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ABSTRACT 

This study evaluated the attitudes of college students towards people who stutter. 

The study investigated the presence of a difference in attitude held by college students 

towards stuttering male and female speakers when compared to nonstuttering male and 

female speakers. The primary purpose of this investigation was to determine listener 

rating differences betw een fluent and stuttering speakers and whether there is a difference 

in attitude between male and female listeners when rating an individual who stutters. It 

w as hypothesized that male raters would hold significantly more negative attitudes 

towards people who stutter than female raters. 

In research conducted during the past 50 years, it has been established that 

there are more negative attitudes held towards people who stutter than fluent 

speakers by groups of individuals such as parents, teachers, and speech-language 

pathologists. While there has been no evidence to support the claim that people 

who stutter (PWS) differ from people who do not stutter (PWNS) in their levels of 

intelligence, personality, physical, or sociologic characteristics, many people 

continue to hold negative attitudes, or predisposed emotions, towards people who 

stutter. There has been little research to study whether differences in attitudes 

may exist between men and women. Studies by Burley and Rinaldi (1986), 

Patterson and Pring (1991), and Weisel and Spektor (1998) have examined gender 

differences and found conflicting results. 



Responses to an attitude questionnaire from 160 subjects, including 80 males and 

80 females, were analyzed afl:er they viewed and judged videotapes of one speaker in a 

fluent or nonfluent condition. The 160 participants ranged in age from 18 to 30 (mean = 

21.056; SD = 2.585) and were recruited from classrooms at Texas Tech University. 

Subjects \%ere selected from undergraduate courses because of their representation from 

all majors, genders, ethnicity, and income levels at Texas Tech University. Two subjects, 

one male and one female, recorded the videotaped samples. The two subjects appearing 

in the videotaped samples were also between the ages of 18 and 30 years (mean = 20.5; 

SD - .101) with no known speech, psychological, neurological, or developmental 

problems and were recruited from Texas Tech University and the Texas Tech University 

Health Sciences Center. Due to the fact that both individuals in the videotapes did not 

stutter, the two speakers were first taught about stuttered speech and then provided the 

opportunity to practice stuttering prior to creating the stuttered videotapes. The 160 

judges were divided equally into four groups to view the four videotapes. Judges were 

asked to first view the videotape and then complete a seven-point attitude questionnaire 

similar to that developed by Burley and Rinaldi (1986) about the speaker. 

Results from this study indicated that females have a more positive attitude 

towards all speakers, stuttering or fluent, than do males. However, there was no evidence 

that people who stutter are viewed more negatively than fluent speakers, and no attitude 

differences based on gender of the speaker or rater were noted. This finding may have 

clinical applications in the counseling and freatment aspects for individuals who stutter. 
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CHAPTl'R I 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the 1950s, research has been attempted to examine the attitudes 

towards people who stutter. Attitudes are ideas charged with emotion that 

predisposes a class of actions to a particular class of situations (Triandis, 1971). 

Triandis fiirther explained that attitudes help people to simplify and organize the 

complex input from their en^•ironment to increase understanding and predict 

e\ents. It has been established that there are more negative attitudes held towards 

people who stutter than fluent speakers by groups of individuals such as parents 

(Woods & Williams, 1976), teachers (Lass, Ruscello, Schmitt, Pannbacker, 

Orlando, Dean, Ruziska, & Bradshaw, 1992; Ruscello, Lass, Schmitt, & 

Pannbacker, 1994; Woods & Williams), and speech-language pathologists 

(Ammons, et a l , 1944; Cooper & Cooper, 1985; Cooper & Rustin, 1985; Lass, 

Ruscello, Pannbacker, Schmiti:, & Everly-Myers, 1989). While there has been no 

evidence to support the claim that people who stutter (PWS) differ from people 

who do not stutter (PWNS) m their levels of intelligence, personality, physical, or 

sociologic characteristics (Bloodstem, 1995; Sheehan, 1970), many people 

contmue to hold negative attitudes, or predisposed emotions, towards people who 

stutter. 

Compared to the large body of research at hand on attitudes towards people who 

stutter held by fluent speakers, there has been little investigation into the reasons for these 

attitudes. One possible avenue of exploration has been whether attitudes towards 
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individuals who stutter differ according to the gender of the listener or speaker. Several 

studies that have in^•estigated differences in attitudes towards people who stutter 

depending on listener or speaker gender found conflicting results (Burley & Rinaldi, 

1986; Patterson & Pring, 1991; Weisel & Spektor, 1998). The first stiidy (Burley & 

Rinaldi, 1986) found differences in attitudes based on gender ratings. When male and 

female listeners completed a semantic differential rating scale after listening to tape 

recordings of male and female stuttering speakers, males rated people who stutter of both 

genders more negatively than did female raters. A replication of the study (Patterson & 

Pring, 1991) found no difference in attitudes towards people who stutter by gender. A 

study by Weisel & Spektor (1998) used different methodology than the latter two studies 

by asking high school subjects in Israel to rate a hypothetical female and male who 

stuttered. Results were similar to those of Burley & Rinaldi (1986) that males rate 

stuttering speakers more harshly than female raters. 

Rationale 

The majority of studies conducted on the listener attitudes towards individuals 

who stutter have focused on the presence of a negative stereotype. There is little research 

regarduig gender differences in listener attitudes (Buriey & Rinaldi, 1986; Pring & 

Patterson, 1991;Weisel & Spektor, 1998). The results from these studies were not 

conclusive of a gender difference. The present study investigated the presence of a 

difference in attitude held by college students towards stuttering male and female 

speakers when compared to nonstuttering male and female speakers. 



Purpose 

The primary purpose of this investigation was to determine listener rating 

differences between fluent and stuttering speakers and whether there is a difference in 

attitude between male and female listeners when rating an individual who stutters. It was 

hvpothesized that male raters would hold significantly more negative attitudes towards 

people \\ ho stutter than female raters. This finding could have clinical applications in the 

counseling and freatment aspects for individuals who stutter. 

The dependent \'ariables in this study were the ratings on a semantic differential 

scale. The independent variables were the male and female stuttering speakers and the 

male and female fluent speakers. The results of this study are of interest to clinicians and 

educators in recognizing differences in attitude directed towards individuals who stutter 

when compared with fluent individuals as a result of the gender of the listener or speaker. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

Although no evidence has been shown that people who stutter (PWS) are different 

from people who do not stutter (PWNS) in their levels of intelligence, personality, 

physical or sociologic characteristics (Bloodstein, 1995; Sheehan, 1970), individuals in 

the general population hold stereotypes of people who stutter opposite of these findings. 

Numerous studies ha\e been conducted showing negative attitudes toward those who 

stutter held by nonstuttering and stuttering speakers. 

Listener Attitudes towards Stuttering Speakers 

The stuttering behavior of PWS has long been reported to affect the opinion of 

listeners, both fluent and nonfluent. In the last three decades, there has been a significant 

amount of research concerned with listener reactions to nonfluency by groups including 

parents (Woods & Williams, 1976), teachers (Lass et al., 1992; Ruscello et al., 1994); 

Woods & Williams, 1976; Yeakle & Cooper, 1986), speech-language pathologists 

(Ammons & Johnson, 1944; Cooper & Cooper, 1985; Cooper & Rustin, 1985; Lass et al., 

1989; Silverman, 1982; Woods & Williams, 1976), school adminisfrators (Lass et al., 

1994; Ruscello et al., 1994), employers (Hurst & Cooper, 1986), vocational rehabilitation 

counselors (Hurst & Cooper, 1983), and college students (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000; 

McKirmon, et al., 1986). For example. Woods and Williams (1976) asked seven groups 

of subjects with a wide range of exposure to stuttering to rate four hypothetical concepts 

(typical eight-year-old male, typical eight-year-old male who stuttered, typical adult 

male, typical adult male who stuttered) on a semantic differential containing 25 items. 
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These se\en groups consisted of adults who stuttered, parents of stuttering children, 

parents of children with nonstuttering speech problems, parents of fluent children, 

elementary teachers, public school speech clinicians, and college students. While the 

seven groups \aried in their ratings of the hypothetical individuals, there was statistical 

significance found between 23 of the 25 scales for hypothetical stuttering and normally 

fluent males. The largest differences between the hypothetical concepts found the 

individuals who stuttered, regardless of age, more self-conscious, tense, guarded, 

withdrawn, reticent, hesitant, quiet, insecure, shy, afraid, nervous, and passive. These 

resuhs are indicative of the negative stereotype held towards individuals who stutter by 

other adults who stutter as well as individuals in the general population. Researchers 

have e\aluated listener judgments with regard to the speaker's personality, competence, 

and intellect based on their speech, and the attitudes held by various groups tended to 

classify people who stutter as less competent, and more anxious, nervous, shy, and 

fiiisfrated (Cooper & Cooper, 1985; Cooper & Rustin, 1985; Dorsey & Guenther, 2000; 

Hurst & Cooper, 1983; Hurst & Cooper, 1983; Lass, Ruscello, Parmbacker, Schmitt, & 

Everly-Myers 1989; Lass, Ruscello, Parmbacker, Schmitt, Kiser, Mussa, & Lockhart, 

1994; Lass, Ruscello, Schmitt, Parmbacker, Orlando, Dean, Ruziska, & Bradshaw, 1992; 

McKirmon, Hess, & Landry, 1986; Ruscello, Lass, Schmitt, & Parmbacker, 1994; 

Silverman, 1982; Woods & Williams, 1976; Yeakle & Cooper, 1986). 

The attitudes of speech-language pathologists towards individuals who stutter 

have been evaluated in several studies (Cooper & Cooper, 1985; Cooper & Rustin, 1985; 

Lass, Ruscello, Parmbacker, Schmitt, & Everly-Myers, 1989; Silverman, 1982). Of these 

studies, all have shown that speech-language pathologists hold negative attitudes towards 
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indi\ iduals who stutter. For instance. Lass, Ruscello, Pannbacker, Schmitt, and Everly-

Myers (1989) asked speech-language patiiologists to list as many adjectives as they could 

think of for four hypothetical individuals who stuttered including a) a typical 8-year-old 

female who stuttered, b) a typical 8-year-old male who stuttered, c) a typical adult female 

who stuttered, and d) a typical adult male who stuttered. Of the 529 adjectives listed by 

81 speech-language pathologists, 69.9% were negative (e.g., nervous, frustrated, 

insecure), 24.2% were positive (e.g., intelligent), and 5.9% were neutral (e.g., average, 

quiet). A majority of the adjectives listed, 93.4%, were concerned with personality fraits, 

while only a small majority pertained to physical appearance (2.6%) or mental abilities 

(4.0%). Silverman (1982) conducted a study in order to examine the attitudes towards 

women and girls who stutter held by speech-language pathologists and college students. 

In the study, a semantic differential consisting of 47 seven-point, bipolar adjective pairs 

was administered to speech-language pathologists and college students to obtain reactions 

to eight hypothetical constructs including, "A girl," "A girl who stuttered," "A woman," 

"A woman who stuttered," "A boy," "A boy who stuttered," "A man," and "A man who 

stuttered." A total of 160 speech-language pathologists and 176 college students 

completed the differential with each person rating only one hypothetical individual. 

Results found that, in each case, the person who stuttered was rated more negatively than 

the same-sex, same-age person who did not stutter. The comparisons between each 

same-sex, same-age pair were statistically significant at the 0.05 level of confidence 

indicating that both clinicians and students judged individuals who stuttered more 

negatively than their nonstuttering counterparts of the same gender and age. In a study 

conducted by Cooper and Cooper (1985), the attitudes of speech-language pathologists 
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towards people who stutter were examined. Six hundred seventy-four speech-language 

pathologists completed die Clinician Attitudes Toward Stuttering (CATS) Inventory over 

a 10-year period ranging from 1973 to 1983. The CATS Inventory consists of 50 

attitudinal statements regarding stuttering, people who stutter, clinicians, parents of 

people w ho stutter, and related issues for which clinicians indicated their sfrength-of-

agreement to the statements by circling words on a 5-point scale ranging from "strongly 

agree" dirough "undecided" to "strongly disagree." The stiady showed that some attitudes 

held by clinicians changed over the 10-year period. For example, in 1973-1974, 44% of 

participating clmicians agreed that most people who stutter have psychological problems 

while 34% agreed in 1983. No statistically significant difference was found over the 10-

year period concerning people who stuttered and their personality. Eighty-one percent of 

surveyed clinicians agreed that stuttering was the most psychologically devastating 

speech disorder, and two-thfrds agreed that most people who stuttered had feelmgs of 

inferiority. Over 50% agreed that there are personality fraits characteristic of people who 

stuttered, and 45% disagreed that people who stuttered were generally more intelligent 

than individuals with other kinds of speech disorders. Cooper and Rustin (1985) also 

studied attitudes of speech-language pathologists towards people who stutter. Seven 

hundred and two speech-language pathologists from both the United States and Great 

Britain were asked to complete the CATS inventory containing 50 attitudinal statements 

regarding stuttering, people who stutter, clinicians, parents of people who stutter, and 

related issues. A portion of both groups of clinicians (U.S. 78%; G.B. 46%) agreed that 

stuttering was the most psychologically devastating disorder. Fewer American clinicians 

than British clinicians agreed that most people who stuttered had psychological problems 
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(U.S. 32%; G.B. 63%). A majority of clinicians in both groups agreed when asked 

whedier people who stuttered held distorted perceptions of their social relationships (U.S. 

