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ABSTRACT 

 

 Representation is important. This is a sentiment that pervades the current American media 

landscape. Media that includes historically marginalized and underrepresented groups of people 

are becoming more and more popular. Or maybe people are realizing that inclusive media have 

been popular all along. 

 While there is a growing number of media artifacts that represent various racial, sexual, and 

gendered identities, this sudden explosion of inclusivity has ignored the myriad experiences of 

the disabled. Media narratives are still heavily populated by able-bodied and neurotypical 

characters. Is there not room for complex disabled characters in blockbuster films, books, and 

video games? 

 This study looks specifically at the speech disability, stuttering, and how it is portrayed in 

different types of media. The 2017 film, IT, is posited as the main artifact to be studied. Chapters 

1 ï 3 analyze the history of stuttering representations, apply different theoretical frameworks to 

this history, and examine Stephen Kingôs 1986 novel, IT. Chapter 4 discusses the methods used 

throughout this study. Using autoethnography, the author seeks to evoke an emotional response 

from readers and encourage conversation about how representations of stuttering interact with 

real-life perceptions. Using a close reading of IT and comparative analysis, the author explores 

specific film, book, and television scenes. Using surveys, the author gauges how people react to 

IT (2017). 
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 The study concludes with proposed future research, a summation of recommendations for 

media consumers and creators, and a challenge: that readers rethink fluency and how they 

conceive of ñcorrect or proper speech.ò  
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INTRODUCTION  

 

Screenshot 1: Bill builds a boat 

  ñSh-sh-sheôs all ready, Captain,ò Bill Denbrough says to his little brother, Georgie. He smiles 

and turns the paper boat over in his hands. ñYou always call b-b-boats she.ò  

 After hearing these lines, I was positive. I realized that my initial assumption was not a trick, 

an error, or a product of wishful thinking. Bill Denbrough, the main character of the 2017 film, 

It, stutters. One bright Sunday morning in 2017, I went into the movie theater expecting to watch 

a movie about a clown, and came out excited about this rare example of stuttering representation. 

 In 1861, stuttering expert James Hunt defined stuttering as ña vicious utterance, manifested by 

frequent repetitions of initial or other elementary sounds, and always, more or less attended with 

muscular contortionsò (Hunt, 12). As someone who stutters, I look and listen for stuttering 

representation in film and other media. I say listen because stuttering is the audible repetition of 

sounds or syllables, but it is also the lack of sound all together. I say look because stuttering is 

seen in the movement of my jaw, the pursing of my lips, the rolling of my eyes. Stuttering 

manifests in different ways for different people. It is not easily defined or explained. This 

ambiguity may explain why stuttering is often misrepresented in media. Filmmakers and writers, 
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unsure of how to use stuttering, turn it into a stereotype, or worse, choose not to use it at all. In 

this thesis, I approach the problem of inadequate media representations of stuttering. 

 I classify this as a problem because media representation is an important part of promoting 

inclusivity and shaping identity. When I see a stutterer onscreen, my ears perk up. I am anxious 

to see how they are treated and represented. When a stutterer is treated negatively within the 

narrative, I am disappointed. So disappointed, in fact, that I wanted to write my thesis about how 

stuttering is represented on the big screen.  

 It (2017) represents stuttering in a unique way. Stuttering is not used as a marker of weakness, 

incompetence, or dishonesty. Stuttering is not used as a tool to garner sympathy for Bill 

Denbrough or infantilize him. Stuttering is not a metaphor for fear that must be overcome. Bill 

stutters throughout the film, from beginning to end, and does not lose his stutter after an act of 

heroism. I think It (2017) is unique for the aforementioned reasons, because it does not 

pathologize stuttering as something that needs to be eradicated from the narrative.  

 Medicine and academia have a history of pathologizing stuttering as a disorder that must be 

overcome to live a fulfilling life . Without a critical look at the concepts of fluency, dysfluency, 

and stuttered speech, stuttering scholarship risks irrelevancy. In this thesis, I argue that stuttering 

needs to be reframed, not as a disorder that impedes life, but as a form of valid communication. 

Stuttering has intrinsic cultural value as one of the many variations of human speech.   

 I ask the following questions: What is the history of media representation of stuttering? What 

are the negative stereotypes often associated with stuttering? How does It (2017) defy these 

stereotypes? How do audiences interpret the representation of stuttering that It (2017) provides?  

These questions are interrogated through close reading, comparative analysis, and surveys. I 

hypothesize that It (2017) will be revealed to be a truly unique example of stuttering 
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representation in cinema, and that audiences, specifically stutterers, will notice this. Fluent 

speakers that have no experience with stuttering will most likely not notice this. They will say 

that Billôs stutter means nothing to them. 

 At the end of this thesis, I argue that It (2017) represents a positive shift in how stuttering is 

represented in film. Stuttering has a long history of not being included in visual and audial 

media, or being included in negative ways. This lack of positive representation contributes to the 

societal stigma around stuttering and to a stuttererôs own self-consciousness about their speech. 

This thesis will focus on empowering and positive representations of stuttering rather than 

rehashing the representations that harm and humiliate.  

 In Chapter One, I discuss several theoretical frameworks that are important to my argument: 

Disability Studies, Expectancy Violations Theory, and Folklore. I begin this chapter by defining 

stuttering and several key terms and phrases, such as ñcovert stuttererò and ñpassing as fluent.ò 

This section serves as a brief synopsis of the history of stuttering. Beginning with Sigmund 

Freud and ending with scholars like Marcel Wingate, I explain how the scholarly perception of 

stuttering has changed over time. Once seen as a defect that can and must be cured, stuttering is 

now treated as a disability that cannot be cured, but can be accommodated. 

 This discussion of the history of stuttering leads to the next part of Chapter One. Here, I talk 

about the field of Disability Studies with a specific focus on Erving Goffman. Goffmanôs book, 

Stigma, is a seminal work in the field of disability studies. It relates to my topic because it 

addresses how certain marginalized groups, including stutterers, are discriminated against. The 

entire concept of stigma will be present in my paper, a sort of invisible hand that informs how I 

interpret texts and analyze survey data.  
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 I then discuss Judee K. Burgoonôs Expectancy Violations Theory. This theory analyzes how 

people react to social norm violations. While initially created with the study of proxemics in 

mind, this theory can be applied to all norm violations. Because I classify stuttering as a social 

norm violation, this theory is an important lens through which to analyze stuttering. 

 I also talk about Folklore, which I define as a collective body of work shared by a similar 

group of people. This section talks about the folkloric aspects of Stephen Kingôs It (1986) and 

the stuttering community. I argue that there are two types of stuttering folklore, folklore that is 

imposed upon the community by fluent speakers and folklore that comes from within the 

community itself. 

 In Chapter Two, I examine specific examples of stuttering in media. Beginning with Moses 

and working my way to the main character of It (2017), I argue that most of these portrayals are 

negative. Using the work of Jeffrey K. Johnson and James Berger, I examine the many 

disarticulate characters that exist in books, television shows, and movies. The second half of this 

chapter is devoted to stuttering representations that defy negative stereotypes. I want my thesis to 

highlight the ways a stutterer can be used effectively and positively in media, as something more 

than a joke or object of pity.  

 In Chapter Three, I discuss Stephen Kingôs novel It (1986). After summarizing the plot, I 

examine the novel through two distinct lenses: folklore and feminism. Both theoretical 

frameworks are key to my discussion of stuttering and how it is used as a plot device. Per 

Scheldeôs definition of folklore and its purpose is helpful to my discussion, as is Linda 

Andersonôs feminist critique of It (1986). I refute some of the claims made by Anderson, looking 

towards what I consider to be a more intersectional approach to critically analyzing It (1986).  
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 In Chapter Four, I explain my methodological approaches. I use evocative and analytic 

ethnography to talk about my own experiences with stuttering and how these experiences 

connect to broader theoretical frameworks. I conduct a close reading of It (2017), determining 

how often the main character, Bill Denbrough, stutters and whether or not his stutter is 

consistent. I examine how other characters react to his stutter. The point of this method is to 

prove that It (2017) portrays stuttering in a uniquely positive way. I use charts to better 

conceptualize the data I present. I then compare the stuttering in It (2017) to the novel, It (1986), 

and the television miniseries, It (1990). I compare these artifacts in order to examine how 

societal sentiments towards stuttering have changed over time.  

 I also discuss my surveys in Chapter Four. I plan to administer surveys related to It (2017). In 

this chapter, I explain how I structured my questions and administered by survey. My hypothesis 

is that stutterers will want to write a lot about the topic of stuttering in relation to It (2017) and 

will immediately pick up on Billôs stutter. But fluent speakers may be hesitant to even mention 

Billôs stutter or not notice it at all. I think fluent speakers will have a hard time articulating their 

feelings concerning Billôs stutter. I argue that we lack the appropriate non-clinical vocabulary to 

have productive conversations about stuttering. Many people do not understand it, classify it as a 

disability, or even think to look for it in media. This chapter will put these hypotheses to the test. 

 In Chapter Five, I put my methodologies into motion. I conduct a close reading, compare the 

various iterations of It, and discuss my survey data. Were my hypotheses correct? Is It (2017) 

truly unique in its representation of stuttering? Are media representations of stuttering changing 

for the better? Will my thesis emerge from the horrors of Stephen Kingôs It and arrive at a logical 

conclusion?  
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CHAPTER ONE: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORKS  

WHAT IS STUTTERING?  

W-W-What is stuttering? What iiiis stuttering? What is st-st-stuttering? Whaté isé stuttering? 

 Stuttering can look and sound like any of these examples. It can also look and sound like none 

of these examples. It can be a repetition of consonants or vowels, a prolongation of sounds. It can 

be a series of pauses, called blocks, where seemingly no sound is made. It is often accompanied 

by distinctive facial expressions, muscle movements, and gestures. I know what stuttering is 

when I do it. I know how stuttering feels in my mouth, my lips, my tongue. I cannot define it the 

way a speech pathologist can, but I know it when I hear it. My anecdotal insistence that I ñknow 

what stuttering isò is not sufficient enough evidence of my expertise, so I turn to the experts in 

stuttering scholarship.   

 In Foundations of Stuttering, Marcel E. Wingate defines stuttering as a speech disorder and 

does not go any further, stating that the sheer volume of stuttering definitions is a problem within 

the field itself. He says that each definition reflects ñthe bias of some purported ótheoryôò 

(Wingate, 16). The act of even asking the question, ñWhat is stuttering?ò is rhetorical and 

disingenuous, since the author knows what definition they are about to give to their audience. 

Ironically enough, this section is titled ñWhat is stuttering?ò But I can assure you I am not 

leading you to my own personal definition of stuttering. I, too, am looking for a so-called right 

definition, something that will put this debate to bed once and for all. As I read through books 

about stuttering, I notice that Wingate is correct. The line ñWhat is stuttering?ò is positioned in 

the beginning of many introductory chapters. Wingate criticizes the act of ñgiving the answer by 

question,ò arguing that introducing stuttering in this way inevitably leads to the authorôs 

explanation of the cause stuttering (Wingate, 17). It is this ñpreoccupation with the cause,ò as 
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Wingate calls it, that lies at the heart of the problem (Wingate, 18). Stuttering scholarship is 

obsessed with defining stuttering in neat and tidy terms, in terms that can be explained. Wingate 

spends the rest of his book critically analyzing the majority of stuttering scholarship, and calls 

them out for their unscientific ways of labelling and fact making.  

