mothers. Journal of Fluency Disorders, 3(4), 233-246.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0094-730X(78)90023-2

24



Fox, J., & McEwan, B. (2017). Distinguishing technologies for social interaction: The perceived
social affordances of communication channels scale. Communication Monographs, 84(3),
298-318. https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2017.1332418

Franken, M. C., Boves, L., Peters, H. F. M., & Webster, R. L. (1992). Perceptual evaluation of
the speech before and after fluency shaping stuttering therapy. Journal of Fluency
Disorders, 17(4), 223-241. https://doi.org/10.1016/0094-730X(92)90035-0

Gee, J. P., & Hayes, E. (2011). Language and learning in the digital age (1st ed). Routledge.

Goga, O., Venkatadri, G., & Gummadi, K. P. (2015). The doppelgénger bot attack: Exploring
identity impersonation in online social networks. Proceedings of the 2015 ACM
Conference on Internet Measurement Conference - IMC ’15, 141-153.
https://doi.org/10.1145/2815675.2815699

Gordon, N. (2002). Stuttering: Incidence and causes. Developmental Medicine and Child
Neurology, 44(04), 278. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0012162201002067

Holtz, B., Smock, A., & Reyes-Gastelum, D. (2015). Connected motherhood: social support for
moms and moms-to-be on facebook. Telemedicine and E-Health, 21(5).
https://doi.org/10.1089/tmj.2014.0118

Ingham, R. J., Gow, M., & Costello, J. M. (1985). Stuttering and speech naturalness: Some
additional data. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 50(2), 217-219.
https://doi.org/10.1044/jshd.5002.217

Ingham, R. J., Ingham, J. C., Bothe, A. K., Wang, Y., & Kilgo, M. (2015). Efficacy of the
Modifying Phonation Intervals (MPI) stuttering treatment program with adults who
stutter. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology, 24(2), 256-271.

https://doi.org/10.1044/2015_AJSLP-14-0076

25



Ingham, R. J., & Onslow, M. (1985). Measurement and modification of speech naturalness
during stuttering therapy. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 50(3), 261-281.
https://doi.org/10.1044/jshd.5003.261

Jibril, T. A., & Abdullah, M. H. (2013). Relevance of emoticons in computer-mediated
communication contexts: An overview. Asian Social Science, 9(4), p201.
https://doi.org/10.5539/ass.v9n4p201

Kalinowski, J., Noble, S., Armson, J., & Stuart, A. (1994). Pretreatment and posttreatment
speech naturalness ratings of adults with mild and severe stuttering. American Journal of
Speech-Language Pathology, 3(2), 61-66. https://doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360.0302.61

Klassen, T. R. (2001). Perceptions of people who stutter: re-assessing the negative stereotype.
Perceptual and Motor Skills, 92(2), 551-559. https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.2001.92.2.551

Klein, J. F., & Hood, S. B. (2004). The impact of stuttering on employment opportunities and job
performance. Journal of Fluency Disorders, 29(4), 255-273.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2004.08.001

Klompas, M., & Ross, E. (2004). Life experiences of people who stutter, and the perceived
impact of stuttering on quality of life: Personal accounts of South African individuals.
Journal of Fluency Disorders, 29(4), 275-305.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2004.10.001

Kraut, R., Patterson, M., Lundmark, V., Kiesler, S., Mukophadhyay, T., & Scherlis, W. (1998).
Internet paradox: A social technology that reduces social involvement and psychological
well-being? American Psychologist, 53(9), 1017-1031. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-

066X.53.9.1017

26



Laible, D. J., & Carlo, G. (2004). The differential relations of maternal and paternal support and
control to adolescent social competence, Self-Worth, and Sympathy. Journal of
Adolescent Research, 19(6), 759-782. https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558403260094

Lake, T., Blanchet, P., Radloff, T., & Klonsky, B. (2009). Undergraduate and graduate students’
perceptions of an instructor who stutters. Contemporary Issues in Communication
Science and Disorders, 36, 26-35.

Leahy, M. (1994). Attempting to ameliorate student therapists’ negative stereotype of the
stutterer. European Journal of Disorders of Communication, 29(1), 39-49.