SS%; G.B. 57%), had feelings of inferiority (U.S. 67%; G.B. 56%), and possessed 

characteristic personality patterns (U.S. 52%;G.B. 54%). Findings from these last two 

studies indicate that e\on tiiough speech-language pathologists believe that people who 

stutter possess characteristic personality fraits, there is no evidence to support such 

conclusions. 

Several stiadies (Lass, Ruscello, Parmbacker, Schmitt, Kiser, Mussa, & Lockhart, 

1994: Lass, Ruscello, Schmitt, Pannbacker, Oriando, Dean, Ruziska, & Bradshaw, 1992; 

Ruscello, Lass, Schmitt, & Pannbacker, 1994; Yeakle & Cooper, 1986) have been 

conducted in order to evaluate perceptions held by teachers and school administrators of 

individuals who stutter. In 1986, Yeakle and Cooper conducted a study evaluating 

teacher perceptions of stuttering. In the Tuscaloosa, Alabama City School, 521 teachers 

completed the Teachers' Perceptions of Stuttering Inventory (TPSI). This instrument was 

designed to evaluate the beliefs of teachers about the cause of stuttering and their 

attitudes towards individuals who stuttered. It was shown that a significant number of the 

teachers polled held unsubstantiated beliefs about the cause of stuttering and personality 

fraits of those who stuttered. For example, 286 (55.6%) of the teachers agreed that 

stuttering is caused by an underlying psychological problem, 253 (48.5%) of the teachers 

agreed that stuttering is caused by an underlying physical problem, and 58.4% agreed that 

stuttering is caused by a combination of physical and psychological problems. A 

significant difference (p<0.0111) was found between the teachers who had taken a course 

in disorders of speech and those who had not to the statement that stuttering is caused by 



a psychological distiirbance. When teachers had gained knowledge of the disorder of 

stiittering, dieir ratings on the TPSI were more realistic towards individuals who stuttered 

and more teachers disagreed that stiittering is caused by an underiying psychological 

problem. Lass, Ruscello, Schmitt, Pannbacker, Oriando, Dean, Ruziska, and Bradshaw 

(1992) conducted anodier study to evaluate teacher perceptions of individuals who 

stutter. Teachers were asked to list as many adjectives as they could think of for four 

hypotiietical indi^'iduals who stijtter including a) a typical 8-year-old female who 

stuttered, b) a typical 8-year-old male who stuttered, c) a typical adult female who 

stuttered, and d) a typical adult male who stuttered. Of the 287 adjectives listed by the 

103 elementary and secondary teachers, 66.9% were negative (e.g., shy, nervous, 

insecure), 20.2% were positive, and 12.9% were neutral (e.g., quiet). No examples of 

positive adjectives were listed because they were not part of the most frequently 

occurring adjectives. 

A study was conducted by Ruscello, Lass, Schmitt, and Parmbacker (1994) to 

examine special educators' perceptions of individuals who stutter. A total of 82 special 

educators completed a questionnaire asking them to list as many adjectives as they could 

think of to describe four hypothetical individuals who stuttered including a) a typical 

female child, b) a typical male child, c) a typical adult female, and d) a typical adult male. 

The majority of respondents (80.5%) had known someone who stuttered, mcluding 

students, relatives, friends, and co-workers. Additionally, 72% of the respondents had 

had coursework where the topic of stuttering was discussed. Results of this study 

revealed that the perceptions of special educators towards individuals who stuttered 

uicluded a majority of negative personality fraits. Of 241 adjectives listed for the four 



hypothetical individuals who stuttered, 162 (67.2%) were negative (e.g., shy, quiet, 

nervous), 42 (17.4%) were positive (e.g., intelligent, friendly), and 37 (15.4%) were 

neufral. Of the adjectives listed, 174 (72.2%) were related to personality traits. The 

adjectives shy, nervous, quiet, anxious, and withdrawn were the most commonly reported 

terms for all four hypothetical individuals who stuttered. 

In a study examining attitudes of school administrators' towards people who 

stutter (Lass, et al., 1994), 42 school adminisfrators, including principals, assistant 

principals, superintendents, assistant superintendents, elementary education supervisors, 

and special education coordinators from Alabama, Louisiana, Texas, and West Virginia, 

completed a questiormaire related to their exposure to and feelings towards people who 

stutter. The questiormaire asked participants to list as many adjectives as they could 

think of describing four hypothetical people who stuttered including a) a female child, b) 

a male child, c) a female adult, and d) a male adult. A large majority (90.5%) of 

respondents had known people who stuttered, including students, relatives, friends, and 

co-workers. Results from the questiormaire showed that of the 197 fraits listed, 72.6% 

were negative (e.g., shy, nervous, quiet), 19.8% were positive, and 7.6% were neufral 

with no examples of positive and neufral adjectives listed. The researchers did comment, 

however, that all of the adjectives listed were very similar to those obtained in previous 

studies conducted involving teachers and special educators in which one of the positive 

adjectives was intelligence and an example of a neufral adjective included average or 

quiet (Lass, et al., 1992; Ruscello, et al., 1994). The fraits were divided into five 

categories including personality, physical appearance, intelligence, speech behavior, and 

other (unclassified), and 87.3% of the adjectives listed by school adminisfrators related to 
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personality indicating tiiat the negative bias held by teachers and school administrators 

originated in the personality of the individuals who stiittered. 

Hurst and Cooper (1983) stiadied the attitudes held towards individuals who 

stutter by employers. Employers were asked to complete a questionnaire by responding 

to seven attitiide statements concerning stuttering. Of 644 employers surveyed, it was 

found that a majority of employers believed that stiittering does not affect job 

performance but may affect employability and promotions. When responding to the 

statement, "Stuttering interferes widi job performance," 5% strongly agreed with the 

statement and 24% moderately agreed with it yielding approximately 30% of employers 

who believed that stuttering interferes with job performance. Twelve percent of 

employers were undecided on the issue. The employers remained divided in their 

responses to whether stuttering interferes with promotion possibilities. While 13% 

remained undecided, approximately 35% of employers moderately agreed with the 

statement and 32% moderately disagreed. Five percent strongly agreed that stuttering 

interferes with job promotions while 15% sfrongly disagreed. When employers were 

presented with the hypothetical choice of hiring one out of two individuals, with the 

exception that one stuttered and the other spoke fluently, 62% of those surveyed would 

have hfred the fluent speaker. Only 9% sfrongly agreed with hiring the individual who 

stuttered. This suggests that employers may have a negative attitude towards individuals 

who stutter which may affect the employment and promotion possibilities of PWS. 

Another study conducted by Hurst and Cooper (1983) explored the knowledge 

about stuttering and attitudes towards stuttering of vocational rehabilitation counselors. 

The counselors were asked to complete a 25 true-false question inventory to assess their 
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knowledge of stuttering. The second measure evaluated the counselors' attitiides towards 

stuttering. Of the 152 vocational rehabilitation counselors questioned, a majority (87.5%) 

had received some fraining related to speech disorders, including stuttering. 

Approximately 65% of the counselors surveyed served anywhere from 1 to 15 individuals 

who stuttered on dieir caseloads. Fifty percent of counselors surveyed agreed that 

stuttering was one of the most vocationally handicapping disorders while 35% disagreed 

and 15°/b were undecided. Other results obtained from this study showed that counselors 

belie^•ed that PWS had psychological problems and exhibited identifiable personality 

fraits. Approximately half of the counselors (50%) did hold the belief that individuals 

who stuttered possessed psychological problems while 27% disagreed and 23% were 

undecided. Fifty se\en percent of the counselors agreed with the statement that PWS 

"have been found to exhibit certain identifiable personality traits." While 11% were 

undecided and 27% disagreed, 60% agreed with the statement that "the public tends to 

react more negatively to stuttering behavior than to other aberrant speech behaviors." 

These results indicate that vocational counselors hold a negative bias towards individuals 

who stutter. They also believe that the public holds a more negative attitude towards 

stuttering in relation to other speech disorders. 

As shown from these research studies, teachers, speech-language pathologists, 

and other individuals in the general population hold a negative attitude towards 

individuals who stutter when compared to fluent individuals. 

College Student Attitudes towards Stuttering Speakers 

Several studies have been conducted on attitudes of college students towards 

speech disorders includmg stuttering (Dorsey & Guenther, 2000; McKirmon, Hess, & 
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Landry, 1986). In a study conducted by Dorsey and Guenther (2000), college sttidents 

rated the hypothetical stuttering stiident more negatively than the hypothetical 

nonstuttering student. The researchers sent surveys to 100 students asking them to rate a 

hypothetical student on 20 personality traits on a seven-point scale. Fifty of the subjects 

w ere sent a rating form for a hypotiietical stiittering college sttident while the other half 

were asked to rate a h>potiietical fluent college stiident. There was a significant 

difference (p=0.021) shown between tiie results from the raters of the hypothetical 

stuttering stiident and tiie hypothetical fluent college stiident. The hypothetical stuttering 

student was rated more negatively on 13 fraits and more positively on three traits than the 

hypothetical a\erage college student. In another study by McKirmon, Hess, and Landry 

(1986), college students reacted more negatively to people with speech disorders, 

including stuttering, than to people without a speech disorder. In this study, subjects 

were asked to complete a figure-placement task and a semantic differential rating after 

listening to four audiotapes of the same speaker reading a paragraph and exhibiting 

speech conditions including stuttering, hypemasality, lateral lisping, and normal speech. 

The figure-placement task measured the subject's desired space between himself and the 

speaker while the semantic differential rating instructed the subject to rate the speaker on 

five dimensions of attitude mcluding evaluation, potency, activity, understandability, and 

anxiety. Results of the figure-placement score revealed a significant difference at the 

0.01 level between mean responses to the stuttering and the normal speech. There was 

also a significant difference between the hypemasality and the normal and the lateral 

lisping and the normal, but no significant difference was found between the mean 

responses to the conditions of stuttering, hypemasality, and lateral lisping. These results 
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revealed that the subjects rated die normal speech condition more positively than the 

speech disorders and responded negatively to the three speech disorders at the same level. 

The results of the semantic differential revealed a significant difference in all three 

speech disorders (p<0.1) for the dimensions of evaluation, understandability, and anxiety 

with the normal speaker being more valued, more understandable, and less anxiety 

producing. A significant difference (p< .01) for the dimension of potency was found 

between hypemasality and the other conditions with hypemasality being judged as more 

powerful. WTien rating for the dimension of activity, only stuttering was found to have 

significance (p< .01) with stuttering seen as more active. The results showed that 

subjects viewed the stuttering speaker as more active, less understandable, and more 

anxious than the fluent speaker, indicating that college students hold a more negative 

attitude towards students who stutter compared to students who do not stutter. 

Effects of Gender on Listener Attitudes towards Stuttering Speakers 

Although numerous studies have shown that attitudes towards individuals who 

stutter are more negative than those held towards fluent speakers, there has been little 

research to study whether differences in attitudes may exist between men and women. 