 In the figure below, Wingate lists 8 statements that finish the phrase ñStuttering iséò The 

first 7 statements are ñinadmissible as definitionsò of stuttering (Wingate, Foundations of 

Stuttering, 21). Only the final definition qualifies as a credible definition of stuttering. The irony 

of this chart is the fact that the inadmissible definitions come from speech pathologists while the 

credible one comes from Websterôs New World Dictionary of the American Language. 

Wingateôs figure highlights a major problem in the field of stuttering and in the way stuttering is 

defined: 

Table 1:  ²ƛƴƎŀǘŜΩǎ у {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴǎǿŜǊƛƴƎΣ ά{ǘǳǘǘŜǊƛƴƎ ƛǎΧέ 

 

 As we can see, stuttering is not something you can sum in one sentence. Stuttering should not 

have to be easily definable to be studied, treated, or understood. It is nice to have a definition, 

though, one that dysfluent people can use to easily explain stuttering to fluent people.  



8 
 

 The National Institute on Deafness and Other Communication Disorders defines stuttering as: 

ña speech disorder characterized by repetition of sounds, syllables, or words; prolongation of 

sounds; and interruptions in speech known as blocks.ò (ñStutteringò). This definition is similar to 

statement 8 in Wingateôs chart. It is objective, it is factual, and it does not lean too heavily into 

any particular theory. It describes the act of stuttering, not the cause. No matter what the 

definition, it must be understood that stuttering is not inherently negative. It is different, it is 

dysfluent, but it is just as valid as fluent speech. 

 Now that we know what stuttering is, not what causes it, we can look at other facts about 

stuttering. The first fact I want to talk about concerns use of the word ñstutterer.ò For decades, 

this is the word used to describe people who stutter. Barry Guitar discusses the use of ñstuttererò 

in his textbook, Stuttering: An Integrated Approach to Its Nature and Treatment. He uses the 

phrase ñpeople who stutterò instead of ñstuttererò because the latter term identifies people as only 

one of their many personality traits. However, he notes that many people who stutter refer to 

themselves as stutterers. 

 I find the phrase personally empowering because my stutter is not something I need to hide. 

There is no shame in calling myself a stutterer. I am not the collective voice of those that stutter, 

but I do feel that we should not be afraid of the word ñstutterer,ò that it can be reclaimed by 

people who stutter. I continue to use the term ñstuttererò throughout this paper because there is 

no shame in being one. I spent most of my adolescence denying that I stuttered. Now that I 

accept that part of myself, communicating with others is a lot easier. Every stutterer has a myriad 

of personality traits and identifiers. Stuttering is just one aspect of their identity. While I use the 

term ñstutterer,ò it is important to note that if you are a fluent speaker, you should not refer to a 

person who stutters as a ñstuttererò without their explicit consent. A reclaimed identifier is only 
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subversive in the hands of those that reclaimed it, not those that do not understand its history and 

implications.   

 The next set of stuttering facts come from my encounter with an esteemed Hearing and 

Speech Sciences Professor (who I will heron refer to as the HSS Professor). They told me that 

about 1% of any population on Earth stutters persistently. Most of these stutterers are men, but 

many women (including myself, obviously) stutter. 2 ½ is the average age that stuttering will 

emerge in those with a predisposition to stuttering.  

 ñBut I started stuttering in second grade,ò I insisted. 

 The HSS Professor shook their head and explained that second grade was when people started 

noticing I stutter, but I more than likely started stuttering much earlier. A conversation with my 

mother confirmed this, that I started stuttering earlier than I previously thought. When I was 2 ½, 

I perked my head up whenever I heard a sound and said, ñN-N-Noise?ò This is my parentsô first 

recollection of me stuttering. My first recollection is in second grade, when it was brought to my 

attention by external forces that I stuttered. 

 Just because a child trips and tumbles through sentences when they are first learning to speak 

does not mean they will be a stutterer. Stuttering is emergent, coming on after a child learns to 

speak fluently. Girls are more likely to outgrow stuttering than boys, but for those that continue 

to stutter into adulthood, life can be challenging. As I aged, I became afraid of stuttering and did 

anything I could to avoid it. 

 The fear of stuttering can actually make stuttering worse. Marty Jezer recognizes this fear in 

his autobiographical work, Stuttering: a life bound up in words. He catalogues the various forms 

of stuttering he has encountered in his life, including his own. He notes that ña good part of the 

stuttering problem is brought on by the physical effort not to stutterò (Jezer, 8). The fear of 
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stuttering is what some speech pathologists may call a ñsecondary characteristicò (Jezer, 8). 

Once you are aware of your stutter, you start to develop tools to compensate for what you 

perceive to be a defect in your speech. This sentiment is supported by the HSS Professor, who 

compares stuttering to a fear of heights. The fear is within you, it is real and it exists. It is not a 

ridiculous fear; you are not willing yourself to stutter, but the fear becomes a cycle that makes 

stuttering inevitable.  

 This idea differs from statement 5 in Wingateôs figure because Jezer and the HSS Professor 

are not implying that stuttering is caused by a fear of stuttering. They are just saying that fear 

compounds it. From my own experience, I believe this to be true. If I am terrified of a certain 

word, like my name, I will more than likely stutter when I try to say it. It is when I am not 

thinking about my speech, not examining each and every word, that I am most fluent.  

I am fluent most of the time. When I tell people I stutter, they will often say, ñReally? I canôt 

even tell,ò as if that is some kind of compliment. My fluency as an adult comes from the fact that 

I learned to accept and embrace my stuttering, but as an adolescent, I tried to hide it. I was what 

scholars and stutterers alike refer to as a ñcovert stutterer.ò 

 A cover stutterer is someone that is capable of passing as fluent most of the time. They are 

constantly trying not to stutter, implementing tools to control their speech. I would substitute 

words, rearrange sentences, and use what sounds like incorrect grammar in order to avoid 

stuttering. For example, if I was afraid to ask for ñwaterò at a restaurant, I would refer to the 

beverage by its brand name. I would sometimes even change words that I read aloud, something 

that does not work too well when reading works like Shakespeare, where every word matters. I 

admit that I sometimes still use these tools to avoid stuttering, but I find it a lot easier to just 

allow myself to stutter. The HSS Professor teaches their clients to stutter openly and that hiding 
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their stutter is not fair to them. Cover stutterers are concerned with how their stutter is interpreted 

by others, which leads to high levels of anxiety. 

 Jezer admits that he did not always consider covert stutterers to be real stutterers. They 

sounded fluent to him, so he wondered why they bothered to come to stuttering support groups. 

In his book, he writes about one covert stutterer, Murray, who breaks down in the middle of a 

McDonaldôs after he stutters on the Mac part of Big Mac. Jezer begins to wonder who has it 

easier, a severe stutterer like himself ñor a person who is so afraid of stuttering that each instance 

of dysfluency brings about a personal crisis?ò (Jezer, 10). This story exemplifies the nuances of 

stuttering and reminds us that labelling someone as a stutterer or fluent speaker is not always 

easy.  

 Nothing about stuttering is easy, including the exhaustive discussion about what causes it. I 

have already mentioned that the cause of stuttering should not be a primary focus of stuttering 

research, but it is a conversation we must have. There are as many theories as there are scholars, 

and doctors and speech pathologists.  

 Jezer says that ñthere is enough concrete evidence to hypothesize that stuttering is caused by a 

neurological defectò (Jezer, 4). The HSS Professor focuses on the inherited and genetic aspects 

of stuttering. The physicians of 1950ôs America believed that stuttering was caused by a child 

being told that they were a stutterer, a kind of self-fulfilling prophecy, if you will (Shell, Stutter, 

10). Sigmund Freud was among the first to suggest that stuttering was caused by trauma. And 

many of the 20th Century theories stayed within the realm of psychological explanations to 

stuttering, something Wingate laments: 

 ñThe fundamental reference to speech was abandoned in favor of attractions that were to be 

found in psychology. In very recent times there is evidence of a renewed interest in speech as 
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the fundamental reference, a revival that can be expected to benefit the study of stutteringò 

(Wingate, Stuttering, 9).  

Before the rise of the psychological theories, stuttering was primarily considered to be a physical 

defect. Marc Shell discusses the gruesome experiments performed by 19th Century surgeons 

Alfred Post and Johann Dieffenbach. ñDieffenbach resected the posterior portion of the tongues 

of hundreds of stutterers,ò which led to countless deaths (Shell, Stutter, 11). The switch from 

physical to psychological seems almost positive in this respect, at least we moved away from 

cutting up peopleôs tongues! But hyper-focusing on the psychological leads to the unscientific 

belief that stutterers are emotionally disturbed or psychologically traumatized in some way. 

 Shell discusses another experiment, gruesome in a different type of way, often called the 

Monster Study. This 1939 experiment was conducted by graduate student, Mary Tudor, under 

the direction of Wendall Johnson. She sought to explore if labeling a child as a ñstuttererò would 

affect their speech in any way. Fluent and dysfluent children were randomly told they were 

ñstutterersò or ñnormal speakers.ò Some fluent children were told that they were stutterers to test 

one of Tudorôs questions, ñWill labelling a person, previously regarded as a normal speaker, a 

ñstuttererò have any effect on his speech fluency?ò (Tudor, 2). One fluent child came to believe 

she was a stutterer and was afraid to speak. In her final thesis, Tudor wrote of the child, ñIt was 

very difficult to get her to speak although she spoke very freely the month beforeò (Tudor, 66). 

Tudor and Johnson were essentially attempting to turn these fluent children into stutterers and 

then ñdeprogramò them with positive labeling, something they were unable to do (Shell, Stutter, 

12). Twenty-two orphaned children were manipulated and tormented for the sake of some 

graduate student trying to figure out what causes stuttering. 
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 So while asking ñWhat causes stuttering?ò is not inherently harmful, it has been the driving 

force behind many unethical and barbaric experiments. The shift from ñWhat causes stuttering?ò 

to ñHow do stutterers experience communication?ò is a helpful one. Now, speech pathologists 

focus on supporting stutterers, encouraging critical thought about what constitutes fluent speech, 

and teaching stutterers to stutter how they stutter. This means teaching stutterers to stutter 

normally, to not try and force themselves to stutter in a way that is unnatural for them. 

 The HSS Professor outlined three techniques for treating stuttering: 

 1. Fluency Shaping: developing tools to speak fluently. These tools may include 

implementing certain breathing patterns and rates of speech. I was taught Slow Stretched Speech, 

which focuses on stretching out certain syllables that I might stutter on, a technique I still use 

today. The goal of Fluency Shaping is to speak more fluently. However, it can sound unnatural.  

 2. Stuttering Modification: stuttering differently. This treatment, more popular in the 1940ôs 

and 50ôs, encourages a stutterer to be hyperaware of their stuttering and to stutter more easily. 

The goal of Stuttering Modification is to stutter with ease, not obtain fluency.  

