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Abstract
People who stutter often face bias in job interviews, where speech
disfluency may be misinterpreted as a lack of confidence or compe-
tence. This study examines whether and how self-disclosure can
mitigate such biases across cultural contexts and disclosure mecha-
nisms. We surveyed 800 participants from Japan and the US who
evaluated recorded videoconferencing job interviews featuring can-
didates who stutter under four disclosure conditions: no disclosure,
verbal disclosure, on-screen name-tag disclosure, and in-chat infor-
mative disclosure. We found that while stuttering was perceived
more negatively by participants in Japan than in the United States,
self-disclosure broadly improved Japanese participants’ ratings of
candidates across multiple evaluative dimensions. Our exploration
of disclosure mechanisms also offers implications for assistive tech-
nology design by promoting a disability-affirming approach and
shifting the site of intervention from individuals with disabilities
to the social environment.
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• Human-centered computing→ Empirical studies in acces-
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1 Introduction
Videoconferencing (VC) job interviews have become a common
part of the hiring process, with industry reports indicating that over
90% of employers now use virtual interviews [56]. While VC can
offer greater flexibility and reduce travel burdens for job candidates,
prior work has documented a range of usability and psychological
challenges for disabled users in videoconferencing [1, 55, 69, 80,
101, 102, 109]. For individuals with communication disabilities, such
as people who stutter (PWS), the challenges of videoconferencing
can amplify existing barriers and shape how they are perceived
by others, particularly in high-stakes settings such as job inter-
views, where communication is closely scrutinized [73, 101], with
significant implications for employment opportunities [37, 47].

Prior work has made important progress in supporting indi-
viduals with disabilities in videoconferencing through assistive
tools and accessibility accommodations [51, 54, 58, 60]. However,
the adoption of such tools and accommodations often requires in-
dividuals with disabilities to disclose their disabilities. Disability
disclosure in the workplace is a complex and deeply contextualized
decision [67, 70, 72, 95, 99]. It can be especially delicate for people
with stigmatized and invisible disabilities such as stuttering, as dis-
closure may reduce misunderstanding in some cases [67, 70] while
also exposing them to hiring discrimination in others [2, 47, 72].
This tension creates a design challenge: how can technology sup-
port disability disclosure in ways that are effective, empowering,
and contextually appropriate for virtual job interviews?

This study empirically examined how self-disclosure influences
perceptions of people who stutter in videoconferencing job inter-
views across cultural contexts and disclosure mechanisms. Build-
ing on prior videoconferencing co-design research with PWS [58]
and Speech-Language Pathology (SLP) literature on stuttering self-
disclosure strategies [14, 22, 73, 96], we designed and evaluated
three lightweight disclosure mechanisms embedded within the flow
of videoconferencing job interviews [19]: (1) verbal short disclo-
sure, (2) on-screen name-tag-style short disclosure, and (3) in-chat
informative disclosure. We conducted a cross-cultural study in the
US and Japan to understand the affordances and effects of self-
disclosure in VC job interviews. Each of the 800 participants, 400
from each country, viewed and rated one of two candidates from
their country under one randomly assigned condition: no disclo-
sure, verbal disclosure, on-screen name-tag disclosure, or in-chat
informative disclosure. This design provides new empirical insights
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into how disability disclosure functions in online interview contexts
across cultures and identifies opportunities for disability-affirming
assistive technology. Specifically, this study addressed the following
research questions:

• RQ1: How are candidates who stutter perceived and evalu-
ated in videoconferencing job interviews in Japan and the
US?

• RQ2: How does self-disclosure influence the perception and
evaluation of candidates who stutter, across countries and
different disclosure mechanisms?

Our findings show that stuttering can be perceived negatively
in online job interviews and that these negative perceptions are
more prevalent among participants in Japan than in the US. Partici-
pants associated candidates with negative stereotypes and described
greater effort and discomfort as listeners. Self-disclosure, whether
verbal or nonverbal, helped mitigate these negative perceptions
by setting listeners’ expectations, reducing listening efforts, and
signaling positive personal qualities such as grit, confidence, and
honesty. As a result, significant improvements were observed in
the evaluation ratings by participants in Japan, where stuttering is
less publicly visible and more stigmatized in the workplace [20, 43].
Across disclosure mechanisms, brief and direct disclosures were
generally received more favorably than the in-chat informative
disclosure in our study; however, future design iterations for in-
formative disclosure would be beneficial for educating the public
about stuttering beyond a single interaction.

Our contributions to HCI, CSCW, and ASSETS are threefold.
First, we provide empirical evidence to demonstrate how self-

disclosure influences the evaluation of people who stutter in VC
job interviews, and how these effects may vary across disclosure
formats and sociocultural contexts in Japan and the United States.
Beyond quantifying these effects, our analysis also yields deeper
insights into the underlying mechanisms: how self-disclosure alle-
viates listeners’ efforts and shapes their perceptions of candidates
who stutter, and why its impacts differ across cultural contexts.

Second, this study contributes a design exploration of technology-
facilitated disability disclosure in online job interviews. By com-
paring multiple disclosure mechanisms, we identified design con-
siderations for supporting disability disclosure in high-stakes VC
communication, balancing cultural nuances, personal outcomes,
and public disability awareness.

Third, our findings advocate for a disability-affirming approach
to assistive technology design. By designing for disability disclo-
sure, this study contributes to the existing frameworks of social
accessibility [86] and interdependence [7] by attending to the so-
cial and relational aspects of accessibility, while extending these
frameworks by explicitly shifting the locus of intervention from
disabled people to the social environment.

At a time of growing investment in AI-driven assistive technolo-
gies that seek to augment and rehabilitate individual capabilities,
our work demonstrates that simple interventions targeting the so-
cial environment can meaningfully improve outcomes for disabled
people, particularly in contexts where social stigma and negative
stereotypes are prevalent. More broadly, our work points toward a
paradigm shift in assistive technology design – one that centers on
disability identity rather than (dis)abilities alone, and that demands

the right for disabled people to live authentically and be respected
as they are within existing social systems.

2 Background
2.1 Accessibility in videoconferencing job

interviews
Videoconferencing job interviews are now a common aspect of
hiring. Prior studies in HCI and accessibility have shown that video-
conferencing can create communication barriers, and tools have
been developed to improve access, including captioning, accessible
interfaces, and speech-related support [29, 50, 52, 54, 65, 68, 104].
These efforts have improved the accessibility of videoconferencing
as a communication medium.

However, job interviews are not the only place where commu-
nication occurs. They are also contexts in which candidates are
judged. Interviewers may form impressions from both what a can-
didate says and how the candidate speaks. Speech patterns can
therefore shape judgments of competence, confidence, and inter-
personal fit [6, 73, 83, 96]. For people who stutter, the challenge is
not only answering interview questions but also avoiding negative
judgments that may arise from disfluency itself.

Existing videoconferencing accessibility studies have mainly fo-
cused on enabling communication access. Less attention has been
paid to what happens when speakers with disabilities are also eval-
uated and when communication differences may be misread as
signs of lower ability or poor interpersonal fit [23, 103]. There-
fore, in online job interviews, the accessibility problem is not only
whether candidates can participate but also whether stuttering is
interpreted fairly. We focus on this gap by examining how technol-
ogy might support a fairer interpretation of stuttering in a setting
where candidates are judged.

2.2 Stuttering, disclosure, and employment
Stuttering is a neurodevelopmental condition affecting over 1% of
the global population [9]. Although it is often considered a speech
disorder, its impact extends beyond disruptions in speech flow to
communication difficulties, emotional burdens, and social stigma
[10, 105]. In employment contexts, stuttered speech may be misin-
terpreted as a sign of nervousness, lower competence, or dishonesty,
which can shape access to work [37, 59]. People who stutter may
face unfair judgments in job interviews because listeners often
evaluate not only what candidates say but also how they speak
[43, 96]. Prior work also suggests that attitudes toward stuttering
and expectations for communication vary across cultural contexts,
making interview judgments important to examine both individual
and cultural processes [43, 94].

Prior work in SLP demonstrates that disclosure can reduce lis-
tener distraction and improve evaluations of speakers in high-
stakes speaking tasks, such as oral presentations and job inter-
views [73, 96, 97]. However, the effectiveness of disclosure varies
depending on the timing, wording, audience, and context [8, 18]. For
example, numerous studies show that informative, matter-of-fact
disclosures, rather than apologetic or self-deprecating ones, lead
to more favorable perceptions across a range of personality traits
including competence, confidence, and honesty [14, 16, 28, 79].
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Despite strong empirical support and clinical endorsement, effec-
tive self-disclosure remains challenging for many PWS [108]. Dis-
closing one’s stutter may expose the speaker to stigma and discrimi-
nation [47]. Crafting and delivering effective disclosures, especially
in high-stakes situations such as job interviews, can be cognitively
and physically demanding for PWS. While prior research with PWS
on inclusive videoconferencing experiences suggests self-disclosure
as an important design direction for VC technology [58, 102], little
is known about how technology-supported self-disclosure for PWS
functions in videoconferencing job interviews and its effectiveness
in relation to verbal disclosures in different cultural contexts. This
study aims to fill this gap by examining how technology-supported
disclosure influences evaluations of candidates who stutter in video-
conferencing job interviews and how these effects vary across social
and employment contexts in the US and Japan.

2.3 Stuttering and Employment in Japan and
the US

Japan and the US offer a useful comparison because both have estab-
lished disability rights and employment systems, yet differ in how
disability, accommodation, and workplace inclusion are organized
and understood. The purpose is not to rank one country as more
inclusive or stigmatizing but to contextualize how applicants who
stutter may be perceived and supported in employment settings.

Research from both countries has shown that stuttering can
evoke assumptions about confidence and professional competence.
Japanese studies found that familiarity did not always correspond to
accurate knowledge, whereas people who stutter reported negative
reactions to disfluency and being interpreted as nervous [33, 45, 82].
In the US, employers report limited understanding of the causes
and workplace implications of stuttering [107]. US listeners also
rated adults who stutter as more anxious, less likeable, and as hav-
ing lower cognitive abilities, although these judgments reflected
impressions rather than demonstrating competence [3]. US inter-
views and labor market studies have further identified unfavorable
evaluations and disadvantages in selected employment outcomes
[35, 74]. Despite differences in samples and methods, this litera-
ture shows that disfluency may be mistaken for limited workplace
competence.

Countries also provide distinct institutional routes for disabil-
ity support. Japan combines antidiscrimination and reasonable ac-
commodation duties with a statutory employment quota based on
recognized disability status [39, 40]. The US relies mainly on civil
rights protection under the Americans with Disabilities Act, while
additional affirmative action duties apply to covered federal con-
tractors [92, 93]. These frameworks shape how applicants can seek
adjustments, but do not prevent stuttering from being interpreted
through the expectations of fluent speech.

Japanese workplace research has documented the communica-
tion barriers experienced by people who stutter. Reported difficul-
ties include telephone calls, group discussions, presentations, and
meetings [41, 42, 46]. The reported forms of support include greater
understanding of stuttering, sufficient speaking time, flexibility in
communication tasks, and evaluation based on abilities beyond flu-
ency [41, 42]. Job fit, supportive relationships, and organizational
understanding may also facilitate continued employment [5]. These

findings reflect reported experiences and preferences rather than
needs shared by every person who stutters.

2.4 Cultural and Linguistic Contexts of
Stuttering Disclosure

People who stutter may disclose to explain their disfluency or com-
municate their support needs; however, disclosure is not equivalent
to accommodation. Disclosing a stutter identifies a communication
difference, while requesting an additional response time or asking
a listener not to complete one’s words communicates the desired
adjustment. Under the ADA, applicants do not need to use formal
legal language, but they must indicate that they need an adjustment
related to a disability or medical condition [93]. Applicants may
therefore disclose without requesting accommodation, request an
adjustment while providing limited information, or choose neither
option.

As a social act, disclosure can carry different meanings across
settings. Cross-cultural perspectives provide a broad lens for con-
sidering how norms of self-expression and attention to social re-
lationships may influence interpretations [63]. These are broad
tendencies, rather than fixed characteristics of either country.

The Japanese literature reviewed here mainly examines how
people decide whether and when to disclose, how disclosure is
used to manage communication demands, and how it relates to
psychosocial experiences [33, 44, 106]. Broader research involving
Japanese workers withmental disabilities suggests that some people
withhold disability information because they anticipate employer
misunderstanding or restricted job opportunities [53]. Although
not specific to stuttering, this study illustrated the potential em-
ployment risks associated with disclosure in Japan.

Experimental research has examined how disclosure affects lis-
tener impressions. Informative disclosure can produce more favor-
able evaluations than no disclosure, while apologetic wording may
provide little additional benefit [15, 17]. Studies centered on adults
who stutter also show that the perceived value of disclosure varies
across people and situations [66, 108].

Language choice may further influence how disclosure is re-
ceived. Research on Japanese politeness has identified considerate
expressions as resources for conveying politeness and managing
interpersonal relations [57]. Comparable content may, therefore,
warrant pragmatic adaptation rather than literal translation. These
patterns describe the available pragmatic resources rather than
uniform preferences among Japanese speakers.

Disclosure can clarify stutteringwhile alsomaking it more salient
during evaluation. The decision to disclose may reflect personal
readiness, privacy concerns, and anticipated consequences, while
its reception may be shaped by wording, interview norms, and the
broader cultural context.

3 Method
3.1 Study Design and Stimuli
This study used an online, controlled experiment with participants
from Japan and the US to examine how different forms of stuttering
disclosure influenced evaluations of job candidates who stutter in
online interviews across the two countries. Participants viewed
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a prerecorded mock videoconferencing interview featuring a per-
son who stutters and then completed survey questions about their
evaluations of the candidate. We compared four conditions: no
disclosure, verbal disclosure, on-screen name-tag disclosure, and
in-chat informative disclosure. Within each country, participants
were randomly assigned to one of four disclosure conditions in a
between-subjects design. This study included 400 participants from
each country (800 participants in total). The full questionnaire is
provided in Appendix A.

We created prerecorded mock virtual interview stimuli for an
entry-level marketing specialist position. This role was selected
because it is easy to understand, open to applicants from different
educational backgrounds, and does not require technical expertise
for evaluation. The mock interview followed a standard structure
adapted from prior work [47]: the candidate was asked to introduce
themselves, describe past workplace success, explain how they han-
dled conflict with a teammate or colleague, and discuss a situation
in which they had to act quickly under uncertainty. Each interview
ended with a brief closing statement.