Burley and Rinaldi (1986) found differences in attitudes towards people who 

stutter that varied according to the gender of the listener. This study contained twenty 

subjects, 10 male and 10 female, between the ages of 15 to 35 years. The researchers 

divided the subjects into four groups and asked them to listen to two recordings, one of a 

male and another, of a female who stuttered. Each tape recording contained die speaker 

reading a weather forecast, and the subjects were asked to rate the stuttering speaker on 

14 characteristics on a seven-point ratmg scale. Results did not find a significant 
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ditterence on the results due to the sex of the individual who stuttered or a significant 

interaction between the sex of the subject and the sex of the individual who stuttered, 

howe\ er, the study did find that male subjects rated both speakers more negatively than 

did female listeners. 

Patterson and Pring (1991) conducted a similar study that found results different 

from those of Burley and Rinaldi. The researchers questioned the methods of Burley and 

Rinaldi's (1986) study on the basis of the study's lack of confrol of ratings for fluent 

speakers. As Patterson and Pring quote, "the finding that males give more negative 

ratings cannot be fully interpreted (pp. 202)." In their rephcation of the original study, 

the researchers used two males who stuttered and two nonstuttering male speakers as 

subjects. Twenty subjects, 10 males and 10 females, ranging in age from 19 to 56 were 

assigned to the two listening conditions. The subjects rated the speakers reading the 

same weather forecast used in the original study on 14 characteristics on a seven-point 

scale. Results from this study found a significant difference between ratings given to the 

types of speakers (i.e., fluent vs. nonfluent) but did not find a significant interaction of 

gender and speaker type. 

Another study was conducted by Weisel and Spektor (1998) which found results 

like those of Burley and Rinaldi. By asking high school students to rate a hypothetical 

male and female who stutter on a semantic differential scale, results revealed that females 

assigned more positive ratings toward the hypothetical individuals who stuttered than did 

males. One hundred and eighty high school students in Israel, half rating the hypothetical 

male who stuttered and the other half rating the hypothetical female who stuttered, 

completed the 25 item semantic differential scale. Although there was no significant 
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effect of the sex of the hypothetical individual who stuttered, females rated both male and 

female hypothetical stutterers more positively on differential items including friendly, 

intelligent, pleasant, cooperative, and flexible than did the males. 

PtuTJose for die Present Stiidv 

Although research has begun to explore whether gender differences play a role in 

attitudes towards indi\iduals who stutter, it is far from clear what this research concludes. 

Therefore, fifteen years after Burley and Rinaldi's study examining gender differences in 

listener attitudes towards stuttering, the present study sought to reevaluate the results 

found. The study conducted by Burley and Rinaldi (1986) did not find differences in 

attitude based on the gender of the stuttering speaker, however, they did find that males 

judged stuttering speakers more negatively than the female listeners. This study only 

used speakers who stuttered and did not include fluent speakers for evaluation in their 

investigation. When the study was replicated by Patterson and Pring (1991), the study 

used both fluent and nonfluent speech samples but excluded female speakers. The latter 

two studies have used two different methods to collect attitudes towards people who 

stutter by employing the use of only stuttering speakers (Burley & Rinaldi, 1986) as well 

as using only male fluent and stuttermg speakers (Patterson & Pring, 1991). The present 

study employed the use of a male and female performing a speaking task both fluently 

and with stuttering to fully investigate the existence of gender differences in attitudes 

towards individuals who stutter. 

The methodology used in the study conducted by Weisel and Spektor (1998) 

differed from the studies of Burley and Rinaldi (1986) and Patterson and Pring (1991) by 

askhig subjects to rate hypothetical PWS. The current study sought to partially rephcate 
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die two stiidies by Buriey & Rinaldi (1986) and Patterson & Pring (1991) by using 

recordings of people who stutter as opposed to asking subjects to rate hypothetical people 

who stutter. 

Due to the following differences between the former two studies (Burley & 

Rinaldi, 1986; Patterson & Pring, 1991) and the present study, the results of the present 

study may pro\ide new findings and insight into attitude differences towards PWS due to 

gender. The two stiidies differed greatly in the age of the listeners used. Burley and 

Rinaldi used listeners from ages 15 to 35 years while Patterson and Pring's listeners 

ranged in age from 19 to 56 years. This study employed the use of college-aged listeners 

that ranged from 18 to 30 years of age. The present study also used a larger number of 

subjects to rate the speakers. Burley and Rinaldi (1986) used a total of 20 subjects (10 

males and 10 females) split into four groups of five subjects each. Patterson and Pring 

(1991) also used 20 subjects (10 males and 10 females) who were assigned to one of two 

listening conditions. The present study collected ratings from 160 subjects who were 

divided into eight listenmg groups. There were also cultural differences between the past 

studies and the present study. All four of the researchers in the two previous studies, 

Burley, Rinaldi, Patterson, and Pring, were from universities in London, England. The 

present study was conducted in the United States, and results may differ due to the 

cultural differences m attitudes between individuals in the United States and England. 

Although the two similar stiidies (Burley & Rinaldi, 1986; Patterson & Pring, 

1991) presented speech samples via audiotape, this study intended to gather ratings by 

using a video recording. Stuttering is a disorder that not only involves audible 

characteristics such as repetitions and prolongations of speech elements. As Wingate 
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(1964) described, stuttering is a disorder that also involves accessory features such as 

facial tension, eye blinking, and head movements. An audiotape cannot fiilly capture the 

picture of stuttering due to its inability to show physical features that are an important 

component of the disorder of stuttering. Tumbaugh, Guitar, and Hoffman (1981) found 

that subjects similarly assigned personality fraits to speakers regardless of whether they 

w ere presented via audio- or \ ideotaped recordings. Another study by Zuckerman, 

Hodgins, and Miyake (1990) studied the effect of vocal and physical attractiveness on 

personality impressions. Undergraduate judges, 472 in all, were asked to rate personality 

traits of 400 targets reading a short passage in the following three conditions: auditory 

only, \isual only, and \'isual-auditory. Targets were rated on nine adjectives, and results 

revealed more variance in personality ratings from mixed attractiveness from multiple 

channels (physical and vocal) than pure atfractiveness. These results were interpreted to 

mean that in a multiple channel condition, mixed atfractiveness influences personality 

impressions when compared with pure atfractiveness. Considering these findings, as well 

as the visual nature of the disorder of stuttering, the investigators of this study felt that 

using a videotaped presentation of the speakers may influence the subjects to give a more 

accurate attitude ratuig on the basis of social perceptions. 

By using the same speaker for the fluent and stuttering speech samples, a more 

precise findhig may be gathered on whether the stuttering or other variables such as 

atfractiveness affected the subjects' attitude ratings. If two different subjects were used 

in order to create the fluent and stuttering conditions, the influence of physical features 

and characteristics on ratings assigned by observer subjects could not be mled out. The 

attitude questiormafre required the rater to assign a score from 1 to 7 on the semantic 
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differential scale based on their perceived attractiveness rating of the individual in the 

\ideotape. The questionnaire also included three questions related to whether the rater 

belie\es diat he/she would like die person in the videotape, if the rater would want to be 

in a working relationship witii the speaker in the videotape, and whether the rater would 

want to begin a social relationship (i.e., dating friendship) with the speaker. These 

questions were also formatted in the semantic differential style of having the observer 

subject rate the person in the \ideotape on a scale from 1 to 7 based on their attitude of 

"ver>' much" to "not at all." Does stuttering affect an individual's rating of personality 

characteristics, atfractiveness, or willingness to engage in a social or working relationship 

\\ ith that individual? By using the same speaker in a fluent and nonfluent condition, it 

ma\' be found whether the presence of stuttering affects ratings of atfractiveness and 

attitude towards a working or social relationship with the speaker in the videotape. 

Results of this study will bring to light any gender differences that exist in listener 

attitudes towards stuttering. For example, are stuttering females judged more harshly 

than stuttering males in social situations such as friendship, work, and dating? Do 

college-aged females who stutter face harsher judgments by peers, especially 

nonstuttering males, in educational, employment, or social settings? The knowledge of 

these differences may result in more successful therapy for individuals who stutter 

including counseling and desensitization aspects of freatment. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Participants 

One hundred sixty-two subjects were selected to participate in this study. 

Responses from 160 subjects, including 80 males and 80 females, were analyzed after 

they viewed and judged the videotapes, and two subjects, one male and one female, 

recorded the videotaped samples. The 160 participants ranged in age from 18 to 30 

(mean = 21.056; SD = 2.585) and were recruited from classrooms in the Colleges of 

Human Sciences, Arts and Sciences, and Engineering at Texas Tech University, 

Lubbock, Texas. Subjects were selected from undergraduate human development and 

family studies courses because of their representation from all majors, genders, ethnicity, 

and income levels at Texas Tech University. The subjects had self-reported speech 

abiHties within normal Hmits. The two subjects appearing in the videotaped samples 

were also between the ages of 18 and 30 years (mean = 20.5; SD = .707) with no known 

speech, psychological, neurological, or developmental problems and were recruited from 

classrooms at Texas Tech University and the Texas Tech University Health Sciences 

Center. 

Materials 

Inclusion criteria for observer subjects: Participants to view/judge the videotapes 

were recruited from undergraduate courses at Texas Tech University whose instiructors 

gave permission for the participation of their class (see Appendix A, Letters of 

Permission from the Deans of the Colleges of Human Sciences, Arts and Sciences, and 
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Engineering). A total of 385 students, 121 males and 264 females, watched one of the 

four videotapes and completed the attitude questionnaire. Five surveys were excluded to 

die subject's age falling outside the range of 18 to 30. Responses by subjects who 

indicated that they have a speech problem, a total of 6, were also excluded from analysis. 

While 1.3% of participants reported physical disabilities and 3.1% reported emotional 

problems, their responses were not excluded from analysis. The four videotapes were 

shown to sexeral classes at Texas Tech University with varying numbers of students in 

the classes. An equal number of surveys was desired for each of the following eight 

listening groups: a) females rating the fluent male, b) females rating the nonfluent male, 

c) females rating the fluent female, d) females rating the nonfluent female, e) males rating 

the fluent male, f) males rating the nonfluent males, g) males rating the fluent female, and 

h) males rating the nonfluent female. A smaller number of surveys were collected from 

males than females, and die minimum number of surveys collected from males in a 

classroom totaled 20. Therefore, 20 surveys from each Ustening group were randomly 

chosen for analysis equating a total of 160 responses from 80 males and 80 females. 

Inclusion criteria for videotaped subjects: Participants who served as speakers in 

the videotapes were recmited from classrooms at Texas Tech University and Texas Tech 

University Health Sciences Center (see Appendix B, Flyer Distributed to TTUHSC and 

TTU Students) and provided written consent to participate in diis study (See Appendix I, 

Consent Form for Videotapes Subjects). One male and one female speaker were used in 

the videotapes. Both of the volunteers were fluent speakers who had no known speech, 

psychological, neurological, or developmental problems. Both speakers had body size 

within normal limits, teeth in alignment, clear complexion, and overall good health. 
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Data collection: The videotapes were recorded at die Texas Tech University 

Healdi Sciences Center facilities. Speakers read die Rainbow Passage (Fairbanks, 1960) 

(see Appendix C, Rainbow Passage) and completed a spontaneous speech task by 

administi-ation of die Stacker Probe (Stocker, 1980) (see Appendix D, Stocker Probe). 

This scale required die speaker to answer ten specific questions or requests about two 

given objects diat varied according to linguistic demand (i.e., level I (easiest), "Is it sharp 

or smoodi?" and level V (hardest), "Tell me your own story about it." 

Attitude Ouestionnaire: The observer subjects rated the speakers using an attitude 

questionnaire developed by Buriey and Rinaldi (1986) in the form of a semantic 

differential scale (see Appendix E, Attimde Questionnaire). This seven-point scale has 

been used in numerous previous stiidies investigating the judgment of traits, including the 

judgment of individuals who stutter (Burley & Rinaldi, 1986; Doody, Kalinowski, 

Armson, & Smart, 1993; Patterson & Pring, 1991; Tumbaugh, Guitar, & Hoffman, 1981; 

White & ColHns, 1984; Woods & Wilhams, 1976). The scale developed by Burley and 

Rinaldi (1986) was also used in Patterson and Pring's (1991) study. This scale contained 

adjectives apphcable to information the authors sought to gain such as the difference of 

likeabihty and character judgments between the fluent and nonfluent speaking samples. 