Locke, J. Y., Campbell, M. A., & Kavanagh, D. (2012). Can a parent do too much for their
child? An examination by parenting professionals of the concept of overparenting.
Australian Journal of Guidance and Counselling, 22(2), 249-265.
https://doi.org/10.1017/jgc.2012.29

Lutz, C., Ranzini, G., & Meckel, M. (2014). Stress 2.0: Social media overload among Swiss
teenagers. In L. Robinson, S. R. Cotten, & J. Schulz (Eds.), Studies in Media and
Communications (Vol. 8, pp. 3-24). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.
https://doi.org/10.1108/S2050-206020140000008001

Mahadi, S. R. S., Jamaludin, N. N., Johari, R., & Fuad, I. N. F. M. (2016). The impact of social
media among undergraduate students: Attitude. Procedia - Social and Behavioral
Sciences, 219, 472-479. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.05.022

Martin, J. E., Marshall, L. H., & Maxson, L. L. (1993). Transition policy: Infusing self-
determination and self-advocacy into transition programs. Sage Journals, 16(1).

https://doi.org/10.1177/088572889301600105

27



Mayo, R., & Mayo, C. (2013). College students’ perspectives on dating a person who stutters.
College Student Journal, 47(1), 169-177.

McGee, L., Kalinowski, J., & Stuart, A. (1996). Effect of a videotape documentary on high
school students’ perceptions of a high school male who stutters. Canadian Journal of
Speech-Language Pathology and Audiology, 20(4), 240-246.
http://cjslpa.ca/files/1996_JSLPA Vol 20/No_04 218-
282/McGee_Kalinowski_Stuart JSLPA 1996.pdf

McHugh, R. M., Horner, C. G, Colditz, J. B., & Wallace, T. L. (2013). Bridges and barriers:
Adolescent perceptions of student—teacher relationships. Urban Education, 48(1), 9-43.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0042085912451585

Morreale, S., Staley, C., Stavrositu, C., & Krakowiak, M. (2015). First-year college students’
attitudes toward communication technologies and their perceptions of communication
Competence in the 21st Century. Communication Education, 64(1), 107-131.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2014.978799

Murphy, W. P., Yaruss, J. S., & Quesal, R. W. (2007). Enhancing treatment for school-age
children who stutter. Journal of Fluency Disorders, 32(2), 121-138.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2007.02.002

Nippold, M. A. (2004). Phonological and language disorders in children who stutter: Impact on
treatment recommendations. Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics, 18(2), 145-149.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699200310001659070

O’Brian, S., Jones, M., Packman, A., Menzies, R., & Onslow, M. (2011). Stuttering severity and
educational attainment. Journal of Fluency Disorders, 36(2), 86-92.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2011.02.006

28



Padilla-Walker, L. M., & Nelson, L. J. (2012). Black hawk down?: Establishing helicopter
parenting as a distinct construct from other forms of parental control during emerging
adulthood. Journal of Adolescence, 35(5), 1177-1190.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2012.03.007

Parks, M. R., & Roberts, L. D. (1998). *"Making Moosic’: The development of personal
relationships on line and a comparison to their off-line counterparts. Journal of Social
and Personal Relationships, 15(4), 517-537. https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407598154005

Peebles, E. (2014). Cyberbullying: Hiding behind the screen. Paediatrics & Child Health,
19(10), 527-528. https://doi.org/10.1093/pch/19.10.527

Peterson-Badali, M., Ruck, M. D., & Ridley, E. (2003). College students’ attitudes toward
children’s nurturance and self-determination rights1. Journal of Applied Social
Psychology, 33(4), 730-755. https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1559-1816.2003.th01922.x

Pynoo, B., Devolder, P., Tondeur, J., van Braak, J., Duyck, W., & Duyck, P. (2011). Predicting
secondary school teachers’ acceptance and use of a digital learning environment: A cross-
sectional study. Computers in Human Behavior, 27(1), 568-575.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2010.10.005

Raza, M. H., Amjad, R., Riazuddin, S., & Drayna, D. (2012). Studies in a consanguineous family
reveal a novel locus for stuttering on chromosome 16g. Human Genetics, 131(2), 311-
313. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00439-011-1134-2

Raza, M. H., Mattera, R., Morell, R., Sainz, E., Rahn, R., Gutierrez, J., Paris, E., Root, J.,
Solomon, B., Brewer, C., Basra, M. A. R., Khan, S., Riazuddin, S., Braun, A.,

Bonifacino, J. S., & Drayna, D. (2015). Association between rare variants in AP4E1, a

29



component of intracellular trafficking, and persistent stuttering. The American Journal of
Human Genetics, 97(5), 715-725. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajhg.2015.10.007