The stimulus set was built from four mock interview videos
recorded with four volunteers who stutter, recruited through the
researchers’ personal networks in Japan and the US, with one male
and one female speaker in each country. All but one were native
speakers of the language used in their interviews (English for inter-
views in the US and Japanese for Japan). Although not a native Eng-
lish speaker, the female volunteer from the US had over a decade of
experience working in the US as an educator and a speech-language
pathologist and spoke English proficiently. Prior to recording, the
volunteers were briefed about the structure of the interviewand the
questions to be asked and were given an example script illustrating
the expected length and level of detail of their answers. Rather than
strictly following scripts, volunteer job candidates were encouraged
to respond based on their own experiences and elaborate naturally.
This approach was intended to preserve authentic interview re-
sponses and natural speech patterns, including stuttering. Finally,
while the volunteer candidates had various advanced degrees, they
were instructed to only mention their bachelor’s degrees, with the
university name redacted to avoid potential biases induced by their
educational backgrounds. We also controlled for the level of stutter-
ing shown by each candidate. The candidates’ speeches in the mock
interview were assessed using the Stuttering Severity Instrument,
Fourth Edition (SSI-4) [78], by two SLP professionals who were
native speakers of the relevant language, one from Japan and the
other from the US. All candidates demonstratedmoderate levels
of stuttering based on the SSI-4 measure.

The original recordings included verbal disclosures and were
edited to create four disclosure conditions. In the no-disclosure
condition, no information about stuttering was provided. In the
verbal disclosure condition, candidates disclosed their stuttering
verbally at the beginning after stating their names. In the on-screen
name-tag disclosure condition, a name-tag-style label appeared
in the lower-right corner of the candidate’s video whenever the
candidate was speaking (see Figure 1 , left screen). In the in-chat
informative disclosure condition, a brief explanatory chat message
appeared two seconds before the candidate first spoke, immediately
after the interviewer asked the candidates to introduce themselves
(see Figure 1 , right screen).

Notably, the Japanese and English disclosures were not literal
translations of each other but pragmatically adapted to each lin-
guistic context. In the verbal disclosure condition, the candidates
stated that they stutter in Japanese and that they stutter in English.
In the on-screen name-tag disclosure condition, the label displayed
the candidate’s name, a short disclosure statement (“I have a stut-
ter”), with pronouns only shown in the English version but not
the Japanese version. In the informative disclosure condition, the
message explained the nature of stuttering and informed viewers
how to accommodate a person who stutters. The exact language of
the informative disclosure for both countries is shown in Figure 1.
The language choice for the English version was informed by prior
research on stuttering disclosure strategies [14, 22, 47] -, predomi-
nantly conducted inWestern countries -, which recommends factual
rather than apologetic disclosure . Direct language was used for
the English informative disclosure to avoid framing the disclosure
as apologetic or requesting sympathy. At the same time, politeness
markers such as “I would appreciate it” were adopted in the Japanese
version to meet the cultural norms around politeness and formality
in workplace communications [57]. In summary, the design of the
disclosure language and format was informed by previous literature
on stuttering disclosure and workplace communication styles, as
well as the professional knowledge of our team members who work
on stuttering research and care in Japan and the US.

Each interview video was approximately five minutes long and
used a Zoom-style layout in which the candidate was visible and
the interviewer appeared only as a black screen labeled as the
interviewer.

3.2 Participants and Procedure
Participants were recruited through Lancers in Japan and Prolific
in the US. Eligible participants were adults with work experience.
Full-time students were excluded from this study. The participants
received JPY 500 in Japan and USD 3 in the US. The average com-
pletion time was approximately 12 minutes.

After providing background information about work experience,
teamwork experience, video interview experience, education, age,
gender, and current employment status, the participants viewed
a prerecorded interview video and answered two content-based
questions (e.g., what is the major of the job candidate?) tailored to
that video. They then completed the candidate evaluation items
and open-ended questions regarding how stuttering and disclosure
influenced their impressions. Responses that were duplicated from
the same participant or that failed both content-based questions
were excluded from the analysis. This study was approved by the
ethical review board of one of the authors’ institutions.

Table 1 summarizes the demographics of the 800 participants,
400 from the US and 400 from Japan. Participants from the two
countries were similar in age (average age , 43–44 years) and edu-
cation level (over 60% had at least a bachelor’s degree). The gender
distribution was more balanced in the US (218 men vs. 177 women)
than in Japan (260 men vs. 139 women), potentially reflecting the
broader workplace gender gap in Japan, especially women’s un-
derrepresentation in managerial roles [4], which could shape their
willingness to participate in a study about job interviews. Finally,
the US sample also had more professional experience (73% worked
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Figure 1: Screenshots of technology-facilitated stuttering self-disclosure by the female candidate from the US.
Left: on-screen name-tag-style short disclosure; Right: in-chat informative disclosure.
Text for short disclosure (US/JP): “I have a stutter”. Text for informative disclosure in the US: “Stuttering is a neurological
condition. Focus on what I’m saying rather than how fluently I speak. Do not interrupt or guess my words”. Text for informative
disclosure in JP: “Stuttering is an inborn speech condition. I would appreciate it if you could focus on the content of what I am
saying. Please do not interrupt me or finish my words for me”.

over 10 years) and teamwork experience (60% had over 10 years of
experience in team-oriented work).

The US and Japanese groups differed in two key dimensions:
1) prior VC interview experience and 2) contact experience with
PWS. As seen in Table 1, participants from the US were significantly
more experienced with VC interviews, both as interviewers and
interviewees, than were participants from Japan. While 75% of
US participants had VC interview experience and nearly half of
them had conducted VC interviews before, only 30% of Japanese
participants had participated in VC interviews, and only 8% (32) of
them had been interviewers over videoconferencing. This difference
suggests that while VC job interviews are a popular practice in the
US, they might not be as common in Japan. As a result, participants
from Japan were less accustomed to evaluating job candidates in
VC. There were also 2.4 times more participants in the US than in
Japan (273 vs. 114) who personally knew someone who stutters, and
nearly twice as many US participants (145 vs. 80) who had worked
or studied closely with PWS before. This discrepancy suggests an
overall weaker public awareness of stuttering and lower visibility of
PWS in schools and workplaces, which is consistent with previous
research [43].

3.3 Measures
The survey included primary evaluation outcomes, secondary ex-
planatory outcomes, and open-ended questions. All closed-ended
evaluation items used a seven-point scale from -3 to 3, where −3
indicated strongly disagree, 0 indicated neither agree nor disagree,
and 3 indicated strongly agree.

The primary evaluation outcomes were Intellect, General
Impression, Hirability, and Trustworthiness. Intellect items were
adapted from prior work on perceived intellect in job candidate eval-
uation [83]. General Impression and Hirability items were adapted
from prior studies of applicant evaluation in spoken and video-
mediated interview settings [6, 83]. Trustworthiness items were

adapted from the trustworthiness dimension of McCroskey and
Teven’s source credibility measure [64], with minor modifications
to the phrasing to align with this study.

The secondary explanatory outcomes were Attention Verbal,
Attention Nonverbal, Confident, and Comfortable. Attention Ver-
bal and Attention Nonverbal were included to examine whether
evaluators paid attention to what the candidate said or to non-
verbal behaviors such as body movements and facial expressions.
Confident and Comfortable were included to capture whether the
candidates appeared self-assured and at ease during the interview.
All items were prepared in English and Japanese and reviewed by
native speakers of both languages to support conceptual equiva-
lence across contexts. All items are presented in Appendix A.

Intellect, General Impression, Trustworthiness, Attention Verbal,
Attention Nonverbal, Confident, and Comfortable were measured
as multi-item constructs, whereas Hirability was measured using
a single item. For multi-item constructs, scores were computed
by averaging the corresponding items after reverse-coding nega-
tively worded items so that higher values indicated more positive
evaluations. Internal consistency was high for Intellect(𝛼 = .916),
General Impression(𝛼 = .920), Trustworthiness(𝛼 = .824), Confi-
dent(𝛼 = .814), and Comfortable(𝛼 = .847). Internal consistency
was acceptable for Attention Verbal(𝛼 = .787) and somewhat lower
for Attention Nonverbal(𝛼 = .679). Internal consistency was not
applicable to Hirability because it was measured with a single item.

Three open-ended questions captured how participants per-
ceived the candidate and the disclosure. Participants were asked
1) how the candidate’s stuttering influenced their ratings, 2) what
factors influenced their ratings, and, in the disclosure conditions,
3) how the speaker’s disclosure influenced their ratings.

3.4 Analysis
Our final dataset contained the demographic and survey responses
from 800 participants in the US and Japan. The richness of our
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Table 1: Statistics of participant demographics and other relevant attributes

United States Japan
Average age (SD) 43.1 (12.9) 44.4 (9.3)
Gender: men/women/non-binary 218/177/5 260/139/1
Education level college or above, n (%) 250 (62.5) 243 (60.8)
Professional work over 10 years, n (%) 291 (72.8) 211 (52.8)
Team oriented work over 10 years, n (%) 240 (60.0) 195 (48.8)
Experience as video interviewer, n (%) 190 (47.5) 32 (8.0)
Experience as video interviewee, n (%) 302 (75.5) 119 (29.8)
Personally knows someone who stutters, n (%) 273 (68.3) 114 (28.5)
Worked or studied closely with someone who stutters, n (%) 145 (36.3) 80 (20)

data enabled a mixed-methods approach combining quantitative
and qualitative analyses to develop a more comprehensive and
robust understanding of the effect of stuttering and disclosure on
the perception of candidates who stutter in these two countries.

Quantitative analysis. We conducted regression analyses to ex-
amine how participants’ characteristics (e.g., age, gender, work
experience, and prior experience with PWS), disclosure mecha-
nisms (None, Verbal, Name Tag, and Chat), and cultural context
(Japan vs. the US) were associated with evaluation outcomes.

For regression analysis, we fitted a pooled linear regression
model with hirability rating (-3 to 3) as the dependent variable.
The primary independent variables were country, disclosure mech-
anism, and their interaction. To account for potential confounding
factors, we additionally included candidates’ gender, participants’
demographic characteristics (age, gender, education level, and em-
ployment status), interview experience, work experience, and prior
personal and professional experience with people who stutter as
covariates.

The remaining evaluation outcomes (Intellect, General Impres-
sion, Trustworthiness, Confidence, Comfort) were analyzed us-
ing the same modeling framework as the secondary explanatory
outcomes to provide additional insights into the factors under-
lying hirability evaluations. Type III tests were used to evaluate
the model terms. We then conducted candidate-specific Wilcoxon
rank-sum comparisons between each disclosure condition and the
no-disclosure condition, with Holm’s adjustment for multiple com-
parisons.

As the first empirical study to examine the effects of stuttering
and self-disclosure in online interviews across cultural contexts, we
consider our regression analyses exploratory. Although the models
included a range of participant characteristics and stimulus fac-
tors, the scale of the current study did not fully account for all
potentially relevant sources of variation - such as idiosyncratic
differences among the four interview videos. Thus, we used the
regression analyses to identify meaningful factors associated with
interview evaluations and to guide subsequent statistical and de-
scriptive analyses, rather than developing a predictive model of the
evaluations of candidates who stutter in online interviews.

Qualitative analysis. To better understand how stuttering and
self-disclosure affected the participants’ evaluations of the candi-
dates, we performed an inductive open-coding analysis [81] on the

participants’ write-in responses to the three open-ended questions.
Our qualitative analysis consisted of the following steps:

(1) The research team read the qualitative responses separately
to understand the data and identify themes in the partici-
pants’ overall evaluations and their associations with stut-
tering, disclosure, or other interview factors. Japanese data
were translated into English using Google Translate for team
members who were not proficient in Japanese.

(2) The research team met to discuss, refine, and formalize the
identified themes into a codebookwith an initial scheme of 53
subcodes. The scheme was informed by the research team’s
expertise in stuttering research and clinical support, as well
as the cultural contexts provided by Japanese-speaking team
members. For example, current research on stuttering stigma [11]
informed our development of subcodes for character flaws
perceived through stuttering. The subcode “Unique strength:
demonstrate effort and hard work” was included for its cul-
tural significance in Japanese society.

(3) We used a multilabel coding scheme in which each response
set could receive multiple codes when relevant. The coders
were asked to document unclear, borderline, or culturally
specific cases for discussion. Each code was counted at most
once per participant, and the theme totals represented unique
participants. The Stuttering Impact and Other Factor per-
centages used 400 participants per country, whereas the
Disclosure Impact percentages used 300 participants per
country.

(4) Three coauthors independently coded the same 50 response
sets, including 25 Japanese and 25 US participants, sampled
across the disclosure conditions. Through two rounds of
iterative coding with four discussion meetings, the team
compared the coding decisions and refined code definitions
to reduce ambiguity and clarify culturally specific interpre-
tations using the original language responses. The revised
scheme retained the major themes while adding fine-grained
distinctions, clarifications, and example responses, resulting
in 56 subcodes for Stuttering Impact, Disclosure Impact, and
Other Factor. The full codebook is provided in Appendix B.

(5) The first author (proficient in Japanese) and the last author
established consensus reference codes for the 50 responses.
Two additional coders who did not participate in codebook
development independently coded referencing responses.



Self-Disclosure and Perceived Competency of PWS in Online Job Interviews ASSETS ’26, October 25–28, 2026, Vila Nova de Gaia, Portugal

Agreement was calculated separately between each indepen-
dent coder and the consensus reference coding. Observed
agreement across the resulting binary coding decisions was
87.9%, with a pooled Cohen’s 𝜅 of .675, conventionally indi-
cating substantial agreement.

(6) Five human coders (four coauthorsand one student research
assistant) coded the full dataset of 800 response sets using
the original-language responses , working primarily in their
native or proficient language. The first author reviewed and
revised all codes completed by the student research assistant
and a stratified random sample of 50% of the cases coded by
the coauthors. Ambiguous cases were resolved by reviewing
participants’ complete response sets, consulting the code-
book, and discussing unresolved cases within the research
team.

(7) ChatGPTwas used for a completeness check. It was prompted
to identify potentially omitted codes when providing the
codebook and responses for each disclosure condition. The
first author then reviewed all suggestions and made the final
coding decisions.

4 Findings
Here, we present our findings on how stuttering and self-disclosure
shape the evaluation of candidates who stutter in videoconferencing
job interviews. We first examined how candidates who stutter are
evaluated across cultural contexts (RQ1), and then investigated how
self-disclosure changes these evaluations andwhy (RQ2). Finally, we
explored the participants’ characteristics associated with interview
evaluations.