The authors developed thefr scale with influence from scales used in similar studies 

(Duffy, Hunt, & Giolas, 1975; Hurst & Cooper, 1983). Listeners were asked to assign 

sttength of agreement along a seven-point scale for 14 bipolar opposite adjectives. For 

example, the characteristics hkeable/not likeable were displayed on the form with a 

seven-point scale between the adjective pairs. Listeners chose their rating towards the 

speaker by circling a number between one and seven for each characteristic. The most 
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positive adjectives in the bipolar pair received a rating of seven while the most negative 

adjective received a rating of one. To reduce the likelihood of observers responding in a 

set mediod, negative and positive adjectives were randomly arranged on the left and right 

columns. There were also four additional questions relating to the raters attitude towards 

die speaker's attractiveness as v\ell as whedier the rater would like to engage in a 

working or social relationship with die speaker. These questions were formatted in a 

similar semantic differential form with raters answering the question on a seven-point 

scale widi "very much" and "not at all" at the opposite edges. These questions were 

added in order to gather information regarding whether stuttering had an impact on 

judgment of attractiveness and willingness to begin a relationship with a person who 

stutters when compared with a fluent speaker. 

Definition of terms 

Stuttering (stutter-like disfluencies): An instance of stuttering was defined as 

occurring if the following was observed: a) sound/syllable repetitions (SSR), b) 

monosyllabic whole-word repetitions (MWR), c) sound prolongations, or d) within-word 

pauses. The latter was usually detected as inappropriate pauses or stoppages occurring 

somewhere after the word-initial sound but before the beginning of tiie word-final sound 

(Ambrose & Yafri, 1999; Contiire, 1990; Couture & Kelly, 1991; Schwartz & Couture, 

1988; Schwartz, Zebrowski, & Conmre, 1990). 

"Other" (non-stuttered) disfluencies: An "other" speech disfluency was defined 

as occurring if the following was observed: a) interjections (INT), b) polysyllabic whole-

word repetitions (PWR), or c) phrase repetitions (PR) consisting entirely of whole words 

or containing a cutoff word (e.g., "He tell - is teUing...") (Ambrose & Yairi, 1999; 
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Blackmer & Mitton, 1991; Bredart, 1991; Evans, 1985; LaSalle & Conture, 1995; Levelt, 

1983) 

Aldiough bodi types (stuttered and non-stuttered) disfluencies appeared in the 

videotapes speaking samples, only stutter-like disfluencies characteristic of PWS were 

used to obtain die individual's stuttering severity (Manning, 2001). 

Procedures 

Training of Videotaped Subjects: Because the videotaped subjects did not stutter, 

tiaining was needed prior to videotaping to ensure that these subjects presented an 

appropriate quantity and quality of stuttering. Prior to recording the videotapes, the 

speakers attended two training sessions in which they were educated about the features of 

stuttering and instmcted in how to simulate stuttering. During the first session, the 

subjects watched videotapes of individuals who stutter and were educated on the types of 

smttering, both primary (i.e., part-word repetitions) and secondary (i.e., physical 

concomitants accompanying moments of stuttering including eye blinking, facial 

tension). The subjects were allowed time to practice the different types of stuttering with 

feedback from die investigators and the opportunity to watch and imitate moments of 

stuttering from actual PWS on videotapes. The subjects were allowed more time to 

practice during the second training session. 

Identifying Location of Stiittering During the Rainbow Passage: The subjects 

were given the Rainbow Passage with predetermined points marked throughout the 

passage with the frequency and duration of the moments of stuttering along with physical 

concomitants matching the severity rating of moderate according to the Stuttering 

Severity Instrument (SSI-3) (Riley, 1994). It has been found that over 90% of moments 
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of stuttering occur on the initial sound or syllable of a word. Stutters also usually occur 

more frequenfly on initial consonants rather than initial vowels. Moments of stuttering 

are more likely to occur on die first word and other early words of the sentence. Stutters 

also take place on parts of speech including nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs as 

opposed to function words such as articles, prepositions, pronouns, and conjunctions 

(Bloodstein, 1995). All of diese findings were taken into consideration when marking 

positions and frequency of stutters on the scripts of the subjects. 

Identifving Location of Stuttering During the Stocker Probe: The subjects were 

also presented with the two objects needed to answer the ten questions as part of the 

Stocker Probe. The subjects joinfly developed answers for the ten questions so that their 

answers would be similar in the videotapes. After developing thefr responses for the 

questions, they practiced thefr speech samples containing moments of stuttering. Since 

the questions varied in thefr hnguistic demand ranging from one-word answers to 

discourse, choosing predetermined moments of stuttering in the responses was more 

difficult to balance between the two speakers. For the one or two word responses, the 

investigators were able to choose points at which the subjects should stutter. For the 

longer responses, the subjects were advised to insert moments of stuttering in appropriate 

places such as at the beginnings of words, on consonants as opposed to vowels, on the 

first or other early words in a sentence, and on lexical words such as nouns, verbs, 

adjectives, and adverbs (Bloodstein, 1995). Subjects were also asked to produce 

moments of stuttering with a duration of approximately 1 to 2 seconds and to include 

accompanying secondary features including facial muscle tension, eye blinking, and head 

movements. The number and duration of stutters along with accessory features occurring 
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witiiin these responses were counted and observed by the investigators who then directed 

the subjects to practice die paragraph again containing fewer or more moments of 

stuttering. This was done until tiie appropriate severity of stutterings was reached after 

which the subjects continued to practice Uie speech samples for memorization. 

Fluent versus Stuttered Videotapes: During the recording session, the participants 

were given: 1) a script including tiie Rainbow Passage, which they read (See Appendix F, 

Rainbow Passage script), and 2), the Stocker Probe questions and the responses the 

subjects developed (See Appendix G, Stocker Probe scripts). The participants recorded 

the first videotape while speaking fluendy. The subjects then performed the reading and 

spontaneous speech tasks with simulated stuttering practiced during the second tiaining 

session. While recording the samples, the investigators calculated a severity rating by 

completing the SSI-3 to be sure the severity fell within the moderate classification on 

frequency, duration, and physical concomitants of stuttering (See Appendix H, Stuttering 

Severity Instmment (SSI-3). 

Because stuttering in adults, at least, may be particularly challenging to simulate, 

two hcensed and certified speech-language pathologists with extensive experience in 

diagnosing and treating stuttering were asked to review the videotapes for the purposes of 

vaUdity. fri doing so, the speech-language pathologists were asked to complete the 

Stuttering Severity Instmment (SSI-3) in order to assign a severity level of stuttering in 

the videotapes. 

Procedure for Observer Subjects: Participants were asked to rate the speaker after 

watching a speech sample on videotape. The subjects rated the speaker on a seven-point 

semantic differential scale for 14 opposing adjectives and 4 additional questions 
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gadiering information about attractiveness of the speaker and whether the rater would 

want to have a working or social relationship with the person in the videotape. Given the 

attitude surve>', subjects were insfructed to indicate identifying information including 

gender, age, field of study, ethnicity, and the presence of speech, physical, or emotional 

disabilities on the rating form. After watching the videotape, the subjects answered the 

questions on the survey based on their attitude toward the speaker. 

After providing consent (See Appendix J, Consent Forms for Observer Subjects), 

subjects were presented with videos of speakers, either fluent or disfluent. The raters 

watched a video in which the speaker read the Rainbow Passage and performed a 

spontaneous speech task by following the Stocker Probe procedure. The order in which 

the speech tasks were chosen at random, with some subjects watching the speaker in the 

videotape reading the Rainbow Passage before completing the Stocker Probe and other 

subjects watching the videotaped speakers complete speaking tasks in the reverse order. 

Classrooms were shown one of the four videotapes containing a fluent male, nonfluent 

male, fluent female, or nonfluent female completing the two speaking tasks. The 

videotapes shown were chosen at random. After watching the video, the subjects were 

given a survey and asked to complete the identifying information section of the survey 

and then answer the questions based on thefr attitudes towards the speaker on the 

videotape. Due to the large and variable number of surveys collected from several large 

classrooms, 20 surveys meeting subject criteria for each of the eight groups were chosen 

at random for analysis. The groups were divided according to the following: 

1. Twenty females rating the fluent male 

2. Twenty females rating the nonfluent male 
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3. Twenty females rating die fluent female 

4. Twenty females rating die nonfluent female 

5. Twenty males rating the fluent male 

6. Twenty males rating the nonfluent males 

7. Twenty males rating the fluent female 

S. Twenty males rating the nonfluent female 

Experimental Design 

A mixed design of 2X4 analysis of variance (ANOVA) was employed with 

gender as a between group factor and fluency as a within group factor. A 2X4 analysis of 

variance was used to analyze tiie main effects of stuttering and gender on scores of the 

semantic differential scale as well as the interaction between fluency and gender. 

Interjudge and Intrajudge Measurement Reliabilitv 

After completing die Stuttering Severity Instmment (SSI-3), the reliabihty of 

stuttering severity ratings for speakers in the videotapes were measured by comparing 

two ratings of the same judge as well as ratings assigned by two licensed and certified 

speech-language pathologists with extensive experience in diagnosing and treating 

stiittering. For the fu-st rating, the judge assigned a total rating of 24 for the female 

speaker and 27 for the male speaker. The second rating yielded a total score of 25 for the 

female and 28 for the male. All scores fell within the stiittering severity range of 

moderate. The first speech-language pathologist gave a total rating of 26 for the female 

and 29 for the male speaker, both falUng witiiin the moderate severity range. The second 

speech-language pathologist assigned a total rating of 25 for the female, scoring in the 

moderate range, and 33 for the male, scoring in the severe range. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

Data were anahzed using 18 dependent variables: (1) Sincere, (2) Likeable, (3) 

TrustwordiN', (4) Decisive, (5) Physically Normal, (6) Reliable, (7) Sense of Humor, (8) 

Mentally Stable, (9) Sociable, (10) Friendly, (11) Character, (12) Intelligent, (13) 

Employable. (14) Emotionally Adjusted, (15) Attractive, (16) Like person, (17) Working 

Relationship, and (18) Social Relationship (i.e., friendship, dating). 

Attitude Rating 

A two-factor analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed for each variable in 

which the gender of the rater and the type of speaker in the videotape were each between-

subject variables. 

Sincere: For the variable sincere, there was a main effect for gender (F (i_ 152) = 

6.143, p<.05). On a scale from 1 to 7, with 7 being the most positive and 1 being the 

most negative, female observer subjects gave more positive ratings (mean = 5.500) than 

males (mean = 4.950) (See Figures 4.1 and 4.2). A significant mam effect was also found 

for video type (F (3_ 152) = 7.751, 0<.05). The fluent female (FF) had a mean score 1.10 

greater than fluent male (FM), and the stuttering male (SM) had a mean 1.45 greater than 

the fluent male (FM) (See Figure 4.3). There was no significant interaction effect for 

gender and video (F (3,152) = 1.794, p>.05). 

Likeable: For the variable likeable, there was a significant main effect for gender 

(F (1,152)= 7.495, p<.05). Females rated all videos higher (mean = 5.638) than males 
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(mean = 5.113) (See Figures 4.4 and 4.5). There was no significant main effect for video 

(F (3. i.';:̂  = 2.595, p>.05) or interaction of gender and video (F (3.152) = 2.136, p>.05). 

Tmstwordiy: There wore significant main effects for gender (F (i, 152) = 7.511, 

p<.05) and ^deo (F 3̂.152) = 9.992. p<.05). For gender, females rated videotapes higher 

(mean = 5.200) dian males (mean = 4.663) (See Figures 4.6 and 4.7). For the main effect 

of \ ideo, the fluent female (FF) received a mean score 1.30 greater than the fluent male 

(FM). the stuttering female (SF) received a mean score .80 greater than the fluent male 

(FM), and die stuttering male (SM) had a mean score 1.32 greater than the fluent male 

(FM) (See Figure 4.8). There was also a significant uiteraction effect (F (3,152) = 4.489, 

p<.05). Males assigned a mean score (5.350) for the fluent female (FF), which was 

greater than the mean score given to the stuttering female (SF) (mean = 4.150). Males 

rated the stuttering male a mean score (4.900) greater than the fluent male (FM) (mean = 

4.250). Female raters assigned a mean score of 5.600 to the stuttering female (SF), which 

was greater than the mean score given to the fluent female (FF) (mean = 5.400). The 

stuttering male was given a mean score of 5.900 by female raters, which was greater than 

the mean score of 3.900 assigned to the fluent male (FM) (See Figures 4.6 and 4.7). 