 3. Avoidance Reduction Therapy: confronting your fears about stuttering. This treatment 

hones in on the fear of stuttering and seeks to reduce it. In speech therapy, I had to call 

restaurants and ask them about their menus and prices. I was instructed to introduce myself as 

Mary-Cecile rather than MC, and had to read aloud in front of my therapist. I was put into 

uncomfortable speaking situations in order to alleviate my fears. The goal of Avoidance 

Reduction Therapy is not explicitly one thing or another, it seeks to stop stutterers from 

indulging in harmful behaviors (like word replacement) that just make stuttering worse.  

 Of course, there are more techniques and treatments than those I have listed, but these three 

stand out to me as examples of how different the approaches to stuttering can be. 
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 Stuttering research has come a long way since James Hunt called the impediment a ñvicious 

utteranceò in 1861 (Hunt, 12). What have we learned? That stuttering is ambiguous, incurable, 

and varied. Trying to pin stuttering down as one thing or another has, at best, muddled the 

research field and, at worst, resulted in cruel experiments. I think stuttering scholars, 

psychologists, and speech pathologists are better served by the current trends of the field. The 

current trends focus on helping stutterers accept their speech and understand that, though the 

world was designed with the abled in mind, the disabled can successfully and firmly exist within 

it. 

 The next sections look at stuttering through three distinct lenses. Representing various 

frameworks of thought about disability and human communication, these lenses are helpful tools 

for discussing stuttering. I generally define them, then focus on how they apply to stuttering. 

These lenses will also be used to critically examine the film, It (2017), later in this thesis.  

DISABILITY STUDIES  

 The first framework I want to talk about is the academic field of Disability Studies. As David 

Johnstone says, the study of disability is nothing new, but the academic field of Disability 

Studies is fairly recent (Johnstone, 5). It is an interdisciplinary field. Historians, medical 

professionals, psychologists, and humanities scholars have all discussed disability. Johnstone 

writes that in the early days of Disability Studies, it was dominated by the language of other 

disciplines. These disciplines (medicine, psychology, sociology, and anthropology) 

ñconceptualised disability as a deviant experience within a dominant cultureò (Johnstone, 5). 

Defining disability as ñdevianceò is problematic. This definition automatically marginalizes 

disabled communities and labels them with an inherently negative stereotype. It robs people of 

the right to be proud of their identity.  
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 The practice of labelling has followed disablement for centuries. These labels are often 

assigned by able-bodied individuals to the disabled. These labels can be words, like ñstutterer,ò 

or sentiments, like ñstutterers are dysfluent because they are nervous.ò Johnstone writes that ñit is 

often believed that certain kinds of social behavior are an inevitable consequence of the disabling 

conditionò (Johnstone, 6). This leads to beliefs such as the aforementioned one. A misinformed 

person may use this belief to shape their opinion of the stutterer and stuttering in general.  

 In my discussion of labels, it is important to note that labelling is not inherently negative. 

Labels can help people better understand an aspect of their identity. When it comes to use of the 

term ñstutterer,ò I embrace this label as something that identifies an important aspect of my 

human experience. Labels embraced by those they describe are empowering. Labels assigned by 

ableist entities are another story. Use of the term ñstuttererò by someone intending to exclude or 

mock is not empowering or positive. The intent and context of the label indicate whether or not it 

is empowering to a disabled person. The term ñstuttererò is empowering in my hands because 1) 

I stutter and 2) I recognize its history and choose to reclaim it for myself.  

 Language is a big part of Disability Studies. Which words should you use? Which words 

should you avoid? Riley provides readers with helpful guidelines when it comes to this topic. His 

appendices explain how an able-bodied person should represent disabled people in media, talk 

about disability, and write about disability (Riley, 219). Erving Goffmanôs book, Stigma, does 

not take such a careful and nuanced approach to language. It uses words like ñnormalsò to refer 

to the able-bodied, and relies heavily on the concepts of stigma and stigma theory. Johnstone 

writes that ñcritics of Goffmanôs view have suggested that his stance supports a normative view 

of the unchanging nature of societyò (Johnstone, 8). But it is also defended by those that insist 
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we read Stigma with its historical context in mind. Scholars like Thomas Abrams and Sharon N. 

Barnartt believe that Goffman has been misread.  

 I do not want to venerate Goffman or read his work within the larger framework of Disability 

Studies traditions (after all, he wrote Stigma before the field of study formally existed). I want to 

read him in the vacuum of himself. I want to look at specific terms he created and explain how 

they are useful to my discussion. After all, labels, like them or not, are part of this discussion. 

Labels also have the ability to empower people. There can be pride in a label.  

 Returning to Goffman, his use of labels may be disputed, but it is still applicable to my 

research. He is correct that stigmas can negatively affect people. He defines stigma as a ñspecial 

kind of relationship between attribute and stereotypeò (Goffman, 4). Stigmatized individuals 

possess some type of attribute that discredits them in the eyes of their fellow human beings. This 

stigma takes many forms and manifests in different ways. Goffman discusses all types of 

stigmatized people, from those that use wheelchairs to the formerly incarcerated. Though these 

stigmatizations should not be conflated, Goffman constructs a broad and helpful framework for 

looking at stigmatized populations.  

 Stutterers are one such population. Stutterers can be ñdiscreditedò and/or ñdiscreditable.ò 

Goffman defines a discredited person as a person that assumes their difference is known to other 

people. A discreditable person assumes that their difference is not known to those around them 

(Goffman, 4). A stutterer can have experience as being both discredited and discreditable. I find 

these terms helpful because they run parallel to the lore surrounding both the severe stutterer and 

the covert stutterer. However, these terms are not without their issues. The term ñstigma,ò while 

important, can be problematic. Bank and Kitta write: 
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ñOne of the most significant problems with the study of stigma is that it tends to not take the 

lived experience of those affected by stigma into account and gives a voice instead to the 

medicalized authority and expert over lay knowledgeé  The medical voice, as the ñexpertò 

voice, is perceived as neutral, but it is not. Those in positions of power and privilege are not 

outside of their own cultureò (7). 

Goffman is the medicalized expert speaking for stigmatized individuals. Therefore, we cannot 

and should not put him on a pedestal. His other terms, ñdiscreditedò and ñdiscreditable,ò are not 

magic terms that somehow encapsulate a stuttererôs experience. Stutterers are not one or the 

other. These terms provide a framework for looking at how people stutter in public spaces. 

The screen and the page are public spaces that can be populated by fictional stutterers. Are these 

fictional stutterers stigmatized by other characters and/or by the audience? How do people 

respond to these characters? We need to understand the stereotypes attached to stuttering in order 

to examine media representations of stuttering. We also need to understand how fictional and 

real people react to stuttering.   

EXPECTANCY VIOLATIONS THEORY  

 The second framework I want to talk about is Expectancy Violations Theory (EVT). This 

theory, proposed by Judee K. Burgoon in the 1970ôs, suggests that ñpositive violations produce 

more favorable communication outcomes than conformity to expectations, while negative 

violations produce less favorable oneséò (Burgoon and Hale). This theory was created with 

proxemics, the study of spatial relations, in mind. What happens when someone leans in too 

close to talk to another person? What happens when they stand too far away? EVT grapples with 

these questions, focusing on the ñwhat happensò part. When people violate each otherôs 

expectations, the societal ramifications can be immense. ñViolation interpretations and 
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evaluations determine whether they are positive or negative violationsò (Burgoon, 1). While it 

may seem that violations are best to be avoided, people can utilize violations as tools of non-

conformity. I argue that stuttering is one such violation.   

 Stuttering is a violation of communication expectations. It defies social norms regarding 

fluency and pace of language. EVT is a unique theory because it ñproposes that positive 

violations can produce desirable resultsò (Burgoon, 1). While stuttering is not empirically proven 

to be ñpositiveò or ñnegativeò, its existence can produce a wide range of positive results. 

Listeners may be challenged to expand what they classify as correct speech. Stutterers may be 

encouraged to share their thoughts without trying to change their speech patterns. Society may 

become more aware of the diversity of communication. Of course, negativity can spring from a 

situation where a stutterer refuses to curb their violation. 

 Studies show that ñpeople who stutter seem to be afraid of listener's negative evaluations 

because of stutteringò (Von Tiling, 161). This fear is warranted, as many listenersô perceptions of 

stuttering are negative. Von Tilingôs study shows that listeners labelled a stutterer as ñanxious, 

hesitant, not confidenté impaired, speech defectò (168). While listeners may not have intended 

for their descriptors to appear negative, these words can be connoted as such. When violating a 

listenerôs expectations, a stutterer risks negative responses. I say risk because every stuttered 

word is an act of violation, non-conformity, rebellion, discomfort, or courage.  

 Years ago, one of my speech therapists told me a story about one of his friends. This friend 

stutters, and every time he goes out to eat, he purposefully orders menu items he knows he will 

stutter on. This man actively violates expectations by guaranteeing he will stutter. My therapist 

said this helped his friend find confidence in his speech, and he also learned how to respond to 

different reactions, positive or negative.  
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 I use this theory in my close reading of It (2017) and my comparison of It (2017) to It (1986) 

and It (1990). As helpful as this theory is, there are theoretical limitations to EVT, such as its 

dichotomous nature. EVT sorts reactions to violations as either positive or negative, with no 

room for more ambiguous reactions. This theory is also hard to test, as seen in the Von Tiling 

study. It is hard to quantify descriptors. EVT assumes most violations produce negative 

reactions, but this may not be true. How should we test this, ask every stutterer to chronicle their 

daily interactions and rate them as either positive or negative? What may be positive to me may 

be negative to another stutterer, and vice versa. EVT is effective for introducing stuttering as a 

non-normative way of speaking, but it does not encapsulate the many nuances of this kind of 

violation. Many reactions to stuttering are neutral in intent, and can be interpreted as either 

positive or negative by different people.  

 Stuttering may not always be classified as a violation. When speaking with my speech 

therapist, I was expected to stutter freely and openly. In this context, fluency is the violation, not 

stuttering. Sometimes, when I tell people I stutter, they are confused by my relatively fluent 

speech. Once they learn that I am a stutterer, they expect to hear me stutter, and are surprised 

when I do not. In different contexts, stuttering may or may not be expected. But overall, I argue 

that stuttering is a violation within the context of current social norms.  

 EVT is a helpful tool to use when discussing stuttering, but I almost feel like stuttering needs 

its own communication theory. Stuttering is not just a speech violation, it is a dialect, a way of 

speaking. Deaf and hard of hearing individuals have their own language and culture, and I would 

argue stutterers have something similar. Stutterers have similar ways of viewing communication 

and navigating speech. I stutter, and recognize the difficulties that come with it, but do not wish 
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to be ñcured.ò Some stutterers share my opinion, others do not. No two stutterers have the same 

experience with communication, but there are trends that tie us all together.  

 One glaring thing we all have common: we all have to deal with certain stereotypes about 

stuttering perpetuated by media. Our reactions to stereotypes may differ, but the existence of 

stereotypes is indisputable. These stereotypes can be perpetuated by media, which I talk about in 

Chapter Two. Before that, I want to talk about folklore. These culturally specific stories and 

ideas weave fiction and reality together.  

FOLKLORE  

 I define folklore as a collective body of work shared by a similar group of people. This body 

of work can include material and nonmaterial culture. In this section, I discuss nonmaterial 

folkloric myths about stuttering. These myths can be sorted into two categories: narrative myths 

that hypothesize about the origins of stuttering, and non-narrative myths that inform common 

misconceptions about stuttering. I focus on stuttering folklore created by fluent speakers that is 

then imposed on stutterers. The stuttering community has its own rich folklore that I will discuss 

later in this section. In this discussion, I aim to avoid othering the stuttering community and 

myself.  