Raza, M. H., Riazuddin, S., & Drayna, D. (2010). Identification of an autosomal recessive
stuttering locus on chromosome 3q13.2-3g13.33. Human Genetics, 128(4), 461-463.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00439-010-0871-y

Reinke, K., & Chamorro-Premuzic, T. (2014). When email use gets out of control:
Understanding the relationship between personality and email overload and their impact
on burnout and work engagement. Computers in Human Behavior, 36, 502-509.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2014.03.075

Runyan, C. M., Bell, J. N., & Prosek, R. A. (1990). Speech naturalness ratings of treated
stutterers. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders, 55(3), 434-438.
https://doi.org/10.1044/jshd.5503.434

Rutkowski, A.-F., & Saunders, C. S. (2010). Growing pains with information overload.
Computer, 43(6), 96-95. https://doi.org/10.1109/MC.2010.171

Sapouna, M., & Wolke, D. (2013). Resilience to bullying victimization: The role of individual,
family and peer characteristics. Child Abuse & Neglect, 37(11), 997-1006.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2013.05.009

Seery, C. H. (2005). Differential diagnosis of stuttering for forensic purposes. American Journal
of Speech-Language Pathology, 14(4), 284-297. https://doi.org/10.1044/1058-
0360(2005/028)

Snyder, G. (2001). Exploratory research in the measurement and modification of attitudes toward
stuttering. Journal of Fluency Disorders, 26(2), 149-150. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0094-

730X(01)00092-4

30



Snyder, G., McKbnight, P., Manahan, A., Kornisch, M., & Blanchet, P. (in press). The effects of
verbal versus written disclosure on college students’ perceptions of a child who stutters.

Snyder, G., Williams, M. G., Adams, C., & Blanchet, P. (in press). The effects of different
sources of stuttering disclosure on the perceptions of a child who stutters.

Sponcil, M., & Gitimu, P. (2013). Use of social media by college students: Relationship to
communication and self-concept. Journal of Technology Research, 4.

Steinfield, C., Ellison, N. B., & Lampe, C. (2008). Social capital, self-esteem, and use of online
social network sites: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of Applied Developmental
Psychology, 29(6), 434-445. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2008.07.002

Stuart, A., & Kalinowski, J. (2004). The perception of speech naturalness of post-therapeutic and
altered auditory feedback speech of adults with mild and severe stuttering. Folia
Phoniatrica et Logopaedica, 56(6), 347-357. https://doi.org/10.1159/000081082

Tabone, S., & Messina, L. (2010). Personal uses of internet and perceptions of parental
mediation: A research with children 10 and 11 years old. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 2(2), 2077-2082. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2010.03.284

Thomas, M. (Ed.). (2011). Deconstructing digital natives: Young people, technology, and the
new literacies. Routledge.

Van Borsel, J., Brepoels, M., & De Coene, J. (2011). Stuttering, attractiveness and romantic
relationships: The perception of adolescents and young adults. Journal of Fluency
Disorders, 36(1), 41-50. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2011.01.002

van Ingen, D. J., Freiheit, S. R., Steinfeldt, J. A., Moore, L. L., Wimer, D. J., Knutt, A. D.,

Scapinello, S., & Roberts, A. (2015). Helicopter parenting: The effect of an overbearing

31



caregiving style on peer attachment and self-efficacy. Journal of College Counseling,
18(1), 7-20. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.2161-1882.2015.00065.X

von Muhlen, M., & Ohno-Machado, L. (2012). Reviewing social media use by clinicians: Table
1. Journal of the American Medical Informatics Association, 19(5), 777—781.
https://doi.org/10.1136/amiajnl-2012-000990

Westhy, C. E. (1979). Language performance of stuttering and nonstuttering children. Journal of
Communication Disorders, 12(2), 133-145. https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-
9924(79)90036-4

White, W. J., Alley, G. R., Deshler, D. D., Schumaker, J. B., Warner, M. M., & Clark, F. L.
(1982). Are there learning disabilities after high school? Exceptional Children, 49(3),
273-274.