Decisive: There was no significant main effects for gender (F (i, 152) = 3.854, 

p>.05) or video (F (3,152) =1.177, p>.05), and there was no significant interaction effect 

(F (3.152) = .848, p>.05). 

Physicallv Normal: There was no significant main effect for gender (F (i, 152) = 

1.756, p>.05). A main effect was found for video (F (3,152) = 3.813, p<.05). The fluent 

female (FF) was rated .92 greater than the stuttering female (SF) and .95 greater than the 
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stuttering male (SM) (See Figure 4.9). A significant interaction effect was not found (F 

(,-V i.'i:̂  = -03, p>.05) for this variable. 

Reliable: There were significant main effects found for gender (F (i, 152) = 4.881, 

p<.05) and video (F (3.15:) = 3.499. p<.05). For gender ratings, females rated all speakers 

greater (mean = 5.150) than males (mean = 4.763) (See Figures 4.10 and 4.11). For the 

main effect of \ ideo, die stuttering female (SF) was rated .75 greater than the fluent male 

(FM) (See Figure 4.12). A significant interaction effect was not found (F (3,152) = 2.362, 

p>.05). 

Sense ofhumor: For the variable sense ofhumor, a significant main effect was 

found for gender (F (i, 152) = 10.448, p<.05) and video (F (3,152) = 11.387, p<.05). Females 

rated speakers in the \ideotapes higher (mean = 4.763) than males (mean = 4.238) (See 

Figures 4.13 and 4.14). For the video main effect, the fluent female (FF) was rated 1.32 

greater than the fluent male (FM), .73 greater than the stuttering female (SF), and .85 

greater than the stuttering male (SM) (See Figure 4.15). A significant interaction effect 

was also noted (F (3,152) = 2.693, p<.05). Males assigned the following mean scores to 

videotapes speakers: FF: 5.000, FM: 3.450, SF: 4.600, SM: 3.900, and female assigned 

die foUowuig mean scores: FF: 5.450, FM: 4.350, SF: 4.400, SM: 4.850 (See Figures 

4.13 and 4.14). 

Mentally Stable: There was no significant main effect found for gender (F (i, 152) = 

1.278, p>.05) or video (F (3.152) = .040, p>.05), and no significant uiteraction effect was 

found (F (3,152) = .951, p>.05). 

Sociable: For the variable sociable, a main effect was found for gender (F (i, 152) = 

6.880, p<.05). Females rated all speakers greater (mean = 5.413) than males (mean = 

31 

file:///ideotapes


4.975) (See Figures 4.16 and 4.17). A significant main effect was also noted for video (F 

(.V 152) = 10.430, p<.05). The fluent female (FF) was rated 1.20 greater than the fluent 

male (FM). .75 greater tiian die stuttering female (SF), and 1.08 greater than the stuttering 

male (SM) (̂ See Figure 4.18). There was a significant interaction found between gender 

and \ ideo (F 3̂, isi) = 2.806, p<.05). Males assigned the following scores to videotapes: 

FF: 6.100, FM: 4.250. SF: 4.850, SM: 4.700. Females assigned the following mean 

scores to videotapes: FF: 5.800, FM: 5.250, SF: 5.550, SM: 5.050 (See Figures 4.16 and 

4.17). 

Friendly: No main effect was found for gender (F (i, 152) = .862, p>.05). A main 

effect was found for video (F (3,152) = 4.424, p<.05) (See Figure 4.19). The stuttering 

male (SM) was rated 1.02 greater than the fluent male (FM). A significant interaction 

effect was also noted (F (3,152) = 3.872, p<.05). Males assigned the following mean 

scores to speakers in die videotapes: FF: 6.050, FM: 4.600, SF: 5.550, SM: 5.250, and the 

following mean scores were given by female raters: FF: 5.150, FM: 5.000, SF: 5.700, 

SM: 6.400 (See Figures 4.20 and 4.21). 

Character: A significant main effect was found for gender (F (i, 152) = 4.014, 

p<.05). Females rated all speakers greater (mean = 5.063) than male raters (mean = 

4.650) (See Figures 4.22 and 4.23). No significant main effect was found for video (F (3, 

152) = 1.979, p>.05) and no significant interaction effect was noted (F (3,152) = .210, 

P>.05). 

Intelligent: There was no significant main effect found for gender (F (i, 152) = 

1.763, p<.05) or video (F (3,152)= 1.845, p>.05), and no sigruficant interaction effect was 

found (F (3,152) = .875, p>.05). 
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Fmplovable: For die variable employable, a main effect for gender was found (F 

(1. i.s:i = 4.024, p<.05). Females rated all speakers greater (mean = 5.638) than males 

(mean = 5.260) (See Figures 4.24 and 4.25). No main effect for video was found (F (3,152) 

= 1.919, p>.05). There was no significant interaction effect found (F (3,152) = .817, 

p>.05). 

Emotionalh Adjusted: There was no significant main effect found for gender (F 

(1,152̂  = 1.141. p<.05) or video (F (3,152) = .572, p>.05), and no significant interaction 

effect was found (F (3,152) = .541, p>.05). 

Attractive: For the atfractive variable, a gender main effect was found (F (i, 152) = 

7.568. P<.05). Female raters rated all speakers greater (mean = 5.138) than males (mean 

= 4.609) (See Figures 4.26 and 4.27). A significant main effect for video was also noted 

(F (3,152) = 12.301, p<.05). The fluent female (FF) was rated 1.24 greater than the fluent 

male (FM) and 1.29 greater than the stutteruig male (SM). The stuttering female (SF) 

was rated .99 greater than the fluent male (FM) and 1.04 greater than the stuttering male 

(SM) (See Figure 4.28). There was an interaction effect found for gender and video (F (3, 

152) = 3.043, p<.05). Males gave speakers in the videotapes the follovmig mean scores: 

FF: 5.800, FM: 3.789, SF: 4.950, SM: 3.895, and females assigned die following mean 

scores: FF: 5.350, FM: 4.850, SF: 5.700, SM: 4.650 (See Figures 4.26 and 4.27). 

Like Person: A main effect was found for gender (F (i, 152) = 6.592, p<.05) as well 

as video (F (3,152) = 4.051, p<.05). For the main effect of gender, females rated speakers 

greater (mean = 5.175) than males (mean = 4.663) (See Figures 4.29 and 4.30). In the 

video main effect, the stuttering female (SF) was rated .92 greater than the fluent male 

(FM) (See Figure 4.31). No interaction effect was noted (F (3,152)= .380, p>.05). 
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Working Relationship: There was no significant main effect found for gender (F 

(.1. i.'52) = 3.203, p<.05) or video (F (3,152) = 1.644, p>.05), nor for interaction effect (F (3,152) 

= .698,p>.05). 

Social Relationship: There was a main effect found for video (F (3,152) = 8.186, 

p<.05). The fluent female (FF) was rated 1.25 greater than the fluent male, and the 

stuttering female (SF) was rated 1.48 greater than die fluent male (FM) (See Figure 4.32). 

However, there was no main effect for gender (F (3_ 152) = .730. p>.05) and no interaction 

effect (F 3̂.152)= 1.345. p>.05). 
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Figure 4.1 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'sincere' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.2 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'sincere' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.3 
Mean ratings of raters for the variable 'sincere' across four videotapes, fluent female 

(FF), fluent male (FM), stiittering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.4 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'likeable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), smttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 

Video 

Figure 4.5 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'likeable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.6 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'trustworthy' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.7 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'tmstworthy' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.8 
Mean ratings of raters for the variable 'tmstworthy' across four videotapes, fluent female 

(FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stiittering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.9 
Mean ratings of raters for the variable 'physically normal' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.10 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'rehable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 

Video 

Figure 4.11 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'reliable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), smttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.12 
Mean ratings of raters for the variable 'reliable' across four videotapes, fluent female 

(FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.13 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'sense ofhumor' across four videotapes, 

fluent female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 

Video 

Figure 4.14 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'sense of humor' across four videotapes, 
fluent female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 

43 



Video 

Figure 4.15 
Total mean ratings of raters for the variable 'sense of humor' across four videotapes, 

fluent female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.16 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'sociable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 

Video 

Figure 4.17 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'sociable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 

45 



Video 

Figure 4.18 
Total mean ratings of raters for the variable 'sociable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.19 
Total mean ratings of raters for the variable 'friendly' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.20 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'friendly' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and smttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.21 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'sociable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.22 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'character' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 

Figure 4.23 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'character' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.24 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'employable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.25 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'employable' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stiittering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.26 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'attractive' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 

Figure 4.27 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'attractive' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.28 
Total mean ratings of raters for the variable 'attractive' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.29 
Mean ratings of male raters for the variable 'like person' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 

Video 

Figure 4.30 
Mean ratings of female raters for the variable 'like person' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.31 
Total mean ratings of raters for the variable 'hke person' across four videotapes, fluent 

female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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Figure 4.32 
Total mean ratings of raters for the variable 'social relationship' across four videotapes, 
fluent female (FF), fluent male (FM), stuttering female (SF), and stuttering male (SM). 
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CHAPTER V 

DISCUSSION 

Main Effect for Gender 

The o\ erall results of this study showed a significant main effect for gender in 10 

of the 18 variables included on die semantic differential rating form. Results revealed 

that females rated all speakers more positively than males in the following variables: 

sincere, likeable, tmstworthy, reliable, sense ofhumor, sociable, character, employable, 

attractive, and hke person. Conclusions from these results support the finding of Burley 

and Rinaldi (1986) that females rate speakers more positively than males. As Burley and 

Rinaldi (1986) explained, this rating difference may be due to differences in empathetic 

responses between genders. Hoffman (1977) found females to be more empathetic 

towards the emotions of others. 

Main Effect for Video 

Results revealed a main effect for type of video in 10 of the 18 variables including 

suicere, tmstworthy, physically normal, rehable, sense of humor, sociable, friendly, 

atti:active, like person, and social relationship. Results did not show more positive ratings 

assigned to speakers in the fluent videotapes than the stuttering conditions. In general, 

the female, in fluent and stuttering conditions, was significantiy rated more positively 

dian the fluent or stiittering male. The fluent female was the most positively rated above 

the other three videotaped speakers. Raters considered the fluent female to be 

significantiy more sincere, tmstworthy, sociable, atfractive, have a better sense ofhumor, 

and were more willing to engage in a social relationship with her. The stuttering female 
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was given a greater rating dian die fluent male for the variables sincere, tiiistworthy, 

reliable, atfractive, like person, and social relationship. For only four variables were 

fluent speidcers rated significantiy more positively than stuttering speakers. The 

stuttering male received some ratings higher than the fluent male, such as for the variable 

sincere, contiaindicating that people who stutter are rated more negatively than fluent 

speakers. This data does not show conclusive evidence that stuttering speakers were 

rated more negatively than the fluent speakers. Results were inconsistent with the fluent 

female being rated more positively than the all otiier speakers, especially the fluent male. 

In some cases, the smttering speakers were rated significantly more positively than the 

fluent speakers, for example, the smttering female was rated higher than the fluent male 

for four variables and the smttering male was rated more positively than the fluent male 

for diree variables. The fluent male was shown to receive the most significant negative 

ratings when compared widi the fluent female, the stuttering female, and the stuttering 

male. This inabihty to rephcate findings of more negative attitudes held towards 

smtteruig speakers than fluent speakers could be due to several reasons. Although diis 

study used a larger number of subjects, 160, than other similar studies, the resuUs on the 

semantic differential rating scale were noted to be inconsistent. The observer subjects 

were given specific instiuctions to carefully read the attitude scale before rating the 

speaker due to the fact that positive and negative polarity was altemated to reduce 

response set, however, many raters cfrcled consecutive bipolar pafrs with the same 

number ratings. This effect yielded very high ratings for some adjective pafrs and very 

low ratings for other pafrs. For example, the polarity of the adjectives "sincere" and 

"hkeable" were altemated. In cfrcling the rating '7' for the variable "sincere," the rater 
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would be assigning die rating of "very much insincere" while on the next adjective, a 

rating of '7 ' would assign the attitude of "very much hkeable" to the speaker. The 

adjective pairs were randomly alternated in order to reduce an order effect, but this may 

have produced inconsistent ratings from many observer subjects who may have been 

careless readers or in a hurry to finish die rating scale. 