4.1 How are candidates who stutter evaluated?
4.1.1 Candidates who stutter receive lower evaluations in Japan
than in the US. Participants from Japan and the US diverged in
their evaluations of candidates who stutter after watching the in-
terview videos. We illustrate this divergence using data from the
baseline condition, in which no self-disclosure was provided to the
listeners. Two hundred survey participants from the US and Japan
(100 from each country) were included in this condition, and each
candidate was rated by 50 participants from the candidate’s country.
Ratings were analyzed on the original scale ranging from −3 to
3, with higher values indicating more favorable evaluations. Ac-
knowledging the potential association between candidate identity
and evaluation ratings, we report the aggregated ratings for each
candidate separately for each country . In the rest of the paper, we
refer to the four candidates as JP-male, JP-female, US-male, and
US-female to distinguish them.

Figure 2 shows the raw distribution of participants’ responses
to the hirability question for each candidate in the two countries
under the no-disclosure condition. We can see that the hirability
ratings trended more positively for both candidates from the US
than for candidates from Japan. Overall, the Japanese candidates
were rated positively by only 20% of the participants from Japan in
the baseline condition (13 out of 50 for the JP-male candidate and 7
for the JP-female candidate), whereas 76% of the participantsrated
the candidates in the US positively (41 out of 50 for the US-male
candidate and 35 for the US-female candidate). Indeed, theWilcoxon

rank-sum (Mann–Whitney U) test on the hirabilty ratings under the
no-disclosure condition detected a statistically significant difference
between the two countries (𝑊 = 8578.5, 𝑝 < 2.2𝑒 − 16).

Overall, the same country-level statistically significant effect
was also detected in the full dataset , which includes all disclosure
conditions. Type III ANOVA of the pooled linear regression model
revealed significant main effects of country (𝐹 (1, 775) = 144.79,
𝑝 < .001), indicating that hirability ratings differed significantly
between Japan and the US across all conditions.

As a robustness check, we also compared hirability ratings be-
tween the two candidateswithin each country under the no-disclosure
condition to assess whether baseline evaluations differed across
the interview videos. We found no statistically significant differ-
ences between the two Japanese candidates (Wilcoxon𝑊 = 1513,
𝑝 = .064) or between the two U.S. candidates (Wilcoxon𝑊 = 1443.5,
𝑝 = .170). These findings confirm a divergence of hirability rat-
ings by participants from two countries, yet suggest that such
divergence was not driven by idiosyncratic differences between
individual candidates as candidates within each country received
broadly comparable baseline evaluations.

4.1.2 Negative impact of stuttering in evaluation. While the overall
lower ratings by Japanese participants could be due to cultural
differences in giving ratings, our qualitative analysis showed that
raters in Japan were more likely to be negatively influenced by the
observed disfluency when evaluating the candidates.

Notably, 79 (19.8%) participants from Japan explicitly mentioned
that stuttering negatively influenced their evaluation, compared to
only 31 (7.8%) participants from the US, indicating the same effect.

The participants also shared various reasons for the negative
effects in their open responses, with the top ones falling under the
following themes: 1) competency concerns, 2) personal difficulty
as listeners, 3) perceived character flaws, and 4) communication
costs. We discuss these themes below with example quotes from
participants. For the rest of this paper, we will identify participants
by their country, ID, and assigned disclosure condition in the for-
mat of “country-ID-condition”, where country would be “JP” for
Japanese participants and “US” for U.S. participants, ID will be the
participant ID (1 − 800), and condition would be “None”, “Verbal”,
“Nametag”, or “Chat”.

(1) Competency concerns. Many participants (122 out of 400
in Japanand 40 out of 400 in the US) raised concerns about the
candidates’ ability to perform and socialize at the workplace
as a result of their stuttering. While the primary concern
was communication challenges, stuttering also led partic-
ipants to question the candidates’ professional skills and
qualities beyond communication. For example, JP-757-Chat
found stuttering made the candidate appear “unreliable and
unintelligent, which had a very negative impact on the eval-
uation”. US-010-None mentioned concerns about working
under stress: “It made me wonder how she would perform
under stressful situations”. JP-529-Nametag worried about
the candidate’s interpersonal skills, “I felt that it might be dif-
ficult to build interpersonal relationships or work that involves
dealing directly with people”. JP-509-Nametag expressed their
own discomfort with working with people who stutter, “If I
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Figure 2: Breakdown of hirability ratings by country and candidate under the “None” disclosure(baseline) condition. Ratings
follow the Likert scale with lower values indicating stronger disagreement and higher values indicating stronger agreement
with the statement “I would be likely to hire this candidate for the job”.

were to actually work with them, I did feel some anxiety about
whether things would be okay.”

(2) Personal difficulty as listener. Personal difficulty as a
listener was reported by 116 participants in Japan and 53
participants in the U.S. These comments described distrac-
tion, discomfort, confusion, or difficulty understanding the
candidates. The difficulty can stem from the participants’
own discomfort when listening to the candidate’s speech.
As JP-402-None shared, “I had heard about this kind of dis-
ability before, but listening to the person speak still made me
feel irritated at times.”. Some participants also found stutter-
ing distracting and made it “hard to concentrate on [her]
answers (US-014-None)”. Such discomfort and distraction ex-
perienced by the participants impacted their ability to fully
follow or understand the content of the candidate’s speech.
Participants shared, “I tried to be more kind but I honestly had
a hard time understanding them and piecing together their
answers.” (US-005-None) and “He tried very hard to speak,
but his speech was choppy, so it was difficult to understand
what he was saying.” (JP-405-None). This challenge in un-
derstanding the candidate was mentioned more by Japanese
participants (82 out of 400) than by participants from the
U.S. (23 out of 400), suggesting greater difficulty in Japanese
participants to assess the quality of the candidates’ answers
to the interview questions, which could contribute to lower
evaluation ratings.

(3) Perceived character flaws.The participants (75 in Japan, 26
in the US) also often associated the candidates with stereo-
types associated with stuttering, leading to their percep-
tion of stereotypical character flaws, such as nervousness,
lack of confidence, and dishonesty. Many participants (65
in Japanand 25 in the US) immediately associated stutter-
ing with being nervous or the lack of self-confidence. For
example, JP-404-None described the candidate as “lacking
confidence and appearing extremely nervous,” which lowered

the participants’ evaluation. US-088-Verbal similarly asso-
ciated stuttering with nervousness and lower confidence,
writing, “Maybe the stuttering could have been because of
nervousness and that didn’t come off as a confident employee
to me.” Stuttering could also be perceived as dishonesty and
reduced the participants’ trust in the candidates. As JP-463-
Verbal stated, “The stutter sounded like the stumbling over
words that occurs when someone is lying, which caused my
assessment of the person to drop.” This perception was again
more prevalent in Japan, expressed by 11 participants, than
in the US, in which it was mentioned by only one participant.

(4) Communication time. Stuttering was also negatively per-
ceived as reducing communication efficiency and requiring
additional effort from listeners. More participants in Japan
(69 out of 400) than in the US (19 out of 400) explicitly men-
tioned the speed of speech and the additional time it took
for the candidate to communicate, and considered that as an
issue for employment. For example, JP-443-None expressed,
“It takes time, which makes it difficult to get work done”. While
participants from both countries (38 in Japanand 35 in the
US) acknowledged that they had to exert more effort in lis-
tening as a result of stuttering, the participants in the US
were less likely to lower their evaluation because of it. As
US-024-None indicated, “It was a little bit distracting in the
beginning, but I tried my hardest to listen to the content of
their speech and ignored the stuttering for the most part. After
a while it didn’t bother me.”

These negative perceptions of stuttering were also reflected in
the ratings of the candidates on other evaluation dimensions.

Figure 3 shows the average ratings for each candidate from
Japan and the US in the baseline condition, when no disclosure
was provided, for all six evaluation dimensions: Hirability, Intellect,
General Impression, Trustworthiness, Confidence, and Comfort.
Again, we observed a clear disparity in ratings between Japan and
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Figure 3: Average ratings of male and female candidates from the US and Japan across the six major evaluation dimensions
under “None” disclosure (baseline) condition. Error bars indicate 95% percentile bootstrap confidence intervals.

the US. Notably, the candidates from Japan received negative av-
erage ratings from Japanese participants on Hirability (JP-male:
𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 = −0.5, 𝑠𝑑 = 1.40; JP-female: 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 = −1, 𝑠𝑑 = 1.29), Gen-
eral Impression (JP-female:𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 = −0.17, 𝑠𝑑 = 1.23), Confidence
(JP-male: 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 = −1.66, 𝑠𝑑 = 0.92; JP-female: 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 = −2.15,
𝑠𝑑 = 0.78), and Comfort (JP-male: 𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 = −1.8, 𝑠𝑑 = 0.81; JP-
female:𝑚𝑒𝑎𝑛 = −2.17, 𝑠𝑑 = 0.70). Wilcoxon rank-sum test showed
that participants in Japan assigned significantly lower ratings (𝑝’s
< 7𝑒 − 16) than participants in the United States on all six dimen-
sions.

Consistent with the lower prevalence of negative sentiments
toward stuttering identified in the qualitative analysis, the ratings of
participants from the US were significantly higher, showing highly
positive evaluations of the two English-speaking candidates on
Hirability (1.36, SD = 1.352), Intellect (2.15, SD = 0.7894), and General
Impression (1.68, SD = 1.099), and Trustworthiness (2.12, SD = 0.812).
Similar to the ratings by Japanese participants, participants from
the U.S. gave relatively lower ratings on Confidence and Comfort,
suggesting that although they found the candidates intelligent and
competent, they still perceived people who stutter as less confident
or uncomfortable – a stereotype that has been widely reported in
the literature [10, 27].

4.1.3 Positive interpretation of stuttering in evaluation. However,
stuttering can also positively affect the evaluation of the candidates.
In their open-ended responses, 171 participants from Japan (42.8%)
and 134 from the US (33.5%) received at least one positive Stuttering
Impact code. Among these participants, 14 in each country (3.5%)
explicitly stated that stuttering increased their ratings. As seen in
Table 4, many participants felt that the candidates stood out for

their courage, grit, and perseverance in participating in interviews
wwhile stuttering. US-049-None expressed, “It made me feel that she
is brave and strong for continuing to do what must be an intimidating
situation for her.” JP-568-Chat shared, “I felt that being able to take on
such an important role despite his disability shows that he is a person
with even more courage than the average person.” US-285-Verbal
shared a similar sentiment, “To a degree I almost feel that the stutter
only makes him a better candidate. I think this because the hardships
one overcomes through life when living with a speech impediment.
[...] he is very thoughtful and empathetic, which I believe comes from
someone with daily struggles.”

Not all supportive reactions represented an unambiguously pos-
itive evaluation. Some participants responded with sympathy, com-
passion, or pity after observing the candidates’ difficulty in speaking.
Although these responses sometimes encouraged patience or sup-
port, they could also frame candidates through perceived struggle
or vulnerability rather than their professional qualifications. Stut-
tering can also leave listeners with a positive general impression
because of the earnestness and effort exerted by the person who
stutters. JP-711-Nametag expressed, “I had a favorable impression of
the way they were desperately trying to engage in conversation, and
it made me want to treat them warmly.”

Finally, a sizable number of participants (224 (56.0%) in the US
and 85 (21.3%) in Japan) indicated that stuttering did not affect
their ratings. It was either considered irrelevant or consciously
disregarded to avoid bias . While many participants simply stated
that stuttering did not affect them, US-121-Nametag elaborated
their evaluation process and pushed back on the idea that stuttering
could impact interview ratings: “It didn’t impact my ratings at all. I
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evaluated the quality of her responses. I feel like if there’s a problem
with someone’s stutter, that’s on the person without the stutter.”

4.2 How does self-disclosure change candidate
evaluations?

4.2.1 Self-disclosure improves evaluations primarily in Japan. Fig-
ure 4 presents the average ratings across all six evaluation dimen-
sions under the four disclosure conditions for each candidate and
country. Overall, a consistent pattern emerged across the evaluation
dimensions. Candidates who stutter received substantially lower
ratings from participants in Japan than from those in the US under
all disclosure conditions. Introducing self-disclosure generally im-
proved the evaluations in Japan on most dimensions, whereas its
effects were relatively limited in the US, except for Confidence and
Comfort. The largest improvements were observed for Hirability,
Intellect, and General Impression, while Trustworthiness remained
relatively stable across disclosure conditions. These visual patterns
suggest that self-disclosure primarily influences perceptions of com-
petence and overall evaluation, with comparatively smaller effects
on perceived trustworthiness.

Type III ANOVA of the pooled linear regression model iden-
tified statistically significant effects of disclosure mechanism on
Hirability (𝐹 (3, 775) = 7.81, 𝑝 < .001), Intellect (𝐹 (3, 774) = 8.67,
𝑝 < .001), General Impression (𝐹 (3, 774) = 8.40, 𝑝 < .001), Confi-
dence (𝐹 (3, 774) = 9.52, 𝑝 < .001) and Comfort (𝐹 (3, 774) = 7.73,
𝑝 < .001), as well as a significant interaction between country and
disclosure mechanism on Hirability (𝐹 (3, 775) = 3.02, 𝑝 = .029), In-
tellect (𝐹 (3, 774) = 4.83, 𝑝 = .002), General Impression (𝐹 (3, 774) =
4.68, 𝑝 = 0.003), Confidence (𝐹 (3, 774) = 4.92, 𝑝 = .002) and Com-
fort (𝐹 (3, 774) = 2.98, 𝑝 = .03). Consistent with the patterns shown
in Figure 4, no significant effect was observed for Trustworthiness.

These results indicate that ratings differ across disclosure condi-
tions and that the pattern of differences varies by country.

In Japan, disclosure was associated with broader improve-
ments across multiple outcomes. Comparing the ratings re-
ceived under different disclosure mechanisms to the None disclo-
sure condition, pairwise Wilcoxon rank sum tests found significant
effects of Verbal/Name-tag disclosures across almost every mea-
sure (Hirability, Intellect, General Impression, Trustworthiness) for
the JP-female candidate (𝑝.ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑚 < .001), and significant effect of
Name-tag on Intellect (𝑝.ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑚 < .0005) and General Impression
(𝑝.ℎ𝑜𝑙𝑚 < .0005) for JP-male candidate.