 In their book, Diagnosing Folklore, Trevor Blank and Andrea Kitta write that the act of 

ñDiagnosing peopleð informant or otherwiseð as ñthe folkò inherently frames them as an 

individual or group that needs to be rescued, saved, or given a voice, thereby assigning them the 

label of ñotherò or ñnot normalò (4). This diagnosis begs the question, ñWho are we to decide 

who needs to be given a voice? What marks people as óotherô or ónot normalô?ò (4). As a scholar 

that stutters, I risk othering the stuttering community and myself at the same time. If I establish 

stutterers as óother,ô I simultaneously become the savior and the saved. This conceptualization is 
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paradoxical and problematic. Instead of positing myself as an outsider passively observing a 

community, I should define myself as what I really am. I am an insider, a stutterer and a scholar 

that wants to explore the implications of media representations of stuttering. 

 These representations directly affect me and my life. Because I am part of the group I study, it 

is easier for me to avoid the pitfalls Blank and Kitta outline in their book. They write that, ñEven 

when operating in the best interests of participants with advocacy as the goal, folklorists can still 

cast these participants in the role of victim with the academic as heroò (Blank and Kitta, 5). I 

have a stake in this casting because I am personally at risk of victimizing myself. It would be in 

my best interest to not render myself a victim or a hero. It is with these things in mind, and the 

fact that I am a stutterer seeking to tell stories about stuttering rather than a fluent person seeking 

to tell stories about dysfluent others, that I move forward with my discussion.  

IMPOSED MYTHS ABOUT STUTTERING  

 Folklore is key to my overall discussion because it ties narratives of and about stuttering to 

my analysis of It. The narrative of It is folkloric in nature. Stephen King was inspired by ñThe 

Three Billy Goats Gruffò fairytale and wrote It (1986) with the intent of making the monster, It, a 

troll, but decided to go with the now infamous clown in the sewer (Strengell, 174). Since folklore 

is integral to Itôs narrative, I want to talk about how folklore is integral to the stuttering 

community. Folklore is the bridge between the artifacts I study and the community I am part of. 

 I discuss the folklore of and about the stuttering community because we are a marginalized 

group. The majority of stuttering folklore appears to be imposed upon us by fluent speakers. The 

National Stuttering Association (NSA) has an entire webpage dedicated to explaining ñmyths 

about stuttering.ò They preface their list with: 
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 ñPeople have found stuttering confusing for centuries, and as with so many mysteries,

 they have tried to explain it with folklore. For instance, people in some cultures once

 believed that a child stuttered because his mother saw a snake during pregnancy or

 because he ate a grasshopper as a toddlerò (ñMyths About Stutteringò).  

Here, the ñpeopleò are the fluent, the ñnormalò speakers that are confused by dysfluent speech. 

These confused people impose myths onto stutterers. The NSA outlines 10 myths about 

stuttering. These non-narrative myths are concerned with the origins of stuttering and overall 

ideas many people have about stuttering: 

1. ñPeople stutter because they are nervous.  

2. People who stutter are shy and self-conscious.  

3. Stuttering is a psychological disorder.  

4. People who stutter are less intelligent or capable.  

5. Stuttering is caused by emotional trauma.  

6. Stuttering is caused by bad parenting.  

7. Stuttering is just a habit that people can break if they want to.  

8. Children who stutter are imitating a stuttering parent or relative.  

9. Forcing a left-handed child to become right -handed causes stuttering.  

10. Identifying or labeling a child as a stutterer results in chronic stutteringò (ñMyths 

About Stutteringò). 

Many of these myths, like Myth 5 and Myth 10, have already been discussed in this thesis. Other 

myths, like Myth 2 and Myth 4, will be discussed later. I choose to include these myths because 

the NSA has them on their main website. This shows how widespread this imposed folklore is. 

These myths are so common, stutterers and fluent speakers alike have heard of them. I know I 
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used to buy into the myth that ñpeople stutter because they are nervous.ò I assumed that I 

stuttered because I was an anxious person and often told people, ñSorry, Iôm just nervous,ò 

whenever I stuttered. These myths can be very damaging since they are 1) false, and 2) generally 

negative.  

 Myths are not just isolated statements, they are also stories. Narrative myths about stuttering 

exist in many cultures across the globe. The author of Minnesota State Universityôs webpage, 

ñFolk Myths About Stuttering,ò compiles regional myths about stuttering. They pull together 

various personal and academic sources to explain culturally specific myths about stuttering. The 

author divides these myths into Etiological Myths (what stuttering is caused by) and 

Remediational Myths (how to ñfixò stuttering). They draw their examples from African 

American, South African, African, Chinese, Mexican, and European cultures (ñFolk Myths 

About Stutteringò). These stories transcend cultural boundaries. Stuttering occurs in every 

language, so it makes sense that different cultures would search for a way to explain what 

stuttering is and where it comes from. Any cultural myth about stuttering that comes from fluent 

speakers needs to be thoroughly examined. Imposed myths, like the ones mentioned above, can 

be harmful.  

INTERNAL STUTTERING COMMUNITY MYTHS  

 There are also myths within the stuttering community. These myths are not imposed by 

outside forces, they are formed and circulated within the community. I am only one stutterer, so I 

cannot speak for every member of this community and every possible myth, but I can speak 

about the myths I am aware of. 

 When I say ñmyths,ò I am referring to stories that are part of a communityôs shared culture. 

These myths are not inherently false or hyperbolic. They represent shared experiences, thoughts, 
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or opinions. The following 10 myths are part of the stuttering communityôs shared culture. Using 

my own experiences, I conclude that these stories are widespread enough to constitute myths. I 

base this conclusion off my own life experiences as a stutter and the experiences of others. When 

reading the ñMosesô Tongueò chapter in Shellôs book, Common Knowledge, I relate to many of 

his personal anecdotes. Shell and Jezer, two scholars who stutter, write about many of the myths. 

Of course, each myth I list is not part of every stuttererôs experience. The following 10 Internal 

Stuttering Community Myths are examples of myths that might come from within the stuttering 

community. If I had to put together a list of 10 Internal Stuttering Community Myths, these are 

the ones I would suggest: 

1. Many stutterers find it difficult to say their own name. 

2. Many stutterers can recall a time they ordered something they did not want at a 

restaurant because they could not fluently say what they wanted.  

3. Many stutterers dreaded school presentations, reading aloud, and/or speaking up in 

class.  

4. Many stutterers worked to expand their vocabulary as children so they could avoid 

using problem words.   

5. Many stutterers use tools and techniques to increase fluency.  

6. Many stutterers do not like talking on the phone.  

7. Many stutterers can recall a time someone gave them well-meaning, but unhelpful, 

advice like ñjust slow down,ò ñjust breathe,ò or ñrelax.ò 

8. Most stutterers are aware of specific sounds that are difficult for them to say 

fluently. 
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9. Many stutterers have felt negative emotions towards media representations of 

stuttering.  

10. Most stutterers can recall a time they were mocked for their stutter.  

These examples are not negative myths imposed by fluent speakers; they are not positive myths, 

either. They exist as neutral statements of experience. If you were to talk to someone that stutters 

about their stuttering experiences, they might mention some of these myths. They might not.  

 The Reddit forum, /r/Stutter has a thread created by Redditor guzmandota called ñFolk myth 

about stuttering you heard of.ò This thread contains an interesting comment by Redditor 

nukefudge. They write: 

 ñThere's something mythical about phrases like these: 

 óJust breatheô 

 óJust relaxô 

 óYour mouth's talking faster than your brain can speakô 

 óI didn't notice it, it's not a big problemôò (nukefudge) 

This comment supports my 10 Stuttering Community Myths list. It shows that stutterers can 

relate to similar experiences. And of course people in the same community can relate to similar 

experiences, thatôs why theyôre members of the same community. This entire Reddit forum 

provides a space for people who stutter to talk about these myths, ask each other for advice, and 

write about their personal experiences. The /r/Stutter forum is a folkloric artifact. It is where we 

(the stutterers) can express our feelings about our invisible disability. 

 These myths, the imposed and the internal, are part of stuttering folklore. There are myths 

about the stuttering community that are imposed by fluent speakers. There are myths of the 

stuttering community created and perpetuated by actual stutterers. Any myth, and any story for 
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that matter, can influence society at large. In her piece about depictions of mental health and 

illness, Diane Goldstein writes: 

 ñThere is good evidence that society (much like folklorists) reads legend, fiction, and those 

narratives provided by the popular media as parallel texts or as overlapping accounts leading 

to a larger and symbolically meaningful pictureò (160).  

In this way, fiction and folk stories are connected. If society reads these texts within the context 

of society at large, then it is safe to say that these texts impact society. Fiction can reinforce 

societal norms or subvert them. Fiction is not inherently political; some narratives exist for the 

sole purpose of entertainment or pleasure, but I suppose that begs the question, is pleasure not 

political? For the sake of this thesis, I say that yes, from an academic standpoint, pleasure is 

political. But from the readerôs perspective, pleasure is sometimes just pleasure. Consumers are 

not changed by every media artifact they consume and they do not critically examine everything 

they read. This is important to remember when talking about media representations. 

 When looking at different representations of stuttering, I must remember that not all 

representations are trying to make a political argument about stuttering. As someone that stutters, 

I recognize that I have not been permanently scarred by ñnegativeò representations of stuttering. 

Porky Pig and Professor Quirrell never bothered me as a child. I did not read Harry Potter for 

the first time and wonder, ñWhy does the villain stutter? Does J.K Rowling hate stutterers?ò 

Looking at these media representations through the lens of academia is what first made me aware 

of their problematic natures. Remove the lens of academia, a lens that most people do not look 

through, and these representations may look different. 

 I say all of this to explain why and how I am looking at media representations of stuttering. 

These representations are important because they have the potential to inform/misinform fluent 
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speakers about stuttering. Some of these representations may be apolitical in nature, but their 

interpretations are not. I do not wish to remove the responsibility from creators, but I am of the 

mindset that the author is pretty much dead. It is the consumers that interpret different media 

representations. Through my interactions with fluent speakers and stutterers alike, I find that 

there is no general consensus on what constitutes a ñgoodò representation of stuttering. Stuttering 

is a nuanced and complex disability, so it makes sense that its representations will be also. 

 In the following chapter, I discuss various representations of stuttering. Some of these 

representations are labelled as ñpositive,ò others as ñnegative.ò I use three distinct labels as 

gauges for whether or not a representation is positive or negative. They are called Leadership, 

Curability, and Audibility. These gauges represent my attempt to accurately label each stuttering 

representations, but these gauges are influenced by own lived experiences. The goal of the 

following chapter is to provide readers with concrete examples of stuttering representations, 

discuss how these representations portray stuttering, and examine what the current state of 

stuttering representation is. 