Another reason for this effect could be due to atfractiveness qualities of the 

videotaped subjects. The females were rated overall more atfractive than the male 

videotaped subject. Several studies (Berscheid & Walster, 1974; Hatfield & Sprecher, 

1986; Sorell & Nowak, 1981) have found that individuals considered more attractive are 

assigned more positive attiibutes than people considered less atfractive. It could be that 

the fluent female, in bodi fluent and stuttering conditions, was rated with significance 

more positively than aU odier speakers due to her being considered significantiy more 

attractive than the male speaker. 

While die vahdity of simulated stuttering performed by fluent speakers may be 

questioned, previous stiidies have employed the use of fluent speakers using simulated 

stiittering (Duffy, Hunt, Giolas, 1975; Tatchell, van den Berg, & Lerman, 1983; 

Tumbaugh, Guitar, & Hoffman 1981). Further, due to the variabihty of stiittering, 

obtaining a speech sample from a stuttering speaker could not be guaranteed. Teaching a 

fluent speaker to smtter at pre-set junctures allowed for consistency across stuttered 

speech samples and for the desfred severity level. 

Interaction Effects 

There were few significant interaction effects of gender and video for variables on 

the semantic differential rating scale. Significant interaction effects were found in 5 of 
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die 18 variables including trustworthy, sense ofhumor, sociable, friendly, and attractive. 

The female, fluent or stuttering, was given the highest ratings by both genders of raters in 

each of die five significant variables widi the exception of one. The stuttering male was 

given the highest rating by female raters for the variable friendly. For each significant 

variable, males gave higher ratings to the fluent female than the stuttering female and 

rated the stuttering male higher than the fluent male. For female raters, there was no 

trend for a difference in attitude based on die gender of the speaker. While a few 

variables did show a significant interaction effect, no concrete results about the attitudes 

towards people who stutter can be implied. Overall, there were no differences in attitudes 

towards people who stutter based on the gender of the speaker and the gender of the 

listener. 

Findings 

Overall, no significant results were found relating to attitude differences based on 

the type of speaker, smttering or fluent, or the gender of the speaker. Although it was 

found that females assign more positive ratings towards all speakers than do males, this 

was not due to the condition of stiittering. Though results of more negative attitudes held 

towards people who stutter than people who do not stutter were not rephcated, diere are 

some imphcations from the finding of this study. The field of speech-language padiology 

is largely dominated by women. At the end of 2001, females made up 95.1% of certified 

speech-language pathologists (ASHA, 2002). Taking into consideration that females may 

be more empathetic (Hoffman, 1977) and have more positive attitudes towards speakers, 

whether fluent or stuttering, than do males, females may be better suited to work with 

individuals with speech difficulties, including stuttering, than males. Due to the fact that 
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people who stutter have reported "the presence of an emotional state, ranging from a 

general condition of "excitement" or "tension" to more specific emotions of a negative 

nature such as fear, embarrassment, irritation, or tiie like" (Wingate, 1964), they may be 

more willing to address thefr feelings about their stuttering with someone who will show 

empathy and a more positive attitude towards them. In finding that females hold more 

positive attitudes towards all speakers, including those who sttitter, PWS may be more 

inchned to seek therapy from a female, which is the predominant gender of the speech-

language patiiologist. 

Future Research 

Further research in this area may want to consider some altemate means of 

studying attitudes from the semantic differential scale. A more valid method to identify 

attitudes towards people who stutter may be to interview observer subjects rather than 

through the survey method. By interviewing a number of individuals after observing 

people who stutter by videotape or other means, investigators could probe observers for 

thefr attimdes towards the people who stutter and thefr reasoning for these attitudes. 

Research smdying attimdes towards stuttering through the use of surveys has yielded 

conflicting results. Past research has employed the use of hypothetical people who 

stutter, audiotapes of people who stutter, and more recentiy, the current study has used 

videotapes to smdy attitiides towards stuttering. A recent stiidy (Klassen, 2001) utilized a 

new strategy to shidy attitudes towards people who stutter. Investigators asked three 

PWS to submit die names of family, friends, teachers, and co-workers, and surveys were 

sent to these individuals to complete based on thefr attitudes toward thefr common friend 

or family member who stuttered. The investigator used this type of survey method due to 
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shortcomings of odier studies, specifically, those employing hypothetical people who 

stutter to study attitudes towards people who stutter. Klassen reported that using a 

hypotiietical person who stutters allows observers to create their own constmcts of PWS, 

when diey may not even know a PWS. These studies also do not consider that attitudes 

tow ard a person are based on more than one characteristic, in this case, stuttering. In 

studying the attimdes of individuals who have had long term, close contact with a person 

who stutters, Klassen found less stereotyping. By studying attitudes towards people who 

stutter from individuals who have formed relationships with these individuals, the long-

held negative attitudes towards PWS may diminish. As Stiles and Kaplan (1996) found, 

involvement in a close relationship may reduce stereotyping. As individuals form 

relationships with PWS and are educated about the disorder of stuttering, die tendency to 

make negative generahzations may fade. 

Conclusions 

Results from this study indicated that females have a more positive attitude towards all 

speakers, smttering or fluent, than do males. However, there was no evidence that people 

who stutter are viewed more negatively than fluent speakers, and no attitude differences 

based on gender of the speaker or rater were noted. 
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TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
Department of Human Development 
& Family Studies 

Box 41162 
Lubbock, TX 79409-1162 
(806^ 742-3000 Office 
(806) 742-02SS F.\X 

October 5, 2001 

To the Internal Revue Board: 

This Is to advise that I am aware of the current study which is investigating the 
possibility that nonstuttering females judge stuttering males more positively than 
nonstuttering males judge stuttering females which is being conducted by Laura 
Schroder with Rajinder Koul, Ph.D and Judith P. Keller, M. S. We are happy to allow 
Ms. Schoder class time from specified classes with faculty from our department. 

Regards, 

dean M. B i ^ y , Ph.D. 
Chairpersmi, 
Human Sciences 
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TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
College of Arts and Sciences 
Office of the Dean 

Lubbock, TX 79409-1034 
(806) 742-3833/FAX (806) 742-3893 

February 26, 2002 

To: Institutional Review Board, Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center: 

I am writing this letter to Indicate my support to Laura Schroder, B.S. who was 
described to me by Judith Keller as a graduate student in the Department of 
Communication Disorders, School of Allied Health, Texas Tech University Health 
Sciences Center who is currently conducting research In the areas of attitudes toward 
communication abilities. I understand that Laura will request permission from willing 
faculty within the College of Arts and Sciences in order to conduct her research which 
will require 10-15 minutes of class time. My support is contingent upon (a) permission 
granted by each faculty member and (b) receipt of clearance, if required, by the 
university's review board for the use of human subjects of research (Judith Keller will 
inquire whether such clearance is required in addition to that of the HSC). 

Sincerely, 

Jane L. Winer, Dean 
College of Arts and Sciences 
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1 U N I V E R S I T Y X„ 

Office of the Dean of Engineering 

Box -(.n03 
Lubbock, r x 7 )̂409-3103 
.̂SOo) 742-,̂ 4Sl 

F.\X: (806) 742-3493 

February 26, 2002 

To: Internal Revue Board, Texas Tech University Health Sciences: 

I am writing this letter to indicate my support to Laura Schroder, B.S. who is a graduate 
student in the Department of Communication Disorders, School of Allied Health, Texas 
Tech University Health Sciences Center and who is currently conducting research in the 
areas of attitudes toward communication abilities. I understand that Laura will request 
permission from willing faculty within the College of Engineering to conduct her research 
that will require 10-15 minutes of class time. 

Sincerelv. 

William M. Marcy, PhD, PE 
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Fiver distiihuteri to TTU and TTUHSC students to recruit subjects to be videotaped 

We are conducting a study to investigate whether there are gender differences in attitude 

towards individuals who stutter. We are looking for participants in this study. In this 

study, we need one male and one female fluent speaker to be videotaped while reading a 

short passage as well as answering questions about an object using the Stocker Probe 

procedure. This scale required the speaker to answer ten specific questions or requests 

about a given object. The speech tasks are presented in random order and represent five 

graduated levels of demand on the speaker. Four videotapes will be made all together, 

with the male and female appearing individually in two tapes. In the first videotape, each 

speaker will perform the speaking tasks, with a script, while being normally fluent. The 

second videotape of each speaker will be made using the same script while simulating 

stuttered speech. As a participant, you wiU be given the script and given examples of 

stuttered speech with time to practice with the investigators. The time needed to record 

the videotapes will take approximately two hours of your time. You will receive no 

compensation or benefits for participating in this study. The videotapes will then be 

shown to students emoUed in undergraduate Human Development and Family Studies 

courses at Texas Tech University for students to rate using an attitude questionnaire. 

There is minimal risk for participating in the project. While the risk of becoming an 

individual who stutters is nil, there is a possibility that students who watch the videotapes 

will recognize you in public places. They may recognize you as an individual who 

stutters and hold a negative bias towards you based on your speech. Anyone interested in 

participating in this study or if you would like more information about the study, please 
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contact one of die investigators, eitiier Laura Schroder at 780-1190 or 239-2395 or Judith 

P. Keller at 743-5660 x225. We appreciate your time and look forward to hearing from 

you. 
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Rainbow Passage 

When the sunlight strikes raindrops in the air they act like a prism and form a 

rainbow. The rainbow is a division of white light into many beautifiil colors. These take 

die shape of a long round arch, with its path high above, and its two ends apparently 

beyond the horizon. There is, according to legend, a boiling pot of gold at one end. 

People look, but no one ever finds it. When a man looks for something beyond his reach, 

his friends say he is looking for the pot of gold at the end of the rainbow. 

Throughout the centuries men have explained the rainbow in various ways. Some 

have accepted it as a miracle without physical explanation. To the Hebrews it was a 

token that there would be no more universal floods. The Greeks used to imagine that it 

was a sign from the gods to foretell war or heavy rain. The Norsemen considered the 

rainbow as a bridge over which the gods passed from earth to their home in the sky. 

Other men have tried to explain the phenomenon physically. Aristotle thought that the 

rainbow was caused by reflection of the sun's rays by the rain. Since then physicists 

have found that it is not reflection, but refraction by the raindrops which causes the 

rambow. Many complicated ideas about the rainbow have been formed. The difference 

in the rainbow depends considerably upon the size of the water drops, and the width of 

the colored band increases as the size of the drops increases. The actual primary rainbow 

observed is said to be the effect of superposition of a number of bows. If the red of the 

second bow falls upon the green of the first, the result is to give a bow with an 

abnormally wide yellow band, since red and green lights when mixed form yellow. This 

is a very common type of bow, one showing mainly red and yellow, with little or no 

green or blue. 
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Joe 
L EVALUATION - PROBE #1 - 1 

i 
Object - Helmet 

What is it? 

Mal<e up your own story about 
it. 
Tell me all about it. 

Who would you buy it for? 

Is it round or square? 

Object - Box 

Tell me your own story about it. 

Tell me everything you know 
about it. 
What is it made of? 

Is it real or a toy? 

Where can you buy it? 

Scoring 

lent on levei(s). (Circle appropriate level) l,ll,lll,IV,V 
lents: e.g. Secondaries, blocking, etc. 

Scoring Instructions 
Ail observations are to be made in one of the two categories: 

+ is for fluency 
- is for non-fluency 
if there is no observation for any reason, 
score: No. Obs. 

Examiner's Name:_ 

Institution: 

Date of Probe: 

Subject's Name:, 

Age: Sex: 

When presenting first item, examiner says: 
"Look at this " 

When items are changed, examiner says: 
"Now look at this...." 

To Examiner 
Ask questions in consecutive order 

lAL EVALUATION - PROBE #1 - 2 
of. 
ind 
II 

1 

V 

1 

\l 

IV 

1 

II 

V 

III 

Object - Jacks 

What can you use it for? 

Who can use it? 

Tell me everything you know 
about it. 
Is it big or little? 

Tell me your own story about it. 

Tell me all about it. 

Is it for a child or a grown-up? 

Who makes it? 

Tell me your own story about it. 

What would you buy it for? 

1 

Scoring 
FOR SCORING 

Scoring Instructions 

Ail observations are to be made in one of the two categories: 
+ is for fluency 
-15 for non-fluency 
If there is no observation for any reason, 
score: No. Obs. 

Examiner's Name:. 