In the US, the effects of disclosure were more limited. The
only statistically significant differences were observed for Confi-
dent and Comfortable, both of which were highest in the in-chat
informative disclosure condition and lowest in the “ None” disclo-
sure condition. PairwiseWilcoxon rank sum tests found statistically
significant increases from None to Chat condition in the ratings on
Comfort (𝑝 < .05) for the US-female candidate, and on Confidence
(𝑝 < .05) for the US-male candidate.

The different effects of disclosure in the two countries were also
supported by our qualitative analysis, in which we found 127 (42%)
U.S. participants in the disclosure conditions explicitly indicated
that disclosure had no effect on their rating – either because they
were already aware of the stuttering regardless of disclosure or
they did not view the act of disclosure as part of the candidate

evaluation, while only 51 (17%) Japanese participants stated the
same. For example, US-080-Verbal stated, “It didn’t, even if they
didn’t disclose it, I would have found out while they were talking that
they had a stutter.” JP-585-Chat similarly explained, “Honestly, I
do not think the self-disclosure was closely related to my evaluation.
Whether the candidate disclosed it or not, I regarded it as one part of
the person and was not influenced by it.”

Overall, disclosure was associated with broader improvements
in Japan than in the US. In Japan, substantial and statistically sig-
nificant improvements have been observed in hirability, intellect,
general impressions, and confidence. In the US, these effects are
primarily limited to confidence and comfort. Trustworthiness re-
mained relatively unchanged across conditions in both countries.

4.2.2 Self-disclosure reshapes how listeners engage with stuttering.
While only a subset of the participants (33 in Japanand 28 in the US)
explicitly mentioned that seeing the disclosure made them increase
their ratings of the candidate, a large percentage of the participants
(49% in Japanand 28% in the US) found the disclosure useful in the
interview context and openly expressed their appreciation for it
(15% in Japanand 11% in the US) in their responses.

Our qualitative analysis of the open-ended responses suggests
that disclosure changed how the listener engaged with stuttering
more than simply changing the ratings. As US-324-Nametag ex-
plained, “I was prepared and less distracted by his stutter, and it
showed honesty and directness on his part.” disclosure framed the
conversation and set the expectations for listeners, allowing the
participants to better focus on the content of the speech and the
qualities of the candidate rather than the stuttering. By address-
ing “the elephant in the room” (US-285-Verbal) early on, disclosure
prompted the participants to not only respond to stuttering itself but
also consider what having a stutter meant for the candidate. With-
out disclosure, participants were more likely to associate speech
disfluency with nervousness, lower confidence, less trustworthi-
ness, and a poor fit for the job. With disclosure, raters had a clearer
framework for interpreting the same speech and could, in turn,
view stuttering as a sign of strength and confidence.

The top themes for how disclosure improves the evaluations
are: (1) functional utility that facilitates the interview process; (2)
counter stereotypes by demonstrating confidence and directness;
and (3) demonstrate unique character strengths, such as honesty,
openness, and thoughtfulness.

(1) Facilitate interview process. Regardless of their attitudes
towards stuttering, many participants under the disclosure
conditions (147 in Japanand 83 in the US) called out its func-
tional utility in making the interview experience smooth for
both the interviewer and interviewee. The listeners found
that the disclosure clarified and helped them listen better
by setting the right expectation and reducing mental dis-
traction. Helping the listener or interviewer accommodate
was reported by 109 participants in Japan and 63 partici-
pants in the US. JP-728-Nametag explained, “ Because the
candidate disclosed in advance, I understood that I should wait
when they had difficulty speaking, which I appreciated.” Simi-
larly, US-134-Nametag wrote, “Seeing the disclosure helped
me to quickly acclimate to her stutter, rather than wondering
if there was another issue.” US-128-Nametag, commented “It
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Figure 4: Average rating across the six evaluation dimensions for candidates in Japan and the US under each of the four
disclosure conditions. Error bars indicate 95% percentile bootstrap confidence intervals.

just made me aware and appreciative. It also indicated the
interviewee wanted to be transparent and set expectations with
the interviewer”. The participants also recognized the value of
disclosure in facilitating interview flow. US-158-Chat pointed
out, “The speaker’s disclosure allowed the interview to flow
better. This allowed her to speak more confidently knowing
that the interviewer would not interrupt and that she would
be treated more fairly.”

(2) Counter stereotypes. Disclosure helped listeners distin-
guish stuttering from nervousness, low confidence, limited
intelligence, or poor preparation, all common stereotypes
of PWS [10]. This theme appeared among 19 participants in
each country. JP-516-Nametag explained, “Without the dis-
closure, I might have viewed the person strangely, but because
it was disclosed, I could look at the person themselves with-
out prejudice.” US-186-Chat similarly wrote, “It [Disclosure]
allowed me to know that this is an actual issue for them as
opposed to them just being super nervous and anxious. It also
gave me a bit of insight into an obstacle that this person must
deal with on a daily basis, which allowed me to be a bit more
empathetic while listening to their interview.” Another partic-
ipant, US-078-Verbal, stated that the disclosure clarified that
a candidate’s speech was not an indication of their limited
intelligence. Therefore, disclosure provided an alternative
framework for interpreting disfluency before stereotypical
explanations are established.

(3) Demonstrate unique character strengths. A large num-
ber (68 US, 67 Japan) saw the act of self-disclosure as a demon-
stration of a candidate’s character merits, such as confidence,
courage, honesty, sincerity, professionalism, and openness.

The participants recognized that it took courage and con-
fidence to disclose their disabilities. As US-323-Nametag
shared, “I loved how confident the candidate was and he owned
his stutter.” JP-684-Verbal wrote, “I felt that he showed courage
and sincerity in sharing information that could at first glance
be considered negative, which had a positive impact onmy eval-
uation.” US-097-Verbal responded, “It [the disclosure] made
her seem responsible and courageous. She wanted to address
her stutter immediately to get it out of the way, and I really
admire that.” US-285-Verbal appreciated the honesty and
professionalism in self-disclosing, “I think that [disclosure]
was honestly much better than it being an elephant in the
room. He was professional about it and upfront. I think it takes
confidence to be that way when I know a lot of people would
just try to shy away from mentioning it or try to hide it.”

Overall, disclosure was often received positively by participants
as it provided useful information to guide their interaction and
demonstrated valuable qualities in the candidates.

4.2.3 Brief disclosure formats were generally received more favor-
ably than the informative in-chat format. While prior work on stut-
tering disclosure recommends informative, factual disclosures over
vague and apologetic disclosures [15], our results generally show
more favorable evaluations of the verbal and name-tag disclosures
than of the informative in-chat disclosure (see Figure 4).

The disclosure appraisal results shown in Figure 5 point in the
same direction. In both countries, participants rated verbal and
name-tag disclosures as clearer and more appropriate and were
more likely to recommend them for job interviews, with the con-
trast being especially strong in Japan. This pattern suggests that
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disclosure was received not only as information but also in terms
of how clearly and appropriately it fitted the interview context.

The qualitative responses gave signals about why the Informative
disclosure was less effective. The issue was not only how much
information is provided through the disclosure . It also depended on
whether the message was easy to notice, easy to recognize as self-
disclosure, or appropriate for the interview setting. Reactions to the
Informative disclosure point to design considerations of visibility,
phrasing, and social fit.

The in-chat design limits the visibility of the informative dis-
closure. One participant wrote, US-395-Chat, “I could not read the
disclosure because it was too small in the video. I took a screenshot
and enlarged it later to read it. It did not affect my rating at all”. The
information was also presented without explicit self-disclosure. US-
185-Chat wrote, “To be honest, I did not realize it was self-disclosure
because of the phrasing about it being a neurological condition.” phras-
ing and requested accommodation can also be viewed as inappro-
priate. US-169-Chat wrote, “I found the self-disclosure quite abrasive,
and not worded in the most diplomatic or professional manner”. An-
other participant, US-182-Chat, wrote, “I found it presumptuous. I
would prefer she just verbally talked about it.” Similarly, JP-790-Chat
appreciated the disclosure but criticized its requested accommo-
dation, stating, “It’s important that you communicated this, but I
think it would have been better if you hadn’t asked me not to inter-
rupt what came after. It was a small but significant negative.” These
responses suggest that future iterations of informative disclosure
design should make it easier to noticeand interpret, and be more
context-appropriate for the interview setting. This is consistent
with prior findings that lightweight prompts are often more effec-
tive when they are easy to take up within ongoing interaction than
when they are more detailed but harder to process [19].

However, disclosures can also backfire. Two participants in Japan
and five in the US explicitly acknowledged that the disclosure low-
ered their ratings. Eleven participants from Japan and 11 from the
US described disclosure as unnecessary or inappropriate. Three
participants from Japan and one from the US preferred verbal dis-
closure. (see Disclosure Impact: Negative in Table 4). The top issue
identified by participants was its necessity or appropriateness in
the interview setting. Another Japanese participant, JP-596-Chat,
described an ambivalent reaction: “I wanted to evaluate positively
the fact that the candidate honestly disclosed a weakness or disability
that one might normally hesitate to mention. On the other hand, dis-
closing the stuttering at the outset might also make me suspect that
the candidate intended to use it to influence the interviewer in their
favor.” Some participants also found verbal disclosure more appro-
priate than technology-facilitated ones. JP-792-Chat stated, “I think
it would make a better impression if they had announced it aloud
rather than just displaying it.” The disclosure also amplified pity
and competency concerns for a small number of participants from
Japan, prompting them to view the candidate’s stutter as a lifelong
struggle rather than a temporary issue caused by nervousness.

4.3 Participant characteristics associated with
candidate evaluations

Among the participant characteristics included in the exploratory
Type III ANOVA analysis, work or study experience with PWS was

the strongest predictor of hirability ratings (𝐹 (1, 775) = 11.66, 𝑝 <

.001), followed by participants’ education level (𝐹 (1, 775) = 5.60,
𝑝 = .018), gender (𝐹 (2, 775) = 4.42, 𝑝 = .012), and prior personal
contact with people who stutter (𝐹 (1, 775) = 3.89, 𝑝 = .049). The
experience of working or studying with PWS has a strong positive
effect on the evaluation ratings of the candidates in the interview
videos.

As illustrated in Figure 6, participants with prior work or educa-
tional experience with PWS appeared to give, on average, higher
hirability ratings to candidates across disclosure conditions and
countries. Eighty participants in Japan having such an experi-
enceevaluated the candidates who stutter much more positively
than those without such experience, especially when disclosure
was provided. When disclosed, they were more likely to agree to
hire candidates, in contrast to the overall trend of disagreement
among participants from Japan. This result is consistent with pre-
vious findings [43], suggesting a strong association between prior
exposure to stuttering and a more favorable evaluation of PWS in
online interviews.

5 Discussion
5.1 Design for social accessibility: from self to

environment
Ample research has shown that stuttering itself does not necessarily
prevent PWS from expressing themselves and that they can com-
municate effectively while still stuttering [12, 13, 21]. The negative
life impact of stuttering does not correlate with physical sever-
ity [25, 62]. This pattern was also confirmed in the present study.
Even when stuttering was not disclosed, participants could still
understand the main points of the candidates’ answers, and a siz-
able portion of them found these answers sufficiently relevant and
compelling that they were inclined to hire the candidate (76% in
the US and 20% in Japan).

By answering RQ1, our findings show stuttering shaped evalu-
ations even when candidates were broadly understood. The main
issue was not the content of the answers but how listeners inter-
preted the speech and what they assumed about the candidate’s
confidence, competence, professionalism, and fit. The negative fac-
tors associated with stuttering, as reported by the participants (see
Table 4), were rarely about what was said in the interview but
centered on the difficulty in listening, which in turn led to judg-
ments about character, competence, and collegiality. These are all
well-known stereotypes of people who stutter [27, 61].

In answering RQ2, we found that disclosure changed the evalua-
tive process by changing how listeners interpreted the same speech.
This does not render the speaker more fluent. Instead, it facilitates
the interaction by naming the situation early, reducing ambiguity,
setting expectations, and redistributing interpretive labor to the
listener. Under the lens of the social model of disability [71], the
disabling barrier of stuttering is created by the “expectations of able-
bodiedness” rather than the speech disfluency [23]. Thus, designing
for stuttering self-disclosure directly challenges such expectations
in videoconferencing job interviews. Effectiveness is not the same
as fluency. PWS can communicate effectively while still stutter-
ing [12, 13, 21]. In the qualitative coding, positive interpretations
of disclosure often centered on better listener experience (147 in
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JP and 83 in the US) and recognized strength (67 in Japan and 68
in the US). This suggests that disclosure helped listeners adjust
their listening behavior and attend more to the candidates’ positive
qualities.

By targeting the social and collaborative aspects of communi-
cation accessibility rather than the PWS candidate’s ability to “in-
dependently” perform the task under a normative notion of pro-
ductivity, our work contributes to the practice of interdependence
and social accessibility in assistive technology design [7, 12, 85, 86].
However, while existing work under these frameworks has predom-
inantly emphasized individuals with disabilities, either by creating
tools adaptive to their abilities or by modifying their behaviors to fit
into existing systems [48], our approach shifts attention from PWS
to the environment in which they are evaluated. This shift places
the primary site of intervention on the listeners rather than the
speakers. Rather than expecting extra compensatory effort from

PWS candidates, our interventions targeted the listeners, redis-
tributing access labor by promoting situational awareness and more
accommodative interpretation from the other side of the interac-
tion. Previous research suggests the importance of norms and social
expectations in shaping the experience of people with disabilities
in computer-mediated communication [58, 65, 101, 102]; our work
provides empirical evidence that lightweight technical interven-
tions using familiar videoconferencing design elements can reshape
how listeners interpret disfluent speech in evaluative settings, es-
pecially in contexts where negative assumptions about stuttering
appear more prevalent, as seen in the open-ended responses from
participants in Japan.
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5.2 Design for disability-affirming technology:
from access to dignity

The accessibility research community has long engaged in critical
reflection on deficit-based versus ability-based approaches in assis-
tive technology design [100], increasingly advocating for systems
that embrace diverse abilities rather than focusing on “solving” dis-
abilities [84]. Although this shift marks important progress, much
of the current work still focuses on user abilities. Our study distin-
guishes itself from conventional assistive technology by shifting
its focus from ability to identity. Rather than designing systems
that are adaptive to users’ speech and communication abilities, we
aimed to support interview candidates in claiming an affirmative
self-identity and social identity as PWS when engaging in high-
stakes communication.