CHAPTER TWO: STUTTERING IN MEDIA  

FROM MOSES TO BILL DENBROUGH  

 Stuttering has a long narrative history, beginning with Moses. James Berger writes that 

ñMoses, of course, was óslow of speechô and spoke with óuncircumcised lipsôò (Berger, 17). The 

theory that Moses stuttered is shared by Marc Shell, who hypothesizes that God chose Moses as 

a representative because God is also a stutterer (Shell, 153). Shell argues that while most 

Muslims and some Jewish rabbis refuse to entertain the idea that Moses was not bodily perfect, 

the biblical evidence for Mosesô stutter is strong. There are many biblical instances of disability, 

from Mosesô stutter to Jacobôs lame hip. It seems fitting to me that God would choose disabled 
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minds and bodies to act as his proxy. As a God that often chooses unlikely and socially scorned 

people to do his bidding, it makes sense. David, a young shepherd, was Godôs chosen king. 

Rahab, a prostitute, is part of Jesusô genealogy. The mouthpiece of God being a stutterer would 

be a great act of divine irony. God seems to enjoy irony, so it makes sense.  

 I classify Moses as a positive example of stuttering representation. He is a leader, he is not 

silenced, and he is not cured of his stutter. These three characteristics can be further defined as 

gauges I use to label a representation as ñpositiveò or ñnegative.ò  

 1. Leadership: This refers to a characterôs position in the narrativeôs hierarchy. I look at the 

level of influence they have, how well-respected they are, and whether they are taken seriously. 

I interrogate the representation itself, asking, what is a characterôs position in the narrative? Are 

they respected by other characters? Does their stutter factor into their ability to lead or retain 

respect?  

 2. Audibility: This refers to a characterôs ability to freely express themselves. Thoughts can be 

expressed in a multitude of ways, from spoken language to sign language. There are many forms 

of communication that run along the spectrum of verbal and mute. A characterôs lack of verbal 

articulation does not mean they are silenced. When I speak of ñsilencingò I am referring to 

Muted Group Theory. Created by Edwin and Shirley Ardener in 1975, Muted Group Theory 

ññfocuses on the ways that the communication practices of dominant groups suppress, mute, or 

devalue the words, ideas, and discourses of subordinate groupsò (Foss and Littlejohn, 2009). The 

term ñmutednessò does not necessarily mean a group is silenced; it means that their experiences 

are not named by the dominant language system. If a stutterer is not listened to or given a way to 

express themselves, then I consider them muted.  
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 I interrogate the representation itself, asking, is the character heard? Do they speak or engage 

in other forms of communication? Are they totally silenced by other characters? If they are not 

heard by other characters, is the reader/viewer given insight into their inner life? 

 3. Curability: This refers to how pathologized a characterôs stutter is. While stuttering is 

classified as a speech disability, the label of disability does not equate to inferiority or a desire to 

be cured. Disabled lives are full lives, they are just lives lived differently. The stuttererôs 

experience is not a tragic ailment that needs to be fixed, but a different way of communicating 

that should be appreciated for what it is. Stutterers have their own culture, their own history and 

icons. If a character overcomes their stutter in a moment of triumph, leaving all negative 

stereotypes of stuttering behind, I consider the character to be a poor representation of stutterers. 

Refusing to cure a stuttering character defies the idea that stuttering is something that should be 

cured, not accommodated, at all costs.  

 I interrogate the representation itself, asking, does the character lose or overcome their stutter 

by the end of the narrative? Is the character portrayed as strong and confident only after they are 

cured of their stutter? Is the cure a celebrated part of the narrative? Is the cure the central theme 

of the narrative? Is the overall message that stutterers can only be fulfilled once they no longer 

stutter? The following table lists all the characters I talk about in this chapter and uses my three 

gauges to determine whether they are positive, neutral, or negative representations of people who 

stutter. I analyze these fifteen fictional characters because they represent different mediums 

(film, television shows, novels, and comics), were created in different time periods, and 

encompass all the stereotypes I talk about in this chapter. I suggest the reader look at the table 

both now and after they finish this chapter to better understand each character and their 

contextual narrative: 



30 
 

Table 2: Characteristics of Stuttering Characters 

 

 Positing Moses as the paradigm for positive stuttering representation, I might ask, how does 

this character compare to Moses? Jeffrey K. Johnson does not rely on Moses when 

deconstructing stuttering stereotypes in ñThe Visualization of the Twisted Tongue: Portrayals of 
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Stuttering in Film, Television, and Comic Books,ò but he does look to modern filmic portrayals 

of stuttering. He cites the Warner Brothers character, Porky Pig, as an example of a negative 

representation, one that perpetuates the idea that stuttering is amusing (Johnson, 246). Even in 

the newer adaptation of The Looney Tunes, The Looney Tunes Show (2011), Porky is portrayed 

as a funny, stuttering side character that is often taken advantage of by Daffy Duck. Porkyôs only 

role is to provide comedic relief, a role that Johnson notes is often given to stuttering characters:  

ñIt is significant that when used as a comic element the stutterer is not a true representation of 

a person but rather is the physical embodiment of his speech impediment. His only purpose is 

to stutter and thus amuse. In this context a stutterer's narrative role is to provide light-hearted 

moments and then exit so that the more important characters can fill the screenò (Johnson, 

247-248). 

This ñexitò is another key aspect of the stuttering stereotype. Stuttering is often pushed aside or 

not shown at all in media. It seems that writers and directors do not know how to work with the 

speech impediment. They donôt know what to do with it. Is it a running joke? A sign of anxiety? 

Or is it something else? Stutterers are cast as this ñsomething else,ò this other that is identifiable 

because that cannot speak fluently. Historically, media does not know how to explain the stutter, 

so it makes the entire story about the stutter. When a character becomes their speech 

impediment, a number of ugly stereotypes rise to the surface.  

 Weakness is one such stuttering stereotype. Johnson writes that stuttering is often used to 

signify ñhumor, nervousness, weakness, or unheroic/villainous charactersò (Johnson, 245). 

Johnson highlights a specific scene in the John Wayne film, The Cowboys (1972), where Wayne 

berates a boy for stuttering. Stuttering Bob stops stuttering only when he calls Wayne a 

ñGoddamned mean dirty son of a bitchò (Johnson, 251). Only when he adopts aggressive 
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language is he able to stop stuttering and speak to Wayne as an equal, as a man. The tradition of 

stuttering men becoming ñreal menò only when they speak fluently, and being deemed 

insufficient otherwise, is long and documented, popping up in films and books. In A Fish Called 

Wanda (1988), stutterer Ken Pile is portrayed as soft and incompetent. Billy Bibbit of One Flew 

Over the Cuckooôs Nest (1962) is a weakling who, unable to overcome his stutter, commits 

suicide. If men do not overcome their stutter, they are often punished with humiliation or death. 

Death comes for Tarta, the timid rebel fighter, in Panôs Labyrinth (2006) after he is brutally 

tortured because he is unable to count to three without stuttering.  

 In the case of Tarta, his torture and death may be a commentary on fascismôs hostility towards 

the disabled. The fascist Captain Vidal mocks Tarta while mutilating his hand with a hammer. 

The scene is meant to be horrifying, stunning the audience into silence rather than laughter. 

Porky Pig this is not. Tarta stutters throughout the film and is chastised by his companions. 

These seemingly innocent jabs at Tartaôs speech lose their comedic edge when we watch his 

torture. A character like this is meant to evoke empathy rather than humiliation or malignant 

laughter. The other characters mentioned seem to stutter for no other reason than to emulate a 

negative stereotype.  

 Another instance of stuttering as weakness can be found in Harry Potter and the Sorcererôs 

Stone (2001). Professor Quirrell feigns a stutter to hide his true identity as host to the evil Lord 

Voldemort. When Harry discovers that Quirrell is behind all of the sinister activity at Hogwarts, 

he shocks the audience by speaking in a fluent, deadpan voice. He mocks Harry for thinking the 

culprit was Professor Snape, ñYes. He does seem the type, doesn't he? Next to me, who would 

suspect, p-p-poor s-stuttering Professor Quirrell?ò (Harry Potter and the Sorcererôs Stone). He 

does not need to explain why no one would suspect poor stuttering Professor Quirrell. The basis 
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for this bias is already laid out before us, built up over centuries. Who would suspect a stutterer 

of being confident? Strong? Capable of constructing complex plans? Quirrell adopted this 

persona because he knew it would make him seem incompetent and weak-minded. 

 Most fictional stutterers are men, which may be due to the fact that men are four times more 

likely to stutter than women. There are a few fictional women that stutter, one of them being 

Norma from the Netflix show, Orange is the New Black. She is a mute inmate that communicates 

with gestures and facial expressions. In Season 3, Episode 7, it is revealed that she has a severe 

stutter. As a young woman she was manipulated by a self-proclaimed ñprophetò that responded 

positively to her stutter. However, he did not care about what she had to say, he just wanted to 

control her. He is satisfied with her muteness, and becomes an abusive husband that berates his 

many wives. By middle-age, Norma is trapped in her abusive marriage until she pushes her 

husband over a cliff. He mocks her, screaming that she ñhas nothing to say,ò and then she shoves 

him over, stuttering out, ñSon of a bitch.ò  

 Though this is a nice empowering moment for Norma, this is one of the few lines she has. Her 

other line is the word ñmy.ò The realization that her muteness is a choice is meant to shock the 

audience. But her silence seems like a cop-out, a cheap way to portray stuttering without actually 

portraying stuttering. Not every stutterer remains silent. I stutter and I never stop talking. Norma 

is not a realistic or helpful representation of stuttering. The Orange is the New Black 

showrunners should let her stutter freely. This would be a way to spite her dead husband, making 

up for all those years he silenced her. Even better, she could speak not to spite anyone, but for 

herself. Norma is another example of stuttering equaling weak-mindedness. She is naïve enough 

to be tricked by a cultic prophet and never gains enough confidence to speak for herself.  
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 Stuttering not only connotes weakness, but also trickery. Returning to Professor Quirrell, he is 

revealed to be a deceitful character that uses stuttering to trick people into sympathizing with 

him. Edward Nortonôs character in Primal Fear (1996), Aaron Stampler, feigns a stutter to 

garner sympathy from his attorney, then reveals himself to be a homicidal liar. In real life, writer 

Rachel Hoge expresses her frustration at living a ñlifetime of suspicionò due to her stutter 

(ñDonôt judge me by my wordsò). She was once accused of being drunk because of her 

repetitious speech and was treated with suspicion by a banker because she could not say her 

name without stuttering. According to Hoge, ñthereôs a myth that stuttering is a reflection of poor 

personal integrityò (ñDonôt judge me by my wordsò). I often worry that my stutter will make me 

come across as flustered or guilty. Reading about Hogeôs experiences confirm my anxiety. 

Popular cultureôs obsession with being able to ñidentify a liarò leads to these characterizations of 

dysfluency as dishonesty.  

 The final stuttering stereotype I want to address is the misconstrued notion that stuttering is 

born of trauma. As stated in the ñWhat is stuttering?ò section, the idea that stuttering comes from 

trauma was pioneered by Sigmund Freud. He was quick to shove stuttering into a category of 

disorders caused by unconscious emotional disturbances. Hypothesizing that stuttering is 

somehow related to a childôs traumatic relationship with their parents is both uncreative and 

unhelpful. Hypothesizing that stuttering is indicative of a latent emotional or psychological 

problem is also unhelpful. This hypothesis lingers in media, manifesting itself in psychologically 

disturbed killers that stutter and abused children that stutter.  