Institution: 

Date of Probe: 

Subject's Name:, 

Age: Sex: 

wTfen presenting first item, examiner says: 
"Look at this " 

When items are changed, examiner says: 
"Now look at this...." 



sk questions in consecutive order INITIAL EVALUATION - PROBE #1 - 3 
Level of 
Demand 

III 

IV 

V 

II 

1 

Ii 

1 

V 

iV 

III 

Object - Water gun 

What would you buy it for? 

tell me everything you know 
about it. 
Tell me your own story about it. 

Who can buy it? 

Is it pretty or ugly? 

Object - Hair Clip (Barrette) 

What can you do with it? 

Is it one color or many colors? 

Make up your own story about 
it. 
Tell me all about it. 

Where would you keep one? 

Scoring 

Dysfluent on level(s). (Circle appropriate level) l,ll,lll,IV,V 
Comments: e.g. Secondaries, blocking, etc. 

INITIAL EVALUATION - PROBE #1 - 4 
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Level of 
Demand 

V 

IV 

II 

1 

III 

V 

II 

II 

III 

IV 

Dysfluent or 

Object - Watch 

Tell me your own story about it. 

Tell me ail about it. 

Wh_o makes it? 

Is it sharp or smooth? 

Who would you buy it for? 

Object - Duck 

Make up your own story about 
it. 
Who can use it? 

Is it fat or skinny? 

Where is it made? 

Tell me everything you know 
about it. 

1 level(s). (Circle appropriate level) 

Scoring 

I.II.III.IV.V 
Comments: e.g. Secondaries, blocking, etc. 



joe 

INITIAL EVALUATION - PROBE #1 - 5 

:ormg 
ig Instructions 

jrvations are to be made in one of the two categories: 
+ is for fluency 
- is for non-fluency 
If there is no observation for any reason, 
score: No. Obs. 

-ler's Name: 

lion: 

)f Probe: 

cfs Name: 

Sex: 

presenting first item, examiner says: 
"Look at this " 

1 items are changed, examiner says: 
"Now look at this...." 

ominer 
Ask questions in consecutive order 

Level of 
Demand 

IV 

V 

III 

1 

II 

1 

IV 

V 

Ii 

III 

Dysfluent or 
Comments: 

Object - Brush 

Tell me everything you know 
about it. 
Tell me everything you know 
about it. 
Where can you buy it? 

Is it new or old? 

What is it made of? 

Object - Spoon 

Is it for work or play? 

Tell me all about it. 

Tell me your own story about it. 

Who can buy it? 

What can you use it for? 

Scoring 

1 ievel(s). (Circle appropriate level) 1,11,III,IV.V 
e.g. Secondaries, blocking, etc. 

M̂ARY - INITIAL EVALUATION Additional Comments: 

nber of times child was dysfluent on five Initial 
iluation Probes. 

LEVEL I 

LEVEL 11 

LEVEL III 

LEVEL IV 

LEVEL V 

TOTAL DISFLUENCIES 78 
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Attitude Questionnaire 

PLE.\SE A N S W T : R THESE QUESTIONS ABOUT YOURSELF 

^g®- Gender (circle): M F Major: 

Ethnicit>-(circle): Anglo- African Hispanic Asian Native Other. 
American American American American American 

Socio-economic class (circle): Upper Middle Lower 

Do you consider yourself to have any of ti:ie follgwing impakments (cfrcle): 
Physical Speech Emotional 

PLEASE ANSW'ER THESE QUESTIONS ABOUT THE SPEAKER IN THE VIDEO 
YOU HAVE JUST WATrHFD 
Usuig the seven numbers that correspond to the rating measurements (i.e., very much, neutral) at 
the top of the page in bold, describe the speaker on the video for each of the word pairs based on 
your personal opinion. 

Very 
Much 

Qiute 
a bit 

SUghtiy Neutral SUghtiy Quite 
a bit 

I felt that the speaker was: 

1 
Sincere 

Very 
much 

7 
Insincere 

1 
Not likeable 

1 
Trustwordiv 

1 
Indecisive 

2 

2 

2 

1 2 
Physicallv normal 

1 
Unreliable 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

6 7 
Likeable 

6 7 
Untrustworthy 

6 7 
Decisive 

6 7 
Physically abnormal 

6 7 
Reliable 

1 2 
Poor sense ofhumor 

1 2 
Mentallv_stable 

"SD" 

6 7 
Good sense ofhumor 

6 7 
Mentally unstable 



Very 
Much 

1 
Unsociable 

1 
Friendlv 

Quite 
a bit 

2 

2 

1 2 
Strong character 

SUghtiy 

3 

3 

3 

Neutral 

4 

4 

4 

SUghtiy 

5 

5 

5 

Quite 
a bit 

6 

6 

6 

We£ 

Very 
much 

7 
Sociable 

7 
Hostile 

7 
ik character 

1 2 
Intelligent 

1 2 
Unemployable 

1 2 
Emotionally maladjusted 

I consider this person to be: 
1 2 3 

Very attractive 

6 7 
Unintelligent 

6 7 
Employable 

6 7 
Emotionally adjusted 

6 7 
Very unattractive 

I feel that I would like this person: 
1 2 3 

Very little 
6 7 

Very much 

I feel that I would enjoy working with this person: 
1 2 3 4 

Very much 
6 7 

Very little 

I feel that I would like to begin a social relationship (i.e., 
1 2 3 4 

Very little 

friendship, dating) with this person: 
5 6 7 

Very much 

Thank you for participating in this study. 



APPENDDC F 

RAINBOW PASSAGE SCRIPT 

82 



Rainbow Passage 

When the sualight strikes raindrops in the air they act like a prism and form a 

rainbow. The rainbow is a division of white light into many beautiful colors. These 

take the shape of a long round arch, with its path high above, and its two ends apparently 

beyond the horizon. There is, according to legend, a boiling pot of gold at one end. 

People look, but no one ever finds it. When a man looks for something beyond his 

reach, his friends say he is looking for the pot of gold at the end of the rainbow. 

Throughout the centuries men have explained the rainbow in various ways. 

Some have accepted it as a miracle without physical explanation. To the Hebrews it was 

a token that there would be no more universal floods. The Greeks used to imagine that it 

was a sign fi-om the gods to foretell war or heavy rain. The Norsemen considered the 

rainbow as a bridge over which the gods passed from earth to their home in the sky. 

Other men have tried to explain the phenomenon physically. Aristotle thought that the 

rainbow was caused by reflection of the sun's rays by the rain. Since then physicists 

have found that it is not reflection, but refraction by the raindrops which causes the 

rainbow. Many complicated ideas about the rainbow have been formed. The difference 

in thp rainbow depends considerably upon the size of the water drops, and the width of 

the colored band increases as the size of the drops increases. The actual primary 

rambow observed is said to be the effect of superposition of a number of bows. If the red 

of the second bow falls upon the green of the first, the result is to give a bow with an 

abnormally wide yellow band, since red and green lights when mixed form yellow. This 

is a very common type of bow, one showing mainly red and yellow, with litde or no 

green or blue. 
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Male Spejdter 

Item: Watch 

5. TeU me your own story about it 

Well, ever since I was a uh little boy my mom always wanted me to have a 

watch um just because she thought I needed one but really I never wanted a 

watch just because I mean every where I went, there was, you know, 

someone had one or there was one on the wall and so I didn't figure I needed 

one. But then as I got older I started jogging a little bit more and you 

know I needed a watch and uh to time myself when I ran and stuff and so I 

got one and only wore it when I had, you know, when I was running to time 

myself and now um I kinda wear it all the time just because it's a habit I 

just put it on so now I pretty much wear it all the time. 

4. Tell me aU about it. 

It tells time. It has a band. Um it's water resistance. Uh it has a stop 

watch. 

2. Who makes it? 

Timex. 

1. Is it sharp or smooth? 

It's smooth. 

3. Who would you buy it for? 

Myself. 

Bold- Words stuttered 
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Male Speaker 

Item: Flap 

2. What can you do with it? 

You can hang it on your window or hang it on a flagpole. You can put it out 

in front of your yard. 

1. Is it one color or many colors? 

Many colors. 

5. Make up your own story about it. 

Well really, flags are really popular now um it's a very patriotic symbol for 

Americans now a days especially since the September 11th stuff Um people 

really like to have a flag to show theu you know patriotism. Um I myself 

wanted one so I went out to get one one day um and I looked all over the 

place trying to find one but it was just really hard to find one because 

everywhere was sold out. I went to Wal-Mart, Target and Hobby Lobby and 

even when to Lowe's but no where had them so eventually what I did was I 

just got on the Internet and printed one off so now I have one. 

3. Where would you buy one? 

Hobby Lobby or Wal-Mart 

4. TeU me aU about it. 

It's red and white and blue and has stars and stripes. 

Bold- Words stuttered 
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Female Speaker 

Item: Watr.h 

5. Tell me your own story about i t 

Well, ever since I was a little girl, my mom always wanted me to have a 

watch and I never really liked them. And um anyway, she'd always try to get 

me one at Christmas or on my birthday and um I'd just tell her that I could 

ask my fi-iends, you know, what time it was I didn't need a watch, but then 

I started running and I needed a watch to um tell me how long I'd been 

running so I thought maybe I could get one with a stop watch on it so 

I went to Wal-Mart, I found one, um it has a stopwatch, and um, I can 

take it when I go running. And it also has a Velcro strap which I really like 

and um it 's not as bulky and uh now I don't have to ask my friends what 

time it is. 

4. TeU me aU about it. 

WeU, it's uh black and uh it's got a Velcro band and it tells me what time 

it is and the date and I guess that's about it. 

2. Who makes it? 

Timex. 

1. Is it sharp or smooth? 

Smooth. 

3. Who would you buy it for? 

Myself. 

Bold- Words Stuttered 
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Female Speaker 

Item: Flag 

2. What can you do with it? 

Can hang it in the window or on a flagpole...or uh on your car. 

1. Is it one color or many colors? 

Many. 

5. Make up your own story about it. 

Well, flags are more popular now than they ever have been before and um I 

decided that I wanted to hang one outside my apartment because I 've seen 

so many people with them outside of their houses or painted on their houses. 

So I went to Wal-Mart um to find one and they didn't have any so I went to 

Hobby Lobby and Home Depot and um they didn't have any either so I finally 

just went home and ordered it off the Internet and now I have one hanging 

outside my apartment. 

3. Where would you buy one? 

Wal-Mart when they have it. 

4. Tell me aU about it. 

Well, it's red and white and uh has stars on it and um it's on a pole and 

that's it. 

Bold- Words stuttered 
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stuttering Severity Instrument-3 

TEST RECORD AND FREQUENCY 
COIVIPUTATION FORIVI 

Name 

Sex M F Grade. 

Date 

School. 

Examiner. 

Age. 

Date of Birth. 

Preschool School Age Adult. Reader. Nonreader. 

1. Speaking 

Percentage 

1 
2 
3 

4-5 
6-7 
8-11 

12-21 
22 & up 

READERS TABLE 
Task 

Task 
Score 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

2. Reading 

Percentage 

1 

2 
3-4 
5-7 
8-12 

13-20 
21 & up 

Task 

Task 
Score 

2 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

NONREADERS TABLE 
3. Speaking Task 

Percentage 

1 
2 
3 

4-5 
6-7 
8-11 

12-21 
22 & up 

Task 
Score 

4 
6 
8 

10 
12 
14 
16 
18 

Frequency Score (use 1 + 2 or 3) 

Average length of three longest stuttering events 
timed to the nearest 1/10th second 

Fleeting 
Half-second 
1 full second 
2 seconds 
3 seconds 
5 seconds 
10 seconds 
30 seconds 
1 minute 

( .5 sec or less) 
( .5- .9 sec) 
( 1.0- 1.9 sees) 
( 2.0- 2.9 sees) 
{ 3.0- 4.9 sees) 
( 5.0- 9.9 sees) 
(10.0-29.9 sees) 
(30.0-59.9 sees) 
(60 sees or more) 

Scale 
Score 

2 
4 
6 
8 

10 
12 
14 
16 
18 

Duration Score (2 - 18) 

Evaluating Scale 

DISTRACTING SOUNDS 

FACIAL GRIIVIACES 

HEAD MOVEMENTS 

MOVEMENTS OF THE EXTREMITIES 

0 = none 
1 = not noticeable unless looking for it 
2 = barely noticeable to casual observer 
3 = distracting 
4 = very distracting 
5 = severe and painful-looking 
Noisy breathing, whistling, sniffing, blowing, clicking sounds 

Jaw jerking, tongue protruding, lip pressing, jaw muscles tense 

Back, forward, turning away, poor eye contact, constant looking around 

Arm and hand movement, hands about face, torso movement, leg movements, 
foot-tapping or swinging 

0 1 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 4 

0 1 2 3 4 

Physical Concomitants Score 

y , . > .• • ' , ' 

Frequency. + Duration + Physical Concomitants 
90 

Percentile 
Severity 

@ .|ooA bv PRO-ED, Inc. 