This design intervention is particularly important for PWS given
the impact of concealment and avoidance on the lived experience
of stuttering [34, 76]. Suppressing one’s identity as a person who
stutters is both a typical response to stuttering and a very unhelpful
one [77, 91]. That stutterers avoid stuttering is a cliché. Wendell
Johnson, a famous speech-language pathologist who stuttered, once
wrote that, "stuttering is what you do trying not to stutter" [49, 88].
All therapy protocols are based on reducing speakers’ avoidance
of stuttering and helping them embrace their identities as stutter-
ers [24].

By foregrounding identity through self-disclosure, we explored
an emerging paradigm of disability-affirming technology that re-
jects efforts to mask or fix disabilities. Instead, this paradigm em-
phasizes acceptance, recognition, and the right to participate in
one’s disability identity and traits. This allows PWS to move to-
ward and embrace their stuttering, which is a healthier coping
response than avoidance [77]. Our findings illustrated the poten-
tial of this approach. On one hand, claiming disability identity can
introduce risks. As shown in our findings, some raters interpreted
communication differences as an enduring limitation of the candi-
date rather than an issue shaped by the interview situation, and
some also viewed disclosure itself as unnecessary or inappropriate
(11 in Japan and 11 in the US). On the other hand, we observed clear
benefits of disability-affirming practices, such as self-disclosure, in
clarifying confusion, reducing distraction, and undermining nor-
mative assumptions about speakers who stutter. In both countries,
many participants associated disclosure with character strength
(67 in JP and 68 in the US) and explicitly appreciated that it was
provided (46 in Japan and 34 in the US).

More importantly, the value of a disability-affirming approach
extends beyond access in the moment toward longer-term benefits
for PWS and society. Our findings speak to the value of openness
in a specific evaluative context, whereas prior research on SLP
has shown that stuttering-affirming therapy is more effective in
promoting long-term well-being for PWS [24, 87]. Prior work has
established that long-term and successful management of stutter-
ing involves openness toward and acceptance of stuttering [75].
Affirming stuttering is beneficial at both the individual and soci-
etal levels. At the individual level, it allows stutterers to reduce
role conflict and develop a more congruent and positive sense of
self [90]. They have less need to perform as fluent speakers but
can, rather, speak authentically with a stutter. At the societal level,

affirmative visibility may help normalize disability by making stut-
tering more familiar in everyday life [43]. Our results point in the
same direction, suggesting that greater familiarity with stuttering
may support a more favorable evaluation. In our study, participants
with prior contact experience with PWS were more likely to make
favorable hiring judgments, and such an association was more pro-
nounced among Japanese participants, who showed more negative
perceptions of stuttering in general.

Taken together, we see the value of disability-affirming technol-
ogy beyond facilitating access in the moment and in its potential as
an act of “world-making” that could guide us toward non-normative,
alternative futures [38, 98]. Designing for stuttering disclosure and
visibility can help challenge entrenched norms of communication
and competence, opening up new possibilities of being and inter-
acting with others.

5.3 Design within ableist systems: ethical,
cross-cultural, and interactional tensions

The format of the online interview itself may intensify barriers for
individuals with disabilities. The questions were asked in quick
succession and required immediate answers without deliberation
or personal connections. Although common, this format is built
on ableist assumptions about speed, composure, and smooth self-
presentation.

The differences between the two participant groups suggest that
disclosure may have shaped evaluations differently. Among Japan-
ese participants, who were previously less exposed to stuttering,
setting the expectation upfront primarily served to prepare them
to listen better, reducing their discomfort and immediate negative
associations of stuttering . Among US participantswho were more
familiar with stuttering, disclosure appeared to highlight unique
character merits in the candidate by demonstrating courage, hon-
esty, and professionalism. Disclosure may, therefore, have shaped
not only how raters interpreted the content of the stuttered speech
but also how they viewed the candidate who stutter holistically as
a worker and potential colleague.

In this study, disclosure may have been received not only as
information about stuttering but also as a form of self-presentation
within the interview. Self-presentation is highly sensitive to the
social and workplace contexts. The less favorable reception of in-
formative chat disclosures suggests that pragmatic wording and
interactional fit may influence the evaluation of disclosures [57].

Taken together, the observed differences in the effects of stutter-
ing and disclosure should not be interpreted as culturally inherent,
and may reflect differences in prior contact with people who stutter,
videoconferencing interview experiences, candidate characteristics,
recruitment platforms, and language choices.

Contextual complexity raises ethical concerns because the pres-
sure to pass as fluent may be shaped by the public awareness of
stuttering, local expectations of competency and efficiency, appro-
priate self-presentation and workplace interaction.

It is common for people who stutter to try to conceal their stut-
tering and be perceived as fluent speakers, a practice often called
passing as fluent or covert stuttering [30–32]. Passing as fluent is dif-
ficult [26]. Speakers must monitor their speech during moments of
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stuttering and may restrict what they say to avoid stuttering. Pass-
ing can also be stressful and negatively affect quality of life [34, 36].
Nonetheless, some peoplewho stuttermay find it protective because
it can reduce their exposure to ableist harm. Ideally, systems should
be designed so that people who stutter do not have to perform
these calculations. Systems that support belonging while stuttering
remains visible can reduce pressure to pass as fluent [89].

While recognizing ableist biases in employment systems, we
believe that technology designed for PWS should support collective
resistance to ableist norms rather than deeper accommodation to
them. People who stutter have a strong incentive to achieve fluency.
Our assistive technology should make it easier for these individuals
to participate while stuttering.

5.4 Mechanism of Action
Our findings suggest that the reception of disclosure depended not
only on what information was provided but also on whether the
format fit the timing, pace, and expectations of the interaction. In
our study, shorter disclosure formats appear to work better when
they are quickly absorbed into the ongoing interview. By contrast,
a more informative format may have been harder to adopt. The
informative chat disclosure was generally received less favorably
than shorter formats; however, this study could not determine
whether this pattern resulted from its length, modality, wording,
visibility, accommodation requests, or a combination of these fea-
tures. This finding suggests that disclosure support should not
be assumed to be uniform across contexts. Rather, it should be
designed with attention paid to the interactional fit, cultural expec-
tations, and communicative demands of the setting. Prior stuttering
research suggests that informative, matter-of-fact disclosures can
produce more favorable listener evaluations than apologetic or
self-deprecating disclosure [15, 28]. Accordingly, when candidates
choose to disclose, systems could make it possible to do so early
in the interaction before negative assumptions about stuttering
become more difficult to reconsider.

These findings support a flexible rather than a standardized
disclosure design. Systems could allow candidates to choose the
wording, timing, placement, duration, and audience of disclosure,
while distinguishing between identifying stuttering and requesting
an adjustment. Involving people who stutter in each linguistic
context can help ensure that disclosure messages are clear and
appropriate, without assuming uniform national preferences.

Candidate-controlled disclosure should be complemented by sup-
port from evaluators who do not depend on the applicant disclosure.
Interview platforms may provide guidance for allowing sufficient
speaking time, avoiding word completion, and evaluating the an-
swer content separately from fluency. Such support can reduce
the burden on applicants to address misconceptions during each
interaction.

6 Limitations and Future Work
Ceiling effect in the US. While prior work showed a negative im-

pact of stuttering during job interviews in the US labor market [37],
our data show generally positive impressions of PWS candidates
by participants from the US. We want to cautiously interpret this
observation as the decline of stuttering stigma in the US, as the

structure of the interview (i.e., general behavioral questions with
no follow-ups or domain-specific questions) and the entry-level job
role might have limited the discriminatory effect induced by stut-
tering in this specific situation. Additionally, both PWS candidates
from the US demonstrated strong nonverbal communication skills
in the mock interview, including consistent eye contact and calm
facial expressions during moments of stuttering and throughout the
interview. Their nonverbal communication capacities could have
contributed positively to listeners’ impressions. Future work should
consider having more challenging mock interviews or having the
candidate stutter more severely and demonstrate more secondary
behaviors – potentially voluntarily – during the interview to ad-
dress the potential ceiling effect.

Gender. Aprevious study found differing effects of self-disclosure
for male and female stutterers [16]. Candidate ratings varied, but no
consistent gender pattern emerged. We want to be cautious about
making broader claims about how disclosure works differently
for male and female job candidates who stutter, as the differences
observed with our volunteer candidates could be attributed to in-
dividual differences other than gender, such as age, accent, and
body language. Future work is needed to better understand how
self-disclosure works differently for male and female job candidates
who stutter during VC job interviews.

Informative self-disclosure. Although we observed pushback and
discomfort from Japanese participants during the in-chat informa-
tive self-disclosure, we still believe in its potential to raise public
awareness and knowledge about stuttering beyond the moment
of interaction. While the informative form of self-disclosure is the
most effective and is often taught to PWS in clinical settings in
the US, our findings suggest that the straightforward adoption of
this format might not work well in other cultural contexts such
as Japan. Thus, there is great value in exploring designs for more
informative disclosures that are effective and sensitive to differ-
ent cultural contexts. Further work is needed to design culturally
appropriate self-disclosure that supports everyday advocacy and
public education regarding stuttering.

7 Conclusion
This study examined whether technology-facilitated self-disclosure
can support a fairer evaluation of PWS in videoconferencing job in-
terviews, and how its effects vary across the US and Japan. Through
a cross-cultural survey experiment, we compared no disclosure,
verbal disclosure, name-tag disclosure, and informative chat disclo-
sure in mock online interviews. Our findings show that stuttering-
shaped candidate evaluation is more negative in Japan than in the
US, and that technology-supported disclosure could mitigate these
effects in multiple evaluative dimensions.

Importantly, disclosure changed how listeners interpreted stut-
teringand not only how positively they rated the candidate. Brief
and direct formats were generally more effective than more in-
formative chat-based disclosures, and the same disclosure did not
appear to do the same work across cultural contexts. These findings
suggest that culturally sensitive disclosure could support PWS not
as a way to “fix” speech but as a way to shape interpretation in an
evaluative setting.
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Overall, this study provides new empirical evidence on disability
disclosure in online job interviews and points toward a broader de-
sign direction for disability-affirmative assistive technology. Rather
than focusing only on the adaptation to individual abilities, disclo-
sure support can promote social accessibility, affirm disability iden-
tity, and shift the burden of access from individuals with disabilities
to the surrounding interactional environment. Future work should
examine how disclosure support can be adapted across settings,
languages, and forms of stigmatized disability while continuing to
center on dignity, agency, and authentic participation.

Acknowledgments
We thank Jia, Seth Tichenor, and Haruko Imada for appearing as
candidates who stutter in our interview videos. We also thank Ema
Kanae for supporting the qualitative coding. This study was sup-
ported by the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS)
KAKENHI Grant No. JP25K21322, National Science Foundation
Award No. 2427710, the Patrick J. McGovern Foundation, and Bore-
alis Philanthropy’s Disability Inclusion Fund.

References
[1] Taslima Akter, Yoonha Cha, Isabela Figueira, StacyM. Branham, and AnneMarie

Piper. 2023. “If I’m supposed to be the facilitator, I should be the host”: Un-
derstanding the Accessibility of Videoconferencing for Blind and Low Vision
Meeting Facilitators. In Proceedings of the 25th International ACM SIGACCESS
Conference on Computers and Accessibility (New York, NY, USA) (ASSETS ’23).
Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, Article 45, 14 pages.
doi:10.1145/3597638.3608420

[2] Mason Ameri, Lisa Schur, Meera Adya, F Scott Bentley, Patrick McKay, and
Douglas Kruse. 2018. The disability employment puzzle: A field experiment on
employer hiring behavior. Ilr Review 71, 2 (2018), 329–364.

[3] Lauren J. Amick, Soo-Eun Chang, Juli Wade, and J. Devin McAuley. 2017. Social
and Cognitive Impressions of Adults Who Do and Do Not Stutter Based on
Listeners’ Perceptions of Read-Speech Samples. Frontiers in Psychology 8 (2017),
1148. doi:10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01148

[4] Kohei Asao, Purva Khera, and Mahima Vasishth. 2024. Why such few women in
leadership positions in Japan?: Japan. International Monetary Fund, Washington,
DC.

[5] Naoko Baba, Atsuko Tanimura, and Yoshikazu Ishi. 2023. Subjective Perceptions
That Affect the Continued Employment of Persons with Mental Disabilities in
Japan: A Mixed-Methods Study. Work 75, 2 (2023), 711–727. doi:10.3233/WOR-
220144

[6] Denise A. Baker, Devin M. Burns, and Clair Reynolds Kueny. 2020. Just Sit
Back and Watch: Large Disparities between Video and Face-to-face Interview
Observers in Applicant Ratings. International Journal of Human-Computer
Interaction 36, 20 (2020), 1968–1979. doi:10.1080/10447318.2020.1805874

[7] Cynthia L. Bennett, Erin Brady, and Stacy M. Branham. 2018. Interdependence
as a frame for assistive technology research and design. In Proceedings of the
20th International ACM SIGACCESS Conference on Computers and Accessibility
(Galway, Ireland) (ASSETS ’18). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, 161–173. doi:10.1145/3234695.3236348

[8] Gordon W. Blood, Ingrid M. Blood, Glen M. Tellis, and Rodney M. Gabel. 2003.
A preliminary study of self-esteem, stigma, and disclosure in adolescents who
stutter. Journal of Fluency Disorders 28, 2 (2003), 143–159. doi:10.1016/S0094-
730X(03)00010-X

[9] Oliver Bloodstein, Nan Bernstein Ratner, and Shelley B Brundage. 2021. A
Handbook on Stuttering, Seventh Edition. Plural Publishing. https://play.google.
com/store/books/details?id=Abw0EAAAQBAJ

[10] Michael P. Boyle. 2018. Enacted stigma and felt stigma experienced by adults
who stutter. Journal of Communication Disorders 73 (2018), 50–61. doi:10.1016/j.
jcomdis.2018.03.004

[11] Michael P Boyle, Lauren Dioguardi, and Julie E Pate. 2016. A comparison of three
strategies for reducing the public stigma associated with stuttering. Journal of
fluency disorders 50 (2016), 44–58.

[12] Courtney T Byrd, Geoffrey A Coalson, and Danielle Werle. 2024. Observer-rated
outcomes of communication-centered treatment for adults who stutter: A social
validation study. Plos one 19, 5 (2024), e0303024.

[13] Courtney T Byrd, Geoffrey A Coalson, and Megan M Young. 2022. Targeting
communication effectiveness in adults who stutter: A preliminary study. Topics
in Language Disorders 42, 1 (2022), 76–93.

[14] Courtney T Byrd, Robyn Croft, Zoi Gkalitsiou, and Elizabeth Hampton. 2017.
Clinical utility of self-disclosure for adults who stutter: Apologetic versus infor-
mative statements. Journal of fluency disorders 54 (2017), 1–13.