 In the crime show, Criminal Minds, a serial killer called The Footpath Killer murders people 

because he is insecure about his stutter (The Footpath Killer). His background is never revealed, 

neither is his name. Most Criminal Minds killers come packaged with a sob story about why they 



35 
 

hurt other people, but The Footpath Killer is not traumatized by any person. He is traumatized by 

his stutter which is a manifestation of his derangement. Even though his appearances are meant 

to terrify, I find him laughable as a failed attempt by Criminal Minds to turn stuttering into a 

prop. Positing disabilities as fuel for heinous crimes is not subversive or edgy. On the contrary, it 

reinforces age-old stereotypes that the disabled are somehow grotesque and amoral.  

 But what if the stutterer is the victim of trauma, not the perpetrator of it? This type of 

representation is also problematic because it suggests that stuttering is a product of unnatural, 

deviant behavior inflicted upon the stutterer. It victimizes someone that does not want to be 

victimized. I would be appalled if someone suggested my stutter was caused by abuse that I just 

couldnôt remember. Stuttering is not a metaphor for abuse, stuttering just is. The HSS Professor 

expressed annoyance with the inclusion of the ñautocratic fatherò in The Kingôs Speech (2010). 

They like the movie but wish they could delete those scenes that suggest Georgeôs father was 

menacing and abusive. The undertones of abuse once again reinforce the false notion that trauma 

triggers abuse. 

 This insistence underscores a more sinister theory, that disability is caused by a dysfunctional 

family, that a child would turn out perfect and ñnormalò if they were only in the right 

environment. This idea explicitly implies that the disabled are unwanted manifestations of 

humanityôs darkness. They are reminders of how cruel people can be. This is a horrific idea that 

suggests the disabled would not exist in a utopian home environment. Coming back to stuttering, 

the idea that only emotionally health children are fluent, as suggested by Freud, is a baseless 

claim that does nothing for children and adults that stutter. 

 The examples mentioned above personify many of the questions often directed at stutters. Are 

you anxious right now? Why donôt you have more confidence in what you say? Why are you so 
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nervous? Why are you doing that with your mouth? Are you sure what youôre saying is right? 

Iôve had all these things said to me regarding my speech. And if people are not saying 

something, they are often averting eye contact or talking over a stutterer or finishing their 

sentences for them. Most people are not passive drones that uncritically consume media, but the 

consistent negative representation, or lack of representation, impacts how people think about 

stuttering. Without thoughtful media representations of stutterers, how else will fluent people be 

exposed to the disability? 

 Expecting the public to crack open an academic textbook about the history of stuttering is a 

bit ridiculous. Visual media, like film, are vehicles that people can use to affect social change. 

Because stuttering is an audible disability, it makes sense that film and television would be ideal 

spaces for introducing stuttering to audiences. These spaces cannot be utilized fully if the 

stuttering character does not speak or is muted by other characters.  

 Some of the examples I mentioned in this section can be characterized as ñnegativeò in some 

way. They do not meet the criteria of my Leadership, Audibility, and Curability gauges. They are 

not examples of stutterers as respected leaders, stutterers as free communicators, or stutterers 

allowed to thrive in their disability. Many of the characters I mentioned are punished in some 

way for not overcoming their stutter, or they are silenced by either the narrative or the narrativeôs 

creator. Many of them are characterized as stupid, naïve, timid, or deceitful. 

 However, it is important to note that my interpretation of these characters as ñnegativeò is not 

necessarily the right interpretation. People who stutter interpret these characters in different 

ways. The HSS Professor told me that some of their friends who stutter proudly wear Porky Pig 

pins. While Porky can be incredibly offensive to stutterers, he can also be reclaimed by 

stutterers. The original voice actor for Porky, Joe Dougherty, was a stutterer, but was fired due to 
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his inability to control his disability. Later Porky voice actors adapted their own versions of the 

signature stutter for comedic effect without the intention to mock. 

 While the HSS Professor does not believe that Porky Pig succeeded in this intention, they 

note that many problematic representations of stuttering were not created with malicious intent, 

but in order to construct a distinctive media personality. 

 The same can be said about Michael Palin, who starred in A Fish Called Wanda. The HSS 

Professor told me that Palin modelled his stutter after his father, who stuttered all his life, and did 

not intend to offend audiences with his portrayal. Palin supported the foundation, The Michael 

Palin Centre for Stammering, and was involved in its mission to support children who stammer. 

The term stammering is used here because that is the common term used in Britain for this 

speech impediment. 

 As we can see, labelling representations as ñpositiveò or ñnegativeò is not something done 

easily. It is not black and white. Media representations are always couched within a context, and 

this context matters.  

DEFYING STEREOTYPES 

 Within the context of any narrative, it is important to note how the stutterer is treated by other 

characters. External forces indicate whether or not the character is meant to be pitied, 

encouraged, or despised by the audience. The quality of a stuttering representation does not just 

hinge on the single character that stutters, but on the other characters that exist around the 

stutterer.  

 The following examples of stuttering representation focus on these external factors. These 

four characters also provide examples of stuttering manifesting in several forms of media, from 

childrenôs shows to multi-media web comics.  
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MAYOR BILLINGTON  

 Sometimes, a weekend morning is best spent watching the Disney Channel. One day in early 

2017, I happened across an episode of popular childrenôs show, Doc McStuffins. The premise of 

this show is simple enough: a young girl emulates her mother, who is a doctor, by acting as the 

local doctor for her various toys and stuffed animals. This is Disney, after all, so a little magic 

must be involved. All of these toys spring to life whenever Doc is alone with them. In the latest 

seasons, Doc can even transport herself physically to the land of toys and treat her patients at a 

multi-level hospital. Over the years, this show has addressed important social and health issues. 

 In one episode, Doc, who is African American, helps a doll embrace her natural hair. In 

another, Doc teaches a race car about the importance of fueling your body with healthy food.  

In the episode I stumbled across, The Mayorôs Speech, Doc tackles stuttering. The episode title 

alone might produce a knowing chuckle from adults for its obvious connection to the film, The 

Kingôs Speech. It centers around the mayor of toy land, a platypus plushie named Mayor 

Billington. He is preparing a big speech, but in the middle of practice, his ñbeak gets jammedò 

and he starts to stutter (The Mayorôs Speech). Billington, voiced by Joe Ochman, is frightened by 

his sudden inability to speak fluently, and asks Doc to cure him. 
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Screenshot 2: Added by MurphyWiki to The Mayor's Speech Wiki Page 

 Doc is stumped by Billingtonôs impediment. She diagnoses him with The Stuckies, but does 

not know how to cure him, so she hits the books. In one scene, she discusses her next steps with 

her assistant, a hippo named Hallie: 

ñDoc: We've gotta help him. But I'm not sure how. 

Hallie: Sounds like we outta do a little fact finding to figure this out. 

Doc: You're right. Even the best doctors need to research. Maybe we can find something on 

the stuckies in the libraryò (The Mayorôs Speech). 

After some research, Doc realizes that there is nothing wrong with Billington. She concludes that 

is he not sick and does not need to be cured. All he has to do is give his speech and not be 

embarrassed. At the end of the episode, Billington gives his speech and stutters through it. The 

toys cheer when he is finished and the credits roll.  

 There I was, sitting on my carpet eating breakfast on a Saturday morning. I did not expect to 

see such a poignant and progressive view of stuttering on a childrenôs show. This episode is what 
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inspired me to write my thesis on stuttering and media in the first place. I could not believe that 

the best representation of stuttering Iôd ever seen was not some award-winning movie or 

television show, but a Disney Channel show aimed at children.  

 What does The Mayorôs Speech say about stuttering? First of all, it tackles many 

misconceptions about stuttering. Doc acts like many fluent speakers do in the beginning. She 

looks for a way to ñcureò Billington and is uncomfortable with the mysterious nature of his 

disorder. Many fluent speakers are uncomfortable when someone stutters, often resorting to 

awkward smiles or patronizing comments meant to help the stutterer along. In high school, a 

classmate once asked me why I was ñdoing that with my mouth,ò a look of horror on their face 

as if I was morphing into an eldritch monster before their very eyes. The Mayorôs Speech 

perfectly captures the moment of confusion many fluent speakers have. They want to fix 

stuttering but donôt know how. This episode teaches that with a little education and research, 

fluent speakers can understand stuttering as another form of communication rather than 

something that needs to be fixed.  

 This episode also addresses the misconception that stuttering is inherently bad. While not 

always the case, many stutterers are the first to suggest that something is wrong with them. 

Billington immediately wants to be cured and wonders what is wrong with him. With Docôs 

help, who acts like his speech pathologist, he accepts his stutter and gives his speech.  

 The conclusion of this episode is what makes it stand out in my mind. Billington is still seen 

as a competent leader after he stutters through his speech. His stutter does not keep him from 

being a good mayor. He does not overcome his stutter at the end, but he does overcome his 

embarrassment. This crafts a narrative that stuttering is not something to be fixed or overcome, 
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but something to be accepted. Billingtonôs speech is a part of his identity and his friends 

encourage him to embrace his identity as a stutterer.  

PRIVATE WALTER PALMER  

 M*A*S*H , the critically-acclaimed Korean War drama that lasted longer than the actual war, 

addressed stuttering in its eleventh season. In Season 11, Episode 9, the notoriously elitist Major 

Charles Winchester encounters Private Walter Palmer (M*A*S*H, Run for the Money). From 

Palmerôs introduction, he is relentlessly teased by his fellow soldiers because of his stutter. 

Winchester immediately reprimands the soldiers and their leader for mocking Palmer. He 

decides to take Palmer under his wing, giving him more ñsophisticatedò books than the comics 

he sees Palmer reading. He tells the young Private that he should not limit himself because of his 

stutter, that the way a person speaks has nothing to do with their intelligence.  

 Throughout the episode, I was simultaneously confused and touched by Winchesterôs 

compassion. He does not usually behave in such a way. He spends most of his time belittling 

those he deems unsophisticated. So why does he take a liking to Palmer? 

 At the end of the episode, Winchester listens to a recorded message from his sister, Honoria. 

He settles back in his chair, closes his eyes, and listens to his sister stutter through her message. 

If you mute the television, it looks like he is listening to beautiful music. A man known for his 

propensity to criticize and nit-pick other people, it is shocking that Winchester finds dysfluent 

speech enjoyable to listen to.  

 The point of this analysis is not to praise Winchester for being a decent human being and 

brother, but to note the rarity of such a positive portrayal. While Honoria is not physically 

present in the show, her stuttered words are there. Winchester does not talk about his mute or shy 

sister, but instead describes her as eloquent and talkative. This is significantly different than 
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Orange is the New Black, which chose to portray Norma as selectively mute. The act of letting 

stutterers stutter is radical in and of itself.  

ODIN ARROW  

 Other characters do not have to continuously encourage or praise a stutterer for the 

representation to be considered positive. Allowing a character to stutter openly without much 

comment from their fellow characters is just as well. Fluent speakers are not pigeon-holed as 

ñfluent speakersò so why should dysfluent speakers only be identifiable by their dysfluency? It is 

possible to not comment on a characterôs stutter without erasing their disability. Creating 

multifaceted characters that are not just stutterers is key to creating truly successful 

representations.  