8 

For additional copies of this form (#6722 
contact PRO-ED, 8700 Shoal Creek Blvd., Austin, TX 7875 
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INFORMED CONSENT FOR RESEARCH STUDY 
Copy to be provided to subject or legal guardian signing 

his is a researcli study which includes subjects who voluntarily choose to take part. Please take 
/our time to make a decision, and discuss this proposal with your personal doctor, family 
Tiembers, and friends if you wish. 

STUDY TITLE: A Survey of Communication Attitudes 

INVESTIGATOR(s): Judith P. Keller, M.S., CCC-SLP. Laura Schroder, B.S. 

CONTACT TELEPHONE NUMBERS: Judith P. Keller: 743-5660 x225, Laura Schroder: 780-
1190 

(Please contact the principal investigator or other investigators at the number listed 
above if any of the conditions listed in the risks and discomforts section of this consent 
form develop or if any unexpected complications occur.) 

INSTITUTION: Texas Tech Universitv Health Sciences Center 

1. What is this research and why is this research being done? 
This study will investigate whether there are gender differences in attitudes towards 
individuals who stutter. This study will contribute to the existing body of literature relating 
to attitudes toward communication disorders. 

2. Why am I being asked to take part in this research study? 
Two speakers, one male and one female, are needed as speakers in the videotapes that 
will be shown to students in undergraduate courses in the College of Human Sciences, 
College of Arts and Sciences, or College of Engineering at Texas Tech University for them 
to complete an attitude survey. 

3. What Is involved in this research? What parts of this research would not normally 
be done? (Indicated by bold text) 
You will appear in two videotapes in which you will read the Rainbow Passage and 
complete the Stocker Probe scale for which you will answer ten specific questions 
or requests about a given object. The speech tasks are presented in random order 
and represent five graduate levels of demand on the speaker. You will be given a 
script for the speaking tasks you will complete on the videotapes. In one video, you 
will complete the speech tasks while you are normally fluent. In the second 
videotape, you will complete the same script with simulated stuttered speech. 
Before recording the videos, you will attend two training sessions in which you will 
be given the script and examples of stuttering and allowed time to practice with the 
investigators. You will then record the two videotapes in a third session, which will 
be shown to students at Texas Tech University without your name on the tape. The 
tapes will be destroyed at the end of the research study. 

4. How long will I be in this study? How much of my time will this take? 
This study will take approximately six hours of your time. 

5. What are the risks and discomforts/pain to me if I participate in this study? 
While the chances that you will become an individual who stutters are nil, you may be 
recognized in public places by students who have watched the videotapes. There may be 

Subject Initials . Page 1 Protocol #02031, Speaker 
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minimal discomfort if they identify you as an individual who stutters and hold a negative 
bias against you because of your speech. 

Will there be any added risks to me from this study if I am a female? If so, what? 
There will not be any added risk for females participating in this study. 

Are there any benefits to me if I take part in this study? What are they? 
There are no benefits to participating in this study. 

What options are available to me if I do not participate in this study? 
You may choose not to participate in this study at any time during or after the videotape 
recordings and the videotapes will not be shown to students at Texas Tech University. 

), What about confidentiality and the privacy of my records? 

Federal officials do have the right to inspect and/or photocopy research records, 
including consent forms and individual medical records to assure that all the research 
rules and standards are followed. You are protected from being personally identified by 
the Privacy Act of 1974. Reasonable measures to protect the confidentiality of your 
records and your identity from your participation in this research study will be taken by 
the investigators and Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center and affiliates. You 
will not be identified in any publication or presentation due to taking part in this 
research study. The method used to identify you on all research study records will be a 
code. 

10. Who is sponsoring this study? 
This study is sponsored by the Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center Department 
of Communication Disorders. 

11. What will it cost me, if anything, to participate in this research? 
It will cost you nothing other than your time to participate in this study. 

12. Will I be compensated? If so, in what way? 
You will not be compensated for participating in this study. 

13. What if I am hurt by participating in this study? 
If you get hurt or become ill as a direct result of your participation in this study, other than 
what might occur in the normal progression of your condition, emergency care will be 
available, but you will be charged in the regular way. You should check on any limitations 
of coverage that your insurance company might impose. Texas Tech University Health 
Sciences Center and it's affiliates do not offer financial compensation or cover the cost of 
medical treatment. No funds have been set aside to compensate you in the event of such 
injury or illness unless specifically stated below. 

14. What are my rights as a voluntary participant? 
Taking part in this study is your choice. If you sign this form it means that you wish to 
participate in this research study. If you decide not to participate, this will not affect any 
medical care or benefits to which you are entitled. You may leave the study at any 
time, but if you do so, discuss it with the investigator who will help you do so in the 
safest way. Some information may be collected without being identified as belonging to 
you. We have no way of telling which data is yours and we cannot remove it. The data 
that is identified as yours can be removed if you submit a request in writing. If you 
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leave the study, your right to standard medical care will continue. If new information 
becomes available during the study that may affect your health, or your willingness to 
continue to take part in the study, you will be informed. For general questions about 
the study, contact the Principal Investigator, Judith P. Keller at the following telephone 
number 743-5660 x225. 

you would like to speak to someone not associated with the study about your rights as a 
articipant, or any other matter related to the study, you can contact the IRB Research Project 
oordinator in the Office of Sponsored Programs at (806) 743-2991, Texas Tech University 
ealth Sciences Center, Lubbock, Texas 79430 during normal work hours. 

'rinted Name of Subject 

Signature of Subject Date Time 

Signature of Witness to Oral Presentation Date Time 

I have discussed this research study with the subject and his or her authorized representative, 
using language that is understandable and appropriate. I believe 1 have fully informed the subject 
of the possible risks and benefits, and 1 believe the subject understands this explanation. 

Subject was unable to read and understand the written consent. 

Signature of Investigator 
or Authorized Representative 

Date Time 

NOT VALID WITHOUT TTUHSC IRB 
SEAL OF APPROVAL 

APPROVED 

Lubbock IRB 

MAR 1 5 2002 

Texas Tech Urwversity 
Health Sciences Center 

VOID AFTER: 

Subject Initials. 

IRB 4/01 

Page 3 

94 

Protocol #02031, Speaker 



APPENDIX J 

CONSENT FORM FOR OBSERVER SUBJECTS 

95 



INFORMED CONSENT FOR RESEARCH STUDY 
Copy to be provided to subject or legal guardian signing 

This is a research study which includes subjects who voluntarily choose to take part. Please 
take your time to make a decision, and discuss this proposal with your personal doctor, family 
members, and friends if you wish. 

STUDY TITLE: A Survey of Communication Attitudes 

INVESTIGATOR(s): Judith P. Keller, M.S., CCC-SLP, Laura Schroder, B.S. 

CONTACT TELEPHONE NUMBERS: Judith P. Keller: 743-5660 x225, 
Laura Schroder: 780-1190 

(Please contact the principal investigator or other investigators at the number listed 
above if any of the conditions listed in the risks and discomforts section of this 
consent form develop or if any unexpected complications occur.) 

INSTITUTION: Texas Tech Universitv Health Sciences Center 

1. What is this research and why Is this research being done? 
This research will investigate important aspects of communication in order to benefit 
the body of literature about communication disorders. 

2. Why am I being asked to take part in this research study? 
Large numbers of college-aged students are necessary in order to collect adequate 
data related to communication attitudes. 

3. What is involved in this research? What parts of this research would not 
normally be done? (Indicated by bold text) 
You will be asked to watch a videotape of an individual performing a reading 
and spontaneous speech task. You will be given a questionnaire on which you 
will answer the questions based on your attitudes toward the speaker and their 
communication abilities. 

4. How long will I be In this study? How much of my time will this take? 
This study will take approximately 15 minutes of your time. 

5. What are the risks and discomforts/pain to me If I participate in this study? 
You may be uncomfortable listening to speech that deviates from the norm, especially 
if you consider you speech not to be within normal limits. 

6. Will there be any added risks to me from this study if I am a female? If so, what? 
There will not be any added risk for females participating in this study. 

7. Are there any benefits to me if I take part in this study? What are they? 
There are no benefits to participating in this study. 
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3. What options are available to me If I do not participate In this study? 
If you do not wish to participate in this study, we ask that you remain in your seat while 
the study is being conducted. 

9. What about confidentiality and the privacy of my records? 

Federal officials do have the right to inspect and/or photocopy research records, 
including consent forms and individual medical records to assure that all the 
research rules and standards are followed. You are protected from being 
personally identified by the Privacy Act of 1974. Reasonable measures to protect 
the confidentiality of your records and your identity from your participation in this 
research study will be taken by the investigators and Texas Tech University Health 
Sciences Center and affiliates. You will not be identified in any publication or 
presentation due to taking part in this research study. The method used to identify 
you on all research study records will be a code. 

10. Who is sponsoring this study? 
This study is sponsored by the Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center 
Department of Communication Disorders. 

11. What will it cost me, if anything, to participate In this research? 
It will cost you nothing other than your time to participate in this study. 

T z Will I be compensated? If so, In what way? ~ 
You will not be compensated for participating in this study. 

13. What if I am hurt by participating In this study? 
If you get hurt or become ill as a direct result of your participation in this study, other 
than what might occur in the normal progression of your condition, emergency care will 
be available, but you will be charged in the regular way. You should check on any 
limitations of coverage that your insurance company might impose. Texas Tech 
University Health Sciences Center and its affiliates do not offer financial compensation 
or cover the cost of medical treatment. No funds have been set aside to compensate 
you in the event of such injury or illness unless specifically stated below. 

14. What are my rights as a voluntary participant? 
Taking part in this study is your choice. If you sign this form it means that you wish 
to participate in this research study. If you decide not to participate, this will not 
affect any medical care or benefits to which you are entitled. You may leave the 
study at any time, but if you do so, discuss it with the investigator who will help you 
do so in the safest way. Some information may be collected without being 
identified as belonging to you. We have no way of telling which data is yours and 
we cannot remove it. The data that is identified as yours can be removed if you 
submit a request in writing. If you leave the study, your right to standard medical 
care will continue. If new information becomes available during the study that may 
affect your health, or your willingness to continue to take part in the study, you will 
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be informed. For general questions about the study, contact the Principal 
Investigator, Judith P. Keller, at the following telephone number 743-5660 x225. 

If you would like to speak to someone not associated with the study about your rights as a 
participant, or any other matter related to the study, you can contact the IRB Research 
Project Coordinator in the Office of Sponsored Programs at (806) 743-2991, Texas Tech 
University Health Sciences Center, Lubbock, Texas 79430 during normal work hours. 

Printed Name of Subject 

Signature of Subject Date Time 

Signature of Witness to Oral Presentation Date Time 

I have discussed this research study with the subject and his or her authorized 
representative, using language that is understandable and appropriate. I believe I have fully 
informed the subject of the possible risks and benefits, and I believe the subject understands 
this explanation. 

Subject was unable to read and understand the written consent. 

Signature of Investigator Date Time 
or Authorized Representative 

NOT VALID WITHOUT TTUHSC IRB 
SEAL OF APPROVAL 

APPROVED 

Lubbock IRB 

MOV 8 2001 

wS^if^f-^?^ Urvversity 
Health ocjences Cente nter 

VOID AFTER: 
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PERMISSION TO COPY 

In presenting this thesis in partial fulfillment of the requirements for a 

master's degree at Texas Tech University or Texas Tech University Health Sciences 

Center, I agree that the Library and my major department shall make it freely 

available for research purposes. Permission to copy this thesis for scholarly 

purposes may be granted by the Director of the Library or my major professor. 

It is understood that any copying or publication of this thesis for financial gain 

shall not be allowed without my further written permission and that any user 

may be liable for copyright infringement. 

Agree (Permission is granted.) 

Student's Signature Date 

Disagree (Permission is not granted.) 

Student's Signature Date 