[15] Courtney T. Byrd, Robyn Croft, Zoi Gkalitsiou, and Elizabeth Hampton. 2017.
Clinical Utility of Self-Disclosure for Adults Who Stutter: Apologetic versus
Informative Statements. Journal of Fluency Disorders 54 (2017), 1–13. doi:10.
1016/j.jfludis.2017.09.001

[16] Courtney T Byrd, Megann McGill, Zoi Gkalitsiou, and Colleen Cappellini. 2017.
The effects of self-disclosure on male and female perceptions of individuals who
stutter. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology 26, 1 (2017), 69–80.

[17] Courtney T. Byrd, Megann McGill, Zoi Gkalitsiou, and Colleen Cappellini. 2017.
The Effects of Self-Disclosure on Male and Female Perceptions of Individuals
Who Stutter. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology 26, 1 (2017), 69–80.
doi:10.1044/2016_AJSLP-15-0164

[18] Stephenie R. Chaudoir and Jeffrey D. Fisher. 2010. The disclosure processes
model: Understanding disclosure decision making and postdisclosure outcomes
among people living with a concealable stigmatized identity. Psychological
Bulletin 136, 2 (2010), 236–256. doi:10.1037/a0018193

[19] Yingting Chen and Taro Kanno. 2026. Design and verification of self-facilitation
card-based toolset for complex problem-solving. Thinking Skills and Creativity
60 (2026), 102130. doi:10.1016/j.tsc.2026.102130

[20] Yu-An Chen, Shoko Miyamoto, and Kenneth O. St. Louis. 2024. Public attitudes
toward stuttering and cluttering in Chinese and Japanese speech-language
pathology students. Journal of fluency disorders 82 (2024), 106077. https:
//api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:272140812

[21] Geoffrey A Coalson, Courtney T Byrd, Danielle Werle, Robyn Croft, and Michael
Mahometa. 2024. Self-perceived communication competence of adults who stut-
ter following communication-centered treatment. American journal of speech-
language pathology 33, 4 (2024), 1965–1985.

[22] Geoffrey A. Coalson, Jack Rodriguez, Robyn L. C. Albaum, Corrin G. Allen, and
Courtney T. Byrd. 2026. Self-Disclosure of Stuttering: A Systematic Review.
Journal of Fluency Disorders 88 (2026), 106200. doi:10.1016/j.jfludis.2026.106200

[23] Christopher Constantino, Patrick Campbell, and Sam Simpson. 2022. Stuttering
and the social model. Journal of Communication Disorders 96 (2022), 106200.
doi:10.1016/j.jcomdis.2022.106200

[24] Christopher Dominick Constantino. 2023. Fostering Positive Stuttering Identi-
ties Using Stutter-Affirming Therapy. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in
Schools 54, 1 (2023), 42–62. doi:10.1044/2022_LSHSS-22-00038

[25] Christopher D Constantino, Paula Leslie, Robert W Quesal, and J Scott Yaruss.
2016. A preliminary investigation of daily variability of stuttering in adults.
Journal of Communication Disorders 60 (2016), 39–50.

[26] Christopher Dominick Constantino, Walter H Manning, and Susan Naomi Nord-
strom. 2017. Rethinking covert stuttering. Journal of fluency disorders 53 (2017),
26–40.

[27] Ashley Craig, Yvonne Tran, and Magali Craig. 2003. Stereotypes towards stut-
tering for those who have never had direct contact with people who stutter:
A randomized and stratified study. Perceptual and motor skills 97, 1 (2003),
235–245.

[28] Robyn L Croft and Courtney T Byrd. 2021. Does the clinical utility of self-
disclosure of stuttering transcend culturally and linguistically diverse popula-
tions? International Journal of Speech-Language Pathology 23, 5 (2021), 548–558.

[29] Josh Urban Davis, Hongwei Wang, Parmit K Chilana, and Xing-Dong Yang.
2023. “It’s Not an Issue of Malice, but of Ignorance”: Towards Inclusive Video
Conferencing for Presenters Who are d/Deaf or Hard of Hearing. Proc. ACM
Interact. Mob. Wearable Ubiquitous Technol. 7, 3 (Sept. 2023), 1–31. doi:10.1145/
3610901

[30] Ernest Douglass and Bruce Quarrington. 1952. The differentiation of interiorized
and exteriorized secondary stuttering. Journal of Speech and Hearing Disorders
17, 4 (1952), 377–385.

[31] Jill E Douglass, Christopher Constantino, Jacqueline Alvarado, Katie Verrastro,
and Kaitlyn Smith. 2019. Qualitative investigation of the speech-language
therapy experiences of individuals who covertly stutter. Journal of fluency
disorders 61 (2019), 105713.

[32] Jill E Douglass, Maria Schwab, and Jacqueline Alvarado. 2018. Covert stuttering:
Investigation of the paradigm shift from covertly stuttering to overtly stuttering.
American journal of speech-language pathology 27, 3S (2018), 1235–1243.

[33] Yu Endo, Kazunori Komagata, Yukie Takemura, Mari Ikeda, Kimie Takehara,
and Daichi Iimura. 2019. Nurses’ Knowledge, Perceptions and Attitudes towards
Stuttering and the Work Environment of Nurses Who Stutter: A Cross-Sectional
Study. The Journal of the Japan Academy of Nursing Administration and Policies
23, 1 (2019), 28–39. doi:10.19012/janap.23.1_28

[34] Hope Gerlach, Stephenie R Chaudoir, and Patricia M Zebrowski. 2021. Relation-
ships between stigma-identity constructs and psychological health outcomes
among adults who stutter. Journal of Fluency Disorders 70 (2021), 105842.

[35] Hope Gerlach, Evan Totty, Anu Subramanian, and Patricia Zebrowski. 2018.
Stuttering and Labor Market Outcomes in the United States. Journal of Speech,
Language, and Hearing Research 61, 7 (2018), 1649–1663. doi:10.1044/2018_
JSLHR-S-17-0353

https://doi.org/10.1145/3597638.3608420
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01148
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-220144
https://doi.org/10.3233/WOR-220144
https://doi.org/10.1080/10447318.2020.1805874
https://doi.org/10.1145/3234695.3236348
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0094-730X(03)00010-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0094-730X(03)00010-X
https://play.google.com/store/books/details?id=Abw0EAAAQBAJ
https://play.google.com/store/books/details?id=Abw0EAAAQBAJ
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2018.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2018.03.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2017.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1044/2016_AJSLP-15-0164
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018193
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tsc.2026.102130
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:272140812
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:272140812
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2026.106200
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2022.106200
https://doi.org/10.1044/2022_LSHSS-22-00038
https://doi.org/10.1145/3610901
https://doi.org/10.1145/3610901
https://doi.org/10.19012/janap.23.1_28
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_JSLHR-S-17-0353
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_JSLHR-S-17-0353


Self-Disclosure and Perceived Competency of PWS in Online Job Interviews ASSETS ’26, October 25–28, 2026, Vila Nova de Gaia, Portugal

[36] Hope Gerlach-Houck and Eilidh Cage. 2025. Hide and survive: A conceptual
model of stuttering concealment. Journal of Communication Disorders 118 (2025),
106588. doi:10.1016/j.jcomdis.2025.106588

[37] Gerlach H, Totty E, Subramanian A, and Zebrowski P. 2018. Stuttering and
Labor Market Outcomes in the United States. J Speech Lang Hear Res. 61, 7
(2018), 1649–1663. doi:10.1044/2018_JSLHR-S-17-0353 https://www.ncbi.nlm.
nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6195060/.

[38] Aimi Hamraie. 2017. Building Access: Universal Design and the Politics of Disabil-
ity. University of Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, MN. doi:10.5749/minnesota/
9781517901639.001.0001

[39] Tamako Hasegawa. 2010. Japan’s Employment Measures for Persons with
Disabilities: Centered on Quota System of “Act on Employment Promotion
of Persons with Disabilities”. Japan Labor Review 7, 2 (2010), 26–42. https:
//www.jil.go.jp/english/JLR/documents/2010/JLR26_hasegawa.pdf

[40] Tamako Hasegawa. 2015. Reasonable Accommodation for Persons with Disabil-
ities in Japan. Japan Labor Review 12, 1 (2015), 21–37. https://www.jil.go.jp/
english/JLR/documents/2015/JLR45_hasegawa.pdf

[41] Daichi Iimura. 2016. An Investigation of Work Life and Reasonable Accommo-
dation among Adults Who Stutter: A Preliminary Study. The Japan Journal of
Logopedics and Phoniatrics 57, 4 (2016), 410–415. doi:10.5112/jjlp.57.410

[42] Daichi Iimura. 2017. An Investigation of Work Life and Reasonable Accommoda-
tion among Adults Who Stutter. The Japan Journal of Logopedics and Phoniatrics
58, 3 (2017), 205–215. doi:10.5112/jjlp.58.205

[43] Daichi Iimura and Shoko Miyamoto. 2021. Public attitudes toward people who
stutter in the workplace: A questionnaire survey of Japanese employees. Journal
of Communication Disorders 89 (2021), 106072.

[44] Daichi Iimura, Saburo Takahashi, Mizuki Aoki, Kentaro Yoshizawa, Kota Yanai,
Shoko Miyamoto, and Michael P. Boyle. 2026. Relationships between Psychoso-
cial Aspects of Stuttering and Self-Disclosure of Stuttering in a Japanese Sample.
Journal of Fluency Disorders 89 (2026), 106233. doi:10.1016/j.jfludis.2026.106233

[45] Daichi Iimura, Yasuto Yada, Kazuya Imaizumi, Toshimitsu Takeuchi, Manami
Miyawaki, and John Van Borsel. 2018. Public Awareness and Knowledge of
Stuttering in Japan. Journal of Communication Disorders 72 (2018), 136–145.
doi:10.1016/j.jcomdis.2018.02.002

[46] Daichi Iimura and Misuzu Yasui. 2020. Preliminary Investigation of the Work
Life of Speech-Language-Hearing Therapists Who Stutter. Japanese Journal of
Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 17, 2 (2020), 124–129. doi:10.11477/mf.
6001200277

[47] Derek Isetti. 2020. Disclosure of a communication disorder during a job in-
terview: A theoretical model. Journal of Communication Disorders 87 (2020),
106038. doi:10.1016/j.jcomdis.2020.106038

[48] JiWoong (Joon) Jang, Patrick Carrington, and Andrew Begel. 2026. The Three
Praxes Framework - A Thematic Review and Map of Social Accessibility Re-
search. In Proceedings of the 2026 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing
Systems (CHI ’26). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA,
Article 1095, 20 pages. doi:10.1145/3772318.3791125

[49] Wendell Johnson. 1961. Stuttering and What You Can Do About It. University of
Minnesota Press, Minneapolis, MN.

[50] Wooseok Kim, Jian Jun, Minha Lee, and Sangsu Lee. 2023. “I Won’t Go
Speechless”: Design Exploration on a Real-Time Text-To-Speech Speaking
Tool for Videoconferencing. In Proceedings of the 2023 CHI Conference on Hu-
man Factors in Computing Systems (Hamburg, Germany) (CHI ’23). Associa-
tion for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, Article 632, 20 pages.
doi:10.1145/3544548.3581215

[51] Yeon Soo Kim, Hyeonjeong Im, Sunok Lee, Haena Cho, and Sangsu Lee. 2023.
“We Speak Visually”: User-Generated Icons for Better Video-Mediated Mixed-
Group Communications Between Deaf and Hearing Participants. In Proceedings
of the 2023 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Hamburg,
Germany) (CHI ’23). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA,
Article 610, 16 pages. doi:10.1145/3544548.3581151

[52] Yeon Soo Kim, Sunok Lee, and Sangsu Lee. 2022. A Participatory Design Ap-
proach to Explore Design Directions for Enhancing Videoconferencing Expe-
rience for Non-signing Deaf and Hard of Hearing Users. In Proceedings of the
24th International ACM SIGACCESS Conference on Computers and Accessibility
(Athens, Greece) (ASSETS ’22). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, Article 47, 4 pages. doi:10.1145/3517428.3550375

[53] Takashi Kinoshita. 2013. A Survey of Illness and Disability Self-Disclosure Based
on the Employment Experiences of People with Mental Disabilities. Research
Bulletin of Kansai University of International Studies 14 (2013), 31–39. https:
//kuins.repo.nii.ac.jp/records/368 In Japanese; English title is a translation.

[54] Raja S. Kushalnagar and Christian Vogler. 2020. Teleconference Accessibility
and Guidelines for Deaf and Hard of Hearing Users. In The 22nd International
ACM SIGACCESS Conference on Computers and Accessibility (Virtual Event,
Greece) (ASSETS ’20). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY,
USA, Article 9, 6 pages. doi:10.1145/3373625.3417299

[55] Barbara Leporini, Marina Buzzi, and Marion Hersh. 2021. Distance meetings
during the covid-19 pandemic: are video conferencing tools accessible for blind
people?. In Proceedings of the 18th International Web for All Conference (Ljubljana,

Slovenia) (W4A ’21). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA,
Article 7, 10 pages. doi:10.1145/3430263.3452433

[56] Liz Lewis. 2021. 2021 Hiring Trends Report. https://www.indeed.com/lead/2021-
hiring-trends-report

[57] Jingjing Li and Hang Gao. 2025. Considerate Expressions: A New Perspective on
Linguistic Politeness in Japanese. SAGE Open 15, 3 (2025), 21582440251367186.

[58] Jingjin Li, Shaomei Wu, and Gilly Leshed. 2024. Re-envisioning Remote Meet-
ings: Co-designing Inclusive and Empowering Videoconferencing with People
Who Stutter. In Proceedings of the 2024 ACMDesigning Interactive Systems Confer-
ence (Copenhagen, Denmark) (DIS ’24). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 1926–1941. doi:10.1145/3643834.3661533

[59] Yan Ma, Emmalee M. Mason, Evynn M. McGinn, Jordan Parker, Judith D. Oxley,
and Kenneth O. St. Louis. 2024. Attitudes toward stuttering of college students
in the USA and China: A cross-cultural comparison using the POSHA-S. Journal
of Fluency Disorders 79 (2024), 106037. doi:10.1016/j.jfludis.2024.106037

[60] Kelly Mack, Maitraye Das, Dhruv Jain, Danielle Bragg, John Tang, Andrew
Begel, Erin Beneteau, Josh Urban Davis, Abraham Glasser, Joon Sung Park,
and Venkatesh Potluri. 2021. Mixed Abilities and Varied Experiences: a group
autoethnography of a virtual summer internship. In Proceedings of the 23rd In-
ternational ACM SIGACCESS Conference on Computers and Accessibility (Virtual
Event, USA) (ASSETS ’21, Article 21). Association for Computing Machinery,
New York, NY, USA, 1–13. doi:10.1145/3441852.3471199

[61] Sean P MacKinnon, Shera Hall, and Peter D MacIntyre. 2007. Origins of the
stuttering stereotype: Stereotype formation through anchoring–adjustment.
Journal of fluency disorders 32, 4 (2007), 297–309.