 In 2012, Michelle Czajkowski created a web comic called Avaôs Demon. It is still ongoing. I 

discovered this comic while perusing the Internet one afternoon. I was intrigued by its painting-

like art style and its use of movement and sound to tell a story. I was further intrigued by the 

presence of a stuttering character. In my thesis introduction, I mention how I wasnôt sure that Bill 

Denbrough of It (2017) stuttered at first. It took a few lines of dialogue for me to be sure. Same 

goes for Odin Arrow, one of the main characters of Avaôs Demon.  

 This is a story of relationships, of people and demons, of planets and universes and other 

worlds. It is also a story of hardship. Odin is a character that comes from a different planet than 

the other two protagonists, Ava and Maggie. He hosts a demon named Pedri Nanezgani and 

exhibits traits commonly associated with the deadly sin of Pride. He is shown to be callous, 

intimidating, analytical, playful, empathetic, and insecure (Odin Arrow). He is clearly multi-

faceted, not definitively labelled as a good or bad person. And he also happens to stutter. His 
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stutter is written out in purple text and is quite pronounced, especially when he is under stress 

(Odin Arrow).  

  His stutter is not used as a joke or a vehicle for pity. It is just how he talks. This does not 

mean that other characters pretend he does not stutter. On page 0033 of the comic, Odin tells 

Maggie that she needs to leave the planet with him (Czajkowski, 0033). He stutters throughout 

his request, ñI n-need you to leave the p-p-planet with m-meé itôs n-not safe t-to stay here any 

longer...ò (Czajkowski, 0034). Maggie replies, ñThat is the most poorly spoken pick-up line Iôve 

ever heardò (Czajkowski, 0035). This line does not come across as Maggie mocking Odin; she 

was just forcibly taken from her home planet a few pages ago and told by some strange guy that 

he needs her to come with him. She is understandably upset. Avaôs demonic host, Wrathia, 

makes her call Odin a ñstuttering cowardò on page 0080, but on page 0081, Ava is shown crying 

and saying, ñIôm sorry!! I didnôt mean it!ò (Czajkowski, 0080-0081). Odinôs sisters, who classify 

him as the ñstupidestò member of their family, might be guilty of berating his speech impediment 

(Odin Arrow). This is just fan speculation, though. It is not canonically confirmed that his sisters 

equate his stutter to a sign of ñstupidity.ò Overall, Odin is not excessively mocked for his stutter. 

His stutter is portrayed as just another aspect of his character.  

 Outside the narrative, fans take note of the fact that, ñObserving his speech patterns, it appears 

that he stops stuttering when lyingò (Odin Arrow). This nugget of information leads to fan 

theories, of course, as fans scour the text looking for instances of fluent speech. Thereôs nothing 

inherently scientific about a stutterer that stops stuttering when they are lying, but Avaôs Demon 

is not marketed as a speech pathology textbook. Personally, I think this aspect of Odinôs stutter is 

a tasteful and nuanced way to develop his character. Every stutterer stutters differently. 
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 For example, my stutter only becomes pronounced when I am reading aloud, which is not true 

for every stutterer. According to the HSS Professor I spoke with, many stutterers are more fluent 

when reading. I do not stutter when I speak in unison with another person, or when I sing, shout, 

or use profanity. This is my experience. Maybe there is a stutterer out there who does not stutter 

when they lie, who am I to define the experience of all stutterers?  

 Odinôs character embodies a new kind of progressive representation that I often see in comics. 

His disability is not hidden or glossed over, but it is also not the central focus of his character. 

Other media representations, representations of women, people of color, and members of the 

LGBT community, seem to be going in this direction. What is this direction I am talking about? I 

am talking about allowing a character to just exist in a narrative without explanation or 

justification. I am talking about normalizing diverse representations of people without reducing 

these representations to what makes them ñdifferent.ò I am not talking about painting characters 

with a wide brush and insisting that ñwe are all the same.ò There is a balance between Othering 

and, what I like to call, Sameifying people.  

 Not having to explain your identity is a privilege, as is consuming media that does not treat 

your identity as a lecture point. For decades, white, straight, cisgendered, and able-bodied people 

have been the protagonists of stories that have nothing to do with their identities. They get to 

exist as the prototype for a character, all other types of people juxtaposed as Other. They are the 

blank slate, the one everyone is supposed to relate to, so their existence does not need to be 

justified. They also do not need to be consistently abused or oppressed in order to solicit 

sympathy from the audience. 

 I do not like it when stuttering, or any disability, is used as a tool for sympathy. Why would I 

want to watch a bunch of movies about stutterers being bullied? I know that happens in real life, 
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it happened to me. Fluent audiences should not need constant lessons about why it is wrong to 

mock a stutterer.  

 But I digress.  

 Odin Arrow is a good example of a stutterer that is not solely identified by his disability. He is 

not a metaphor, which is pretty revolutionary. Many media representations of marginalized 

identities are metaphorized, used as vehicles for particular issues. There is a burden placed upon 

these representations, a burden that those at the top of the social hierarchy do not feel. One poor 

representation of stuttering can lead to negative real-world stereotypes about stutterers, while a 

poorly written fluent character does not lead to negative stereotypes about fluent people. Odin is 

not a stand-in for all stutterers or for all ñdifferentò people in this narrative. He just is.  

 He stutters openly, talks just as much as the other characters, and is not deified or demonized 

(even though he does have a demon dwelling inside his body). I want to see more stutterers like 

this. Stutterers that really are just stutterers, rather than thinly veiled allusions to the bigotry that 

plagues our society. We have enough tangible evidence of this plague, we need not perpetuate it 

in our fantasy worlds.  

BILL DENBROUGH  

 There is nothing wrong with writing stories that focus on stuttering, though. Narratives that 

highlight the abuse stutterers go through are necessary to exposing fluent audiences to this 

injustice. My point is that all stuttering characters do not need to be abused in order to get this 

across. Stuttering characters should also exist in more narratives besides stuttering think pieces 

or biographical exposes. They should exist in science fiction, in fantasy, and in horror.  

 Bill Denbrough, the protagonist of Stephen Kingôs It, exists in a world of both realism and 

horror. His life is part high school drama, part horror story. Bill is relentlessly teased for his 
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stutter, which is realistic to the world and time period King pulls us into. It would be a blatant 

disregard of reality not to address the abuses stutterers go through in this context, the same way it 

is a deliberate and thoughtless choice to avoid mentioning the AIDS epidemic in a story set in 

1980ôs America. Denying reality is not helpful.  

 King positions Bill as both a victim of bullying and a hero that leads a group of children to 

victory over an evil entity. His stutter is part of his identity, but it is not his only identifier. He is 

a successful leader, writer, and husband. His social skills are not portrayed as limited because of 

his stutter, on the contrary, people are drawn to him. Bill embodies a well-rounded representation 

of stuttering. His stutter is portrayed differently across the three versions of It, which is 

something I explore further in Chapter Four. The book is foundational to the It universe, so letôs 

begin there. It (1986) can be analyzed through many lenses. I examine how scholars look at It 

(1986) from a folkloric and feminist perspective.  

CHAPTER THREE: STEPHEN KINGôS IT (1986) 

A QUICK SUMMARYé 

 It (1986), is a novel written by the Master of Horror, Stephen King. It is the story of the 

Losersô Club, a group of seven misfit children, who battle an ancient eldritch monster over a 

period of decades. These decades, divided into sections taking place in both 1958 and 1985, are 

interwoven, happening simultaneously yet separately. The titular monster, simply called It, is 

confronted by the Losersô Club as children and as adults. We see a young Bill destroying It for 

the first time and an adult Bill destroying It for the last time with his friends. This destruction 

occurs within the confines of a ritual known as the Ritual of Chud. This Himalayan ritual used to 

defeat the taelus (which is basically It) requires a holy man to track down the taelus, bite Its 

tongue, and participate in a battle of jokes and riddles with It (King, 683). Bill explains that the if 
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the human laughed first, ñthen the taelus g-got to k-k-kill h-him and e-e-e-eat him. His soul, I 

think. B-But i-if the muh-man c-c-could make the t-taelus l-laugh f-f-first, it had to go away for a 

huh-huh-hundred y-yearsò (King, 684).  The Losersô Club later enacts this ritual by entering Its 

mind and weakening It with their courage, heart, and unity. Bill defeats It in the Ritual of Chud 

by reciting a phrase he often uses to help control his stutter, ñHe thrusts his fists against the posts 

and still insists he sees the ghostsò (King, 681). The themes of childhood, magic rituals, and 

memory give this novel a distinctively folkloric feeling.  

FOLKLORE: IT AS A FAIR YTALE ABOUT OVERCOMING CHILDHOOD  

 It (1986) was born from Kingôs fascination with ñThe Three Billy Goats Gruffò fairytale 

(Strengell, 174). This tale is mentioned explicitly in the novel. Bill says that he cannot remember 

the way into Its lair. Instead of a door, he sees, ñThis ih-image of g-g-goats walking over a 

bridge. From that story, óThe Three Billy Goats Gruff.ô Crazy, huh?ò (King, 1135). King uses 

folklore, and all of its genre conventions, to craft a tale about childhood and transitions. Scholar 

Per Schelde writes:  

 ñFolklore demands a willingness to suspend, temporarily, reality and logicé The

 believer is transported into a separate reality where different rules for behavior are in

 effect. She will pass through the troll-mirror and be taken on a heady trip down wishful

 lane and become superwoman for a whileò (Schelde, 6). 

To take It (1986) seriously, we must suspend what we know about fear and childhood and 

embrace what we donôt know. We must enter the world of It, where childhood traumas are 

palpable and conquerable. The hope of It (1986) is that the horrors of childhood can be 

overcome.  
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 Overcoming is a key theme in this novel. Beverly must overcome her sexually abusive father, 

Eddie must overcome his hypochondriac mother who has Munchausenôs by Proxy. King also 

positions Billôs stutter as something that is overcome. In the novelôs epilogue, he appears to lose 

it ñfor goodò (King, 1152). With one line of dialogue, is seems that King dismantles his positive 

and unconventional narrative surrounding stuttering, but we need to look closer. Billôs stutter is 

not ñovercome,ò it is forgotten. By the end of the novel, the Losers start to forget their childhood. 

They forget Derry, It, and each other. It could be argued that this is a symbol of them finally 

moving on from their childhood trauma, and thus a good thing, but I say otherwise. 

 Memory is an important part of this story. It is the lack of memory that leads the adults of 

Derry to be complacent in their childrenôs disappearances. It is the lack of memory that allows It 

to dwell beneath the town for centuries. In this story, King argues that memory is vital to 

successfully changing the future. If we decide that memories are positive things in It (1986), then 

we must also conclude that the forgetting of certain memories is negative. The Losers forget their 

memories of each other, the good and the bad. They forget that It ever existed and may possibly 

exist again. And Bill forgets his stutter, which was as much a part of him as Georgie was. 

Something that defined his life is suddenly erased. 