Whiting, A., & Williams, D. (2013). Why people use social media: A uses and gratifications
approach. Qualitative Market Research: An International Journal, 16(4), 362—369.
https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-06-2013-0041

Williams, D. E., Melrose, B. M., & Woods, C. L. (1969). The relationship between stuttering and
academic achievement in children. Journal of Communication Disorders, 2(2), 87-98.
https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9924(69)90032-X

Woods, C. L., & Williams, D. E. (1976). Traits attributed to stuttering and normally fluent males.
Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 19(2), 267.
https://doi.org/10.1044/jshr.1902.267

Yairi, E., & Ambrose, N. G. (1999). Early childhood stuttering I: Persistency and recovery rates.
Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research, 42(5), 1097-1112.

https://doi.org/10.1044/jslhr.4205.1097

32



Yairi, E., Ambrose, N. G., Paden, E. P., & Throneburg, R. N. (1996). Predictive factors of
persistence and recovery: Pathways of childhood stuttering. Journal of Communication
Disorders, 29(1), 51-77. https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9924(95)00051-8

Yaruss, J. S. (2010). Assessing quality of life in stuttering treatment outcomes research. Journal
of Fluency Disorders, 35(3), 190-202. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2010.05.010

Yaruss, J. S., Coleman, C. E., & Quesal, R. W. (2012). Stuttering in school-age children: A
comprehensive approach to treatment. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in
Schools, 43(4), 536-548. https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2012/11-0044)

Yaruss, J. S., Coleman, C., & Hammer, D. (2006). Treating preschool children who stutter:
Description and preliminary evaluation of a family-focused treatment approach.
Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools, 37(2), 118-136.
https://doi.org/10.1044/0161-1461(2006/014)

Yeakle, M. K., & Cooper, E. B. (1986). Teacher perceptions of stuttering. Journal of Fluency
Disorders, 11(4), 345-359. https://doi.org/10.1016/0094-730X(86)90022-7

Zhang, J., Saltuklaroglu, T., Hough, M., & Kalinowski, J. (2009). Jobs, sex, love and lifestyle:
When nonstutterers assume the roles of stutterers. Folia Phoniatrica et Logopaedica,

61(1), 18-23. https://doi.org/10.1159/000187621

33



Appendix A: Text of Stuttering Disclosure
“The video you are about to watch features [me, a person who stutters / my child who stutters /
one of my students who stutters]. You may see or hear [me / him] stutter during this video. |

appreciate you taking the time to watch this video and completing a brief survey afterwards.”
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Appendix B: Speech Skills & Personal Characteristics Survey

SURVEY OF STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS
OF A SPEAKER'’S VIDEOTAPED PRESENTATION

I. SPEECH SKILLS: Please circle one number on each line to show your rating of the
speaker’s oral speech skills along each dimension. For example, for “Speech Intelligibility,” a
rating of “1” would indicate completely intelligible speech, and “7”” would indicate completely
unintelligible speech.

1. | Speech Intelligibility:

Intelligible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unintelligible

2. | Speech Fluency:

Fluent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disfluent

3. | Speech Rate:

Appropriate Inappropriate
Rate ! 2 3 4 > 6 ! Rate

4. | Speech Volume:

Appropriate 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Inappropriate
Volume Volume

5. | Ease of Listening (i.e., how easy is it to listen to this person’s speech):

Easy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Difficult

6. | Degree to which you feel the person is handicapped by his speech abilities:

Not

Handicapped ! 2 3 4 5 6 7 | Handicapped

7. | Inyour opinion, how likely is this person to succeed in school?

Yes No Undecided

*If you answered NO or UNDECIDED to Question 7, please answer Question 8.

Is your disbelief in the success related to the person’s speech fluency?
Please circle one:

Yes No
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II. PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS: Please circle one number on each line to show your
rating of the speaker along each of the following personal characteristics. For example, for
“Calm/Nervous,” a rating of “1” would indicate that the speaker is judged to be extremely
calm, and “7” would indicate that the speaker is judged to be extremely nervous.

1. Calm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Nervous

2. Reliable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unreliable

3. Relaxed 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Tense

4. Unafraid 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Fearful

5. Intelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unintelligent
6. Confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Insecure

7. Friendly 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unfriendly

8. Outgoing 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Shy

9. | Competent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Incompetent
10. | Approachable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unapproachable

III. PARTICIPANT DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION:

1. Gender: Female Male 2. Age:
3. Race (please circle one):
. . . (North American)
Afrlgan Asu_m European Lat!n Native Other
American American American American American
4. Major:

5. Class (Rank):

6. Number of immediate family members who stutter:

7. Number of extended family members who stutter:

8. Number of friends or acquaintances who stutter:

9. Number of your total previous/current instructors who stutter:

10. Number of stuttering courses you have taken (a course that devoted 50% of class time to
stuttering would count as % a stuttering course):
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