[62] Walter Manning and J Gayle Beck. 2013. Personality dysfunction in adults who
stutter: Another look. Journal of Fluency Disorders 38, 2 (2013), 184–192.

[63] Hazel R. Markus and Shinobu Kitayama. 1991. Culture and the self: Implications
for cognition, emotion, and motivation. Psychological Review 98, 2 (1991), 224–
253. doi:10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224

[64] James C. McCroskey and Jason J. Teven. 1999. Goodwill: A Reexamination of
the Construct and Its Measurement. Communication Monographs 66, 1 (1999),
90–103. doi:10.1080/03637759909376464

[65] Emma J McDonnell, Soo Hyun Moon, Lucy Jiang, Steven M Goodman, Raja
Kushalnagar, Jon E Froehlich, and Leah Findlater. 2023. “Easier or Harder,
Depending on Who the Hearing Person Is”: Codesigning Videoconferencing
Tools for Small Groups with Mixed Hearing Status. In Proceedings of the 2023
CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Hamburg, Germany)
(CHI ’23, Article 780). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY,
USA, 1–15. doi:10.1145/3544548.3580809

[66] Megann McGill, Jordan Siegel, Denise Nguyen, and Sulema Rodriguez. 2018.
Self-Report of Self-Disclosure Statements for Stuttering. Journal of Fluency
Disorders 58 (2018), 22–34. doi:10.1016/j.jfludis.2018.09.004

[67] Meredith Ringel Morris, Andrew Begel, and Ben Wiedermann. 2015. Under-
standing the challenges faced by neurodiverse software engineering employees:
Towards a more inclusive and productive technical workforce. In Proceedings of
the 17th International ACM SIGACCESS Conference on Computers and Accessibil-
ity (Lisbon, Portugal) (ASSETS ’15). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, 173–184. doi:10.1145/2700648.2809841

[68] Naoki Mukawa, Tsugumi Oka, Kumiko Arai, and Masahide Yuasa. 2005. What is
Connected byMutual Gaze? User’s Behavior in Video-Mediated Communication.
In CHI ’05 Extended Abstracts on Human Factors in Computing Systems (Portland,
OR, USA) (CHI EA ’05). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY,
USA, 1677–1680. doi:10.1145/1056808.1056995

[69] Timothy Neate, Vasiliki Kladouchou, Stephanie Wilson, and Shehzmani Shams.
2022. “Just Not Together”: The Experience of Videoconferencing for People
with Aphasia during the Covid-19 Pandemic. In Proceedings of the 2022 CHI
Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems (New Orleans, LA, USA)
(CHI ’22). Association for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, Article
606, 16 pages. doi:10.1145/3491102.3502017

[70] Kaia Newman, Sarah Snay, Madeline Endres, Manasvi Parikh, and Andrew Begel.
2025. Disclosure of Neurodivergence in Software Workplaces: a Mixed Methods
Study of Forum and Survey Perspectives. In Proceedings of the 27th International
ACM SIGACCESS Conference on Computers and Accessibility (ASSETS ’25). As-
sociation for Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, Article 82, 17 pages.
doi:10.1145/3663547.3746334

[71] Mike Oliver. 2013. The social model of disability: thirty years on. Disability & So-
ciety 28, 7 (2013), 1024–1026. arXiv:https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2013.818773
doi:10.1080/09687599.2013.818773

[72] Veronica Pearson, Frances Ip, Heidi Hui, Nelson Yip, et al. 2003. To tell or not to
tell; disability disclosure and job application outcomes. Journal of Rehabilitation
69, 4 (2003), 35.

[73] Jennifer Perez, Leonard S Newman, and Jenna MWalmer. 2025. Acknowledging
a Stutter Affects the Impression One Makes in a Job Interview. International
journal of language & communication disorders 60, 3 (2025), e70035.

[74] Jennifer Perez, Leonard S. Newman, and JennaM.Walmer. 2025. Acknowledging
a Stutter Affects the Impression One Makes in a Job Interview. International
Journal of Language & Communication Disorders 60, 3 (2025), e70035. doi:10.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2025.106588
https://doi.org/10.1044/2018_JSLHR-S-17-0353
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6195060/
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6195060/
https://doi.org/10.5749/minnesota/9781517901639.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.5749/minnesota/9781517901639.001.0001
https://www.jil.go.jp/english/JLR/documents/2010/JLR26_hasegawa.pdf
https://www.jil.go.jp/english/JLR/documents/2010/JLR26_hasegawa.pdf
https://www.jil.go.jp/english/JLR/documents/2015/JLR45_hasegawa.pdf
https://www.jil.go.jp/english/JLR/documents/2015/JLR45_hasegawa.pdf
https://doi.org/10.5112/jjlp.57.410
https://doi.org/10.5112/jjlp.58.205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2026.106233
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2018.02.002
https://doi.org/10.11477/mf.6001200277
https://doi.org/10.11477/mf.6001200277
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomdis.2020.106038
https://doi.org/10.1145/3772318.3791125
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581215
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3581151
https://doi.org/10.1145/3517428.3550375
https://kuins.repo.nii.ac.jp/records/368
https://kuins.repo.nii.ac.jp/records/368
https://doi.org/10.1145/3373625.3417299
https://doi.org/10.1145/3430263.3452433
https://www.indeed.com/lead/2021-hiring-trends-report
https://www.indeed.com/lead/2021-hiring-trends-report
https://doi.org/10.1145/3643834.3661533
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2024.106037
https://doi.org/10.1145/3441852.3471199
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637759909376464
https://doi.org/10.1145/3544548.3580809
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfludis.2018.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1145/2700648.2809841
https://doi.org/10.1145/1056808.1056995
https://doi.org/10.1145/3491102.3502017
https://doi.org/10.1145/3663547.3746334
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2013.818773
https://doi.org/10.1080/09687599.2013.818773
https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-6984.70035
https://doi.org/10.1111/1460-6984.70035


ASSETS ’26, October 25–28, 2026, Vila Nova de Gaia, Portugal Chen et al.

1111/1460-6984.70035
[75] Laura Plexico, Walter H Manning, and Anthony DiLollo. 2005. A phenomeno-

logical understanding of successful stuttering management. Journal of fluency
disorders 30, 1 (2005), 1–22.

[76] Laura W Plexico and Stephen A Erath. 2023. Correlations between stuttering
severity and satisfaction with life, self-acceptance, self-compassion, and avoid-
ance in people who stutter: Variability by sources of support. Perspectives of the
ASHA Special Interest Groups 8, 3 (2023), 439–447.

[77] Laura W Plexico, Walter H Manning, and Heidi Levitt. 2009. Coping responses
by adults who stutter: Part I. Protecting the self and others. Journal of fluency
disorders 34, 2 (2009), 87–107.

[78] Glyndon D. Riley. 2009. SSI-4: Stuttering Severity Instrument (4 ed.). Pro-Ed,
Austin, TX.

[79] Jennifer M Roche, Hayley S Arnold, and Ashley M Ferguson. 2020. Social
judgments of digitally manipulated stuttered speech: Cognitive heuristics drive
implicit and explicit bias. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 63,
10 (2020), 3443–3452.

[80] Jazz Rui Xia Ang, Ping Liu, Emma McDonnell, and Sarah Coppola. 2022. “In this
online environment, we’re limited”: Exploring Inclusive Video Conferencing
Design for Signers. In Proceedings of the 2022 CHI Conference on Human Factors in
Computing Systems (NewOrleans, LA, USA) (CHI ’22, Article 609). Association for
Computing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 1–16. doi:10.1145/3491102.3517488

[81] Johnny Saldaña. 2021. The Coding Manual for Qualitative Researchers (4 ed.).
SAGE, Los Angeles, CA.

[82] Yukino Sawai, Daichi Iimura, and Shoko Miyamoto. 2020. Negative Reactions
of Listeners toward Stuttering Symptoms: Perceptions of People Who Stutter.
The Japanese Journal of Communication Disorders 37, 2 (2020), 98–104. doi:10.
11219/jjcomdis.37.2_98

[83] Juliana Schroeder and Nicholas Epley. 2015. The Sound of Intellect: Speech
Reveals a Thoughtful Mind, Increasing a Job Candidate’s Appeal. Psychological
Science 26, 6 (2015), 877–891. doi:10.1177/0956797615572906

[84] Ashley Shew. 2023. Against Technoableism: Rethinking Who Needs Improvement.
W. W. Norton & Company, New York, NY.

[85] Kristen Shinohara, Cynthia L. Bennett, Wanda Pratt, and Jacob O. Wobbrock.
2018. Tenets for Social Accessibility: Towards Humanizing Disabled People in
Design. ACM Trans. Access. Comput. 11, 1, Article 6 (March 2018), 31 pages.
doi:10.1145/3178855

[86] Kristen Shinohara, Jacob O. Wobbrock, and Wanda Pratt. 2018. Incorporating
Social Factors in Accessible Design. In Proceedings of the 20th International ACM
SIGACCESS Conference on Computers and Accessibility (Galway, Ireland) (ASSETS
’18). Association for ComputingMachinery, New York, NY, USA, 149–160. doi:10.
1145/3234695.3236346

[87] Vivian Sisskin. 2023. Disfluency-Affirming Therapy for Young People Who
Stutter: UnpackingAbleism in the Therapy Room. Language, Speech, and Hearing
Services in Schools 54, 1 (2023), 114–119. doi:10.1044/2022_LSHSS-22-00015

[88] Vivian Sisskin and Brian Goldstein. 2022. Avoidance reduction therapy for
school-age children who stutter. Seminars in Speech and Language 43, 02 (2022),
147–160.

[89] Joshua St. Pierre and Danika Jorgensen Skakum. 2025. Towards a World That
Stutters: Dysfluency in ThreeModes of Belonging. Symposium: Canadian Journal
of Continental Philosophy 29, 1 (2025), 73–92. doi:10.5840/symposium20252916

[90] Seth E Tichenor, Bridget Walsh, Katelyn L Gerwin, and J Scott Yaruss. 2025.
Repetitive negative thinking as a mechanism of stuttering anticipation. Journal
of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 68, 5 (2025), 2236–2258.

[91] Seth E Tichenor and J Scott Yaruss. 2019. Group experiences and individual
differences in stuttering. Journal of Speech, Language, and Hearing Research 62,
12 (2019), 4335–4350.

[92] U.S. Department of Labor, Office of Federal Contract Compliance Programs. n.d..
Section 503. https://www.dol.gov/agencies/ofccp/section-503 Accessed July 16,
2026.

[93] U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. 2003. Job Applicants and the
ADA. https://www.eeoc.gov/laws/guidance/job-applicants-and-ada Accessed
July 16, 2026.

[94] Meryem S. Üstün-Yavuz, Meesha Warmington, Hope Gerlach, and Kenneth O.
St. Louis. 2021. Cultural difference in attitudes towards stuttering among British,
Arab and Chinese students: Considering home and host cultures. International
Journal of Language and Communication Disorders 56, 3 (2021), 609–619. doi:10.
1111/1460-6984.12617

[95] Sarah Von Schrader, Valerie Malzer, and Susanne Bruyère. 2014. Perspectives
on disability disclosure: the importance of employer practices and workplace
climate. Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal 26, 4 (2014), 237–255.

[96] Danielle Werle and Courtney T Byrd. 2022. The impact of self-disclosure
and strategies for communication competence on professors’ perceptions and
evaluations of students who do and do not stutter. Journal of Speech, Language,
and Hearing Research 65, 9 (2022), 3405–3419.

[97] Danielle Werle, Courtney T Byrd, and Geoffrey A Coalson. 2023. Impact of
self-disclosure and communication competence on perceived listener distraction.
Journal of Communication Disorders 103 (2023), 106333.

[98] Rua M Williams, Kathryn Ringland, Amelia Gibson, Mahender Mandala, Arne
Maibaum, and Tiago Guerreiro. 2021. Articulations toward a crip HCI. Interac-
tions 28, 3 (2021), 28–37.

[99] Robert D. Wilton. 2006. Disability Disclosure in the Workplace. Just Labour 8, 1
(2006), 24–39. doi:10.25071/1705-1436.107

[100] Jacob O. Wobbrock, Shaun K. Kane, Krzysztof Z. Gajos, Susumu Harada, and
Jon Froehlich. 2011. Ability-Based Design: Concept, Principles and Examples.
ACM Trans. Access. Comput. 3, 3, Article 9 (April 2011), 27 pages. doi:10.1145/
1952383.1952384

[101] Shaomei Wu. 2023. “The World is Designed for Fluent People”: Benefits and
Challenges of Videoconferencing Technologies for People Who Stutter. In Pro-
ceedings of the 2023 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(Hamburg, Germany) (CHI ’23). Association for Computing Machinery, New
York, NY, USA, Article 782, 17 pages. doi:10.1145/3544548.3580788

[102] ShaomeiWu, Jingjin Li, and Gilly Leshed. 2024. FindingMy Voice over Zoom: An
Autoethnography of Videoconferencing Experience for a Person Who Stutters.
In Proceedings of the 2024 CHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems
(Honolulu, HI, USA) (CHI ’24). Association for Computing Machinery, New York,
NY, USA, 1–16. doi:10.1145/3613904.3642746

[103] Chi-Lan Yang, Xiaotong Li, Takuji Narumi, and Hideaki Kuzuoka. 2024. Under-
standing and Influencing Responsibility Attribution when Experiencing Techni-
cal Issues in Video Conferencing. Proceedings of the ACM on Human-Computer
Interaction 8, CSCW2, Article 465 (2024), 29 pages. doi:10.1145/3687004

[104] Nicole Yankelovich, William Walker, Patricia Roberts, Mike Wessler, Jonathan
Kaplan, and Joe Provino. 2004. Meeting Central: Making Distributed Meetings
More Effective. In Proceedings of the 2004 ACMConference on Computer Supported
Cooperative Work (Chicago, Illinois, USA) (CSCW ’04). Association for Comput-
ing Machinery, New York, NY, USA, 419–428. doi:10.1145/1031607.1031678

[105] J. Scott Yaruss and Robert W. Quesal. 2006. Overall Assessment of the Speaker’s
Experience of Stuttering (OASES): Documenting multiple outcomes in stuttering
treatment. Journal of Fluency Disorders 31, 2 (2006), 90–115. doi:10.1016/j.jfludis.
2006.02.002

[106] Hideaki Yokoi, Kohei Kakuta, Suguru Iwafune, and Daichi Iimura. 2025. A Survey
of Coping Strategies Used by Speech-Language-Hearing Therapists and Speech-
Language-Hearing Students Who Stutter. Japanese Journal of Speech, Language,
and Hearing Research 22, 2 (2025), 189–200. doi:10.11477/mf.134958280220020189

[107] Megan M. Young and Courtney T. Byrd. 2025. Exploring Employers’ Beliefs,
Reactions, and Knowledge Regarding People Who Stutter. Journal of Fluency
Disorders 84 (2025), 106123. doi:10.1016/j.jfludis.2025.106123

[108] Megan M Young, Courtney T Byrd, Rodney Gabel, and Andrew Z White. 2022.
Self-disclosure experiences of adults who stutter: An interpretative phenomeno-
logical analysis. American Journal of Speech-Language Pathology 31, 5 (2022),
2045–2060.

[109] Annuska Zolyomi, Andrew Begel, Jennifer FrancesWaldern, John Tang, Michael
Barnett, Edward Cutrell, Daniel McDuff, Sean Andrist, and Meredith Ringel
Morris. 2019. Managing Stress: The Needs of Autistic Adults in Video Calling.
Proc. ACM Hum.-Comput. Interact. 3, CSCW (Nov. 2019), 1–29. doi:10.1145/
3359236

Appendix
A Candidate Evaluation Items
Participants rated the following candidate evaluation items on a
seven-point scale from -3 to 3, where -3 indicated strongly disagree,
0 indicated neither agree nor disagree, and 3 indicated strongly
agree.

1Items marked with * were reverse coded for analysis. Items 26 to 29 were shown only
to participants in disclosure conditions.
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Table 2: Candidate evaluation items used in the survey.

1

No. Construct Item wording
1 Intellect I think the job candidate is competent.
2 Intellect I think the job candidate is thoughtful.
3 Intellect I think the job candidate is intelligent.
4 General Impression I like this job candidate.
5 General Impression I have a positive overall impression of this job candidate.
6 General Impression* I have a negative overall impression of this job candidate.
7 Hirability I would be likely to hire this candidate for the job.
8 Trustworthiness I think the job candidate is honest.
9 Trustworthiness* I think the job candidate is untrustworthy.
10 Trustworthiness I think the job candidate is informed.
11 Trustworthiness I think the job candidate is moral.
12 Trustworthiness* I think the job candidate is unethical.
13 Trustworthiness* I think the job candidate is phony.
14 Attention Verbal I paid close attention to what the job candidate said.
15 Attention Verbal* I was distracted from what the job candidate said.
16 Attention Verbal* I tended to ignore what the job candidate said.
17 Attention Nonverbal I paid close attention to the job candidate’s body movements or facial expression.
18 Attention Nonverbal* I was distracted from the job candidate’s body movements or facial expression.
19 Attention Nonverbal* I tended to ignore the job candidate’s body movements or facial expression.
20 Confident The job candidate is confident.
21 Confident* The job candidate is nervous.
22 Comfortable The job candidate is relaxed.
23 Comfortable* The job candidate is anxious.
24 Contact experience Have you ever personally known someone who stutters, for example, a family member, friend,

classmate, or colleague?
25 Contact experience Have you ever worked or studied closely with someone who stutters?
26 Disclosure notice I noticed from the beginning that the interviewee disclosed having a stutter by mentioning it in

the chat.
27 Disclosure evaluation The self-disclosure was clear.
28 Disclosure evaluation The self-disclosure was appropriate for a job interview.
29 Disclosure evaluation I would recommend this type of self-disclosure in a job interview.
30 Open-ended question How did this person’s stuttering impact your ratings?
31 Open-ended question What factors influenced your ratings?
32 Open-ended question How did the speaker’s disclosure of their stuttering influence your ratings?



ASSETS ’26, October 25–28, 2026, Vila Nova de Gaia, Portugal Chen et al.

B Coding Scheme
General rules. Code explicit statements unless a definition states otherwise. Multiple codes can co-occur. Apply rating effect codes only when
participants explicitly describe a change in their evaluation, score, or hiring likelihood. Listeners’ reactions, comprehension, and workplace
competency are distinct.

Table 3: Coding scheme for open-ended responses

Valence Mechanism Coding rule

Stuttering impact
Negative Character flaw: shy Speaker is explicitly described as shy or timid. Merge with nervousness

if cases are rare.
Character flaw: nervous or lack of confi-
dence

Speaker is explicitly described as nervous, anxious, flustered, or lacking
confidence.

Character flaw: untrustworthy or dishonest Participant questions whether the stuttering or disclosure is genuine.
Character flaw: unintelligent Speaker is explicitly described as unintelligent or less capable of think-

ing.
Competency: communication challenges Stuttering raises concern about speaking tasks or workplace communi-

cation.
Competency: other professional skills or
qualities

Stuttering raises concern about job fit, client work, pressure, or another
professional capacity.

Competency: interpersonal - can’t socialize,
can’t collaborate

Stuttering raises concern about teamwork, collaboration, social interac-
tion, or workplace relationships.

Rating effect: Decreased rating Stuttering explicitly lowers the rating, score, hiring likelihood, or evalu-
ation.

Distraction, discomfort, irritation when lis-
tening

Stuttering causes distraction, discomfort, irritation, or nervousness in
the listener.

Can’t understand or follow Speech or answer content is difficult to understand or follow.
Confusion Listener is confused, worried, skeptical, or unsure what is happening.
Speaking speed, too slow, time spent speak-
ing

Participant explicitly comments on slow speech or time required to
communicate.

Requires additional effort to listen Listener must focus harder or make extra effort to follow the speaker.
Sympathy, compassion, pity Participant expresses pity, compassion, or a desire to care for the speaker.
Try hard not to be influenced by stuttering Participant says stuttering should not affect evaluation or reports resist-

ing its influence.

Neutral Rating effect: No effect Participant explicitly says stuttering did not affect evaluation.

Positive Counter disability discrimination Participant supports fair or affirmative evaluation to counter disability
discrimination.

Need for accommodation Participant identifies a need for interview or workplace accommodation.
Rating effect: Increased ratings Stuttering explicitly improves the rating, score, hiring likelihood, or

evaluation.
General positive impression Positive trait is noted but not clearly attributed to stuttering.
Positive prior experience with stuttering or
disability

Prior experience with stuttering or disability improves trust or evalua-
tion.

Unique strength: resilience Stuttering is linked to broader resilience.
Unique strength: bravery or courage Stuttering is linked to bravery or courage.
Unique strength: confidence Stuttering is explicitly linked to confidence.
Unique strength: earnest, honest, sincere Speaker is described as earnest, honest, sincere, serious, or genuine.
Unique strength: demonstrate effort and
hard work

Participant notices effort, persistence, or initiative in communicating
during the interview.

Unique strength: good listening skills Participant explicitly mentions listening, mediation, or group coordina-
tion skills.

Continued on next page
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Table 3 continued

Valence Mechanism Coding rule

Other Other Response is unclear, unrelated, missing, or not covered by another code.

Disclosure impact
Negative Disclosure format issue: unnecessary or in-

appropriate
Disclosure is described as unnecessary, inappropriate, rude, manipula-
tive, or offensive.

Disclosure format issue: prefer verbal dis-
closure

Participant says disclosure should be spoken rather than presented
through technology.

Amplify concerns about stuttering: pity or
want to take care of that person

Disclosure increases pity or a desire to protect or care for the candidate.

Amplify concerns about stuttering: compe-
tency concern

Disclosure makes stuttering appear to be a lasting work capacity or role
fit concern.

General negative impression Disclosure creates a negative impression without a more specific reason.
Rating effect: Decreased rating Disclosure explicitly lowers the rating, score, hiring likelihood, or eval-

uation.
Not visible Disclosure is missed, too small, hard to see, or poorly placed.

Neutral Rating effect: No effect Participant explicitly says disclosure did not affect evaluation.

Positive Welcome or appreciate the disclosure Participant explicitly welcomes, appreciates, or supports the disclosure
or its transparency.

Functional utility: Help listener or inter-
viewer accommodate

Disclosure helps the listener understand, adjust expectations, or respond
appropriately.

Functional utility: Reduce distraction, dis-
comfort, or effort in listener

Disclosure reduces confusion, discomfort, distraction, awkwardness, or
listening effort.

Functional utility: Help interview delivery Disclosure helps the candidate continue speaking, avoid interruption,
communicate confidently, or improve interview flow.

Character merit: honesty or trustworthy Disclosure is described as honest, trustworthy, or open.
Character merit: bravery or courage Disclosure is described as brave or courageous.
Character merit: confidence Disclosure is described as showing confidence.
Character merit: professionalism Disclosure is described as professional, responsible, graceful, or effective

communication.
Character merit: considerate Disclosure is described as considerate toward the interviewer or listener.
Character merit: openness or directness Disclosure is described as direct, open, clear, vulnerable, or proactive.
Character merit: perseverance or grit Disclosure is described as showing strength, effort, perseverance, or grit.
Character merit: self-awareness Disclosure is explicitly described as showing self-awareness.
Compassion or relatable Disclosure creates empathy, compassion, approachability, or relatability.
Counter stereotypes Disclosure challenges assumptions that the candidate is nervous, shy,

unintelligent, anxious, or unprepared.
Rating effect: Increased ratings Disclosure explicitly improves the rating, score, hiring likelihood, or

evaluation.

Other factors that influence ratings
Negative Poor content in answers Weak, irrelevant, unclear, or unconvincing answers explain the evalua-

tion.

Neutral Focused on behavior aspects Interview manner, attitude, or politeness explains the evaluation rather
than stuttering.

Focused on contents Answer quality, qualifications, examples, or experience explains the
evaluation rather than stuttering.

Positive Good manner Positive interview manner, attitude, or politeness explains the evalua-
tion.

Good content in answers Strong answers, examples, qualifications, or experience explain the
evaluation.
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C Qualitative Code Frequencies by Country

Table 4: Frequencies of qualitative codes by country

Valence Top category Code Japan US
Binomial

test

Stuttering Impact

Negative Character flaw Character flaw: shy 0 0 –
Character flaw: nervous or lack of confidence 65 25 ∗∗∗

Character flaw: untrustworthy or dishonest 11 1 ∗∗

Character flaw: unintelligent 2 0

Competency Competency: communication challenges 93 33 ∗∗∗

Competency: other professional skills or qualities 25 7 ∗∗

Competency: interpersonal difficulties in socializing or col-
laborating

20 8 ∗

Rating effect Rating effect: Decreased rating 79 31 ∗∗∗

Personal difficulty as lis-
tener

Distraction, discomfort, or irritation when listening 41 32

Can’t understand or follow 82 23 ∗∗∗

Confusion 11 4

Cost to listener Speaking speed, slow speech, or time spent speaking 69 19 ∗∗∗

Requires additional effort to listen 38 35

Sympathy or pity Sympathy, compassion, or pity 16 11

Self discipline Try hard not to be influenced by stuttering 26 49 ∗

Neutral Rating effect Rating effect: No effect 85 224 ∗∗∗

Positive Affirmative action Counter disability discrimination 4 20 ∗∗

Need for accommodation 10 6

Rating effect Rating effect: Increased ratings 14 14

Other factors General positive impression 15 44 ∗∗∗

Personal history Positive prior experience with stuttering or disability 13 9

Unique strength Unique strength: resilience 11 23
Unique strength: bravery or courage 1 3
Unique strength: confidence 2 37 ∗∗∗

Unique strength: earnest, honest, or sincere 82 18 ∗∗∗

Unique strength: demonstrates effort and hard work 94 11 ∗∗∗

Unique strength: good listening skills 5 2

Other Other Other 25 27

Disclosure Impact

Negative Disclosure format issue Disclosure format issue: Unnecessary or inappropriate 11 11
Disclosure format issue: Prefer verbal disclosure 3 1
Not visible 11 7

Amplify concerns about
stuttering

Amplifies concerns about stuttering: Pity or desire to care
for the candidate

4 0

Amplifies concerns about stuttering: Competency concern 3 0

Continued on next page
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Table 4 continued

Valence Top category Code Japan US
Binomial

test

General negative impres-
sion

General negative impression 3 2

Rating effect Rating effect: Decreased rating 2 5

Neutral Rating effect Rating effect: No effect 51 127 ∗∗∗

Positive Welcome or appreciate Welcome or appreciate the disclosure 46 34

Functional utility Functional utility: Helps the listener or interviewer accom-
modate

109 63 ∗∗∗

Functional utility: Reduces listener distraction, discomfort,
or effort

32 23

Functional utility: Helps interview delivery 12 8

Character merit Character merit: honesty or trustworthiness 52 32 ∗

Character merit: bravery or courage 3 5
Character merit: confidence 0 14 ∗∗∗

Character merit: professionalism 1 7
Character merit: considerate 5 2
Character merit: openness or directness 6 25 ∗∗∗

Character merit: perseverance or grit 4 3
Character merit: self-awareness 4 7

Compassion Compassion or relatability 3 4

Counter stereotypes Counter stereotypes 19 19

Rating effect Rating effect: Increased ratings 33 28

Other Factors

Negative Other factors Poor content in answers 14 16

Neutral Other factors Focused on behavioral aspects 21 71 ∗∗∗

Focused on content 21 114 ∗∗∗

Positive Other factors Good manner 27 98 ∗∗∗

Good content in answers 64 164 ∗∗∗

Note. Values indicate the number of participants assigned to each code. Stuttering Impact and Other Factors codes were based on 400 participants per country. Disclosure Impact
codes were based on the 300 participants per country assigned to a disclosure condition. The response set can receive multiple codes. Two-sided exact binomial tests were used to
assess whether the occurrence of each code was equally distributed between Japan and the US. The tests were exploratory and were not adjusted for multiple comparisons. Blank
cells indicate 𝑝 ≥ .05. A dash indicates that the test could not be conducted because the code was not observed in either country. ∗𝑝 < .05, ∗∗𝑝 < .01, ∗∗∗𝑝 < .001.
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