 I do not think King wants us to read this revelation as a happy ending. There isnôt any right 

way to read the epilogue. Like a fairytale, it ends with our characters leaving the fantasy world 

and coming into the ñreal world.ò Billôs wife, Audra, awakens from an It-induced coma and does 

not remember anything about their encounter with the monster. She is a literal sleeping beauty, 

dying amid chaos and awakening to a world of light and happiness. To her, everything that 

happened in Derry, 1985 was just a nightmare.  
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 To Bill, the child that slowly forgets the wisdom of his youth as he ages, Derry becomes a 

blurry dream that he only sees just as heôs about to fall asleep. I wonder if his dream-self 

stutters? Reminding him of who he was before he let life strip away his memory and identityé 

 In a way, It is the victor at the end of the novel because It forces the Losers to forget. It makes 

them believe that everything is too traumatic to remember, so they forget it all, even the happy 

memories of friendship and love. Billôs stutter reminds him of Georgie and Derry and It, so he 

chooses to suppress his stutter for good. It erases Billôs disability the way an ableist director 

might erase Hawkeyeôs deafness in The Avengers (2012) or Peeta Mellarkôs prosthetic leg in The 

Hunger Games (2012). It seeks to erase everyoneôs differences and turn them into one thing: 

food. Everyone is the same in Its eyes, It literally does not see color or ability. It sees dinner.  

 So in a way, the real enemy of this novel is that which seeks to sanitize and sameify people 

and their traumas. For me, the epilogue is one of the saddest parts of the book because the Losers 

part ways as indifferent acquaintances, emotionally cleansed robots ready to move on with their 

lives. But obviously the memories are somewhere inside Bill, rising to the forefront of his mind 

every night. They are trying to tell him something. Maybe they want him to remember his 

friends, maybe they want him to let himself stutter again. Because his stutter was, after all, his 

stutter. He stuttered before It and he could stutter after It, if he wanted to. He could own his 

stutter once again, and not let something as ridiculous as a clown take it away from him. 

AND FEMINISM : IT AS MOTHER  

 Scholar Linda Anderson critically examines It (1986) from a feminist perspective. She argues 

that King represents women in a dichotomous and two-dimensional way, as always ñthere for 

male characters, as either mother-enemy or mother-comforterò (Anderson, 118). It, the mother-

enemy, wants to devour the Losers. Beverly, the mother-comforter, wants to care for them. 
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Anderson concludes that ñthe devouring bITch-mother can only be destroyed by masculine 

force, knowledge, and language in an exorcism of pre-Oedipal anxietyò (Anderson, 120). 

 Without delegitimizing this critical analysis of It (1986), I want to push back on Andersonôs 

conclusion. I think that she defines ñmale languageò too broadly. To her, all the language spoken 

by men and boys in this novel constitutes ñmale language,ò but there are many types of language 

in It (1986), not just male and female language. As a stutterer, Billôs language is noticeably 

outside the normative confines of male language. He stutters, pauses, and trips through his 

sentences. This way of speaking should not be shoved beneath the umbrella of male language 

without being examined. Ideal male language is not stuttered, it is spoken with authority. Bill 

defies this norm by speaking in a way often associated with frailty and femininity. Bill talks a 

lot, too. His stuttered speech litters the 1153 pages of It (1986). Unlike many other stutterers in 

media, Bill is not silenced.  

 In It (1986), Bill does not lose his stutter until the epilogue of the novel, when he loses his 

memories of his childhood, his hometown, and his friends. As stated in the previous section, he 

says his stutter is ñgone for good,ò but so is part of his identity (King, 1152). The loss of his 

stutter is not due to bravery or the sudden realization of ñreal masculinity,ò it happens because he 

forgets part of his life and part of himself. The epilogue aside, for most of the novel, Bill stutters 

openly and frequently. He successfully leads the Losersô Club and defeats It as a boy/man with a 

stutter.  

 Andersonôs labelling of Billôs speech as just another form of male language fails to address 

the subversive nature of Billôs stutter. Each boy in It (1986) is complex, they inhabit other spaces 

of marginalization outside of their gender (Mike is African American, Stan is Jewish, Ben is fat). 

The focus on the biological Mother and monstrous feminine detracts from more nuanced 
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discussions of the characters and their roles. It also detracts from a critical examination of 

language, gender, and identity. Anderson seems to equate male language to the use of gendered 

slurs like bitch and whore, and so includes Bill under this umbrella because he uses these words. 

His speech is outside of a male/female dichotomy, existing instead in a space all its own.  

MOVING FORWARD  

 All of the frameworks outlined in Chapter Two and Three can be used to analyze stuttering in 

any form of media. I use these frameworks, and critical analyses of It, to explain how and why I 

chose to examine It (2017). In Chapter Four, I explain how I closely examined Billôs speech 

patterns in the film It (2017) to better understand how his speech is coded. I also explain how I 

structured my surveys. Using JoEllen Shivelyôs article, "Cowboys and Indians", as a model, I 

explain how I construct this study. Shively had twenty American Indian men and twenty White 

American men screen a film in groups of five. Questionnaires were administered after the 

screening and viewers participated in focus group interviews (Shively, 1992). I alter this 

framework to better fit my methodological needs, removing the focus group interviews and 

incorporating short and long answer survey questions. Hearing, or in this case reading, peopleôs 

thoughts is an important part of my work. I am not just closely analyzing an artifact and I am not 

just asking people about an artifact, I am doing both.  

 The conversation about stuttering is meant to extend beyond my own interrogation of Stephen 

Kingôs It, isnôt it? Chapter Four introduces both my solitary and people-oriented methodologies. 

One of the lessons of It is the importance of community. After all, Bill did not defeat It by 

himself.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: METHODS 

 The first half of this thesis provided you with backstory. I defined stuttering, discussed the 

narratological history of stuttering in media, and explored Stephen Kingôs It (1986). In the 

following half, I explain the multiple methods I use to analyze the film It (2017). These 

methodological tools are used with the intent to argue that It (2017) is a uniquely positive 

representation of stuttering. Each method has a context and a set of limitations. My goal in using 

these methods is to better understand how Billôs stutter is portrayed and how this portrayal is 

interpreted by audiences. In this chapter, I thoroughly explain each methodology and why I 

chose it. Four distinct methodologies will be outlined: autoethnography, close reading, 

comparative analysis, and surveys.  

AN OVERVIEW OF METHODS  

 All four methods I use are applicable to my argument. The autoethnography provides readers 

with tangible examples of my personal experience as a stutterer. It makes my work more 

accessible and relatable. The close reading allows me to apply analytical tools to a text. I can 

interrogate It (2017) using the frameworks of Disability Studies, Expectancy Violations Theory, 

and folklore. The comparative analysis allows me to track how representations of stuttering have 

changed over time and to compare mediums. And the surveys give me the chance to take my 

research outside of myself. I can examine the relationship between It (2017) and its audience.   

TALKING TO MYSELF  

AUTOETHNOGRAPHY  

 The term autoethnography can be broken up into two words, autobiography and ethnography. 

Autobiography refers to the telling of your own story, while ethnography refers to the 

observational description of a human society. Together, these words create a qualitative research 
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method that involves an author reflecting on their own experiences and tying these experiences 

to larger societal themes.  

 There are two types of autoethnography, the evocative autoethnography and the analytic 

autoethnography. Ellingson and Ellis define these two methods as follows: ñAnalytic 

autoethnographers focus on developing theoretical explanations of broader social phenomena, 

whereas evocative autoethnographers focus on narrative presentations that open up conversations 

and evoke emotional responsesò (445). Both types of autoethnographers have criticized each 

other, something Leon Anderson mentions in his article on analytic autoethnography. He does 

not wish to rehash this debate. Instead, he seeks to propose new guidelines for the analytic 

autoethnography that support traditional social science models. These guidelines require the 

researcher to be ñ(1) a full member in the research group or setting, (2) visible as such a member 

in published texts, and (3) committed to developing theoretical understandings of broader social 

phenomenaò (Anderson, Leon, 373).  

 Based off these criteria and the criteria for the evocative autoethnography, I conclude that I 

am using both these methods. Throughout this thesis, I write in first person, tell personal stories, 

and make declarative, opinion-based statements like ñstuttering is not inherently negative.ò This 

writing style, while not traditionally academic, is part of the evocative autoethnography. The 

narrative style of self-observation encourages the reader to feel empathy. I want readers to feel 

moved, to conceptualize stuttering, and disability in general, outside of a scientific model of 

thought. Stuttering has been pathologized by many scholars and medical professionals 

throughout history. The evocative ethnography allows for concrete examples of stuttering that 

will hopefully allow readers to better understand what I am talking about.  
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 On the other hand, I also want to connect my personal experience to larger societal themes. 

Analytic autoethnography allows me to abstract concepts and think about them within specific 

theoretical frameworks. I want to connect personal stories to traditional communication and 

literary theories. By combining the analytic autoethnography with the evocative 

autoethnography, I inspire emotion in readers while remaining grounded in academic 

frameworks. When utilizing either of these methods, I seek to avoid navel-gazing. My personal 

stories are meant to provide tangible examples of theoretical concepts and to make my work 

accessible. In this thesis, the author is visible, active, and self-reflective. I find the 

autoethnography to be an effective method when it comes to discussing an issue that personally 

affects my life. 

 I also find the autoethnography to be an appropriate method considering that Stephen King, 

the author of the original It, is inspired by his own experiences. Many of his characters are 

writers like himself. Many of them also suffer from alcoholism, something he struggled with 

throughout his life (ñStephen King: Alcoholism, Drug Addiction and Fameò). King often situates 

his stories in his home state of Maine. His biting commentary of the American small town and 

American Puritanism is fueled by his lived experience. A source I spoke to told me that at a book 

tour, they asked King why he wrote Bill as a stutterer. King replied that he had a childhood 

friend who stuttered and owned a bike similar to the one Bill rides. Clearly, Kingôs writing is 

inspired by real-life events and people. It seems fitting for me to emulate his tendency to project 

his life into his writing. 

 When using autoethnography, I risk sounding too casual and subjective. On its own, 

autoethnography is not enough to convince readers of my main argument. Anecdotal evidence 

does not hold up under traditional academic scrutiny. I am aware of my voice throughout this 
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thesis and recognize that each personal story is tinged with bias related to my lived experience. It 

is necessary to recognize this and not pretend that my experience is representative of all 

stutterers. I hope that my autoethnographical approach provides context, relatability, and 

empathy to my arguments.  

CLOSE READING 

 I chose to conduct a close reading along with my other methods because it is an effective tool 

to use when unpacking the complexities and nuances of a narrative. Christa van Raalte closely 

reads Elysium (2013) in her analysis of gender, marginality, and narrative (van Raalte). The 

identification of specific scenes and lines aids in her discussion of the sexism present in in the 

film. I aim to do the same with my close reading of It (2017),  

 A close reading involves critically analyzing a text with attention to how it is constructed. In 

the case of this thesis, the film, It (2017), is a text that can be closely read. I look at how 

stuttering is portrayed in this narrative and briefly comment on how each character, who are part 

of a group affectionately called The Losersô Club, is characterized.  

 Strengell focuses on characterization in her literary analysis of Stephen Kingôs work. She 

discusses how King uses the Gothic, myths and fairytales, and literary naturalism in his works. 

She writes, ñWhen identifying with the characters, the reader fears for them, feels sympathy, and 

takes a standðthat is, actively participates in the development of Kingôs storiesò (Strengell, 4). 

The relatability of Kingôs characters is what draws readers to his work in the first place. It (2017) 

is aware of Kingôs close attention to character. The film focuses on each character, rather than 

the monster, and encourages audiences to do the same.  
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 In my close reading, I focus on the film, not the novel. Knowledge of Kingôs original work 

enhances understanding of the film, which is something I comment on, but the film needs to be 

understood as a separate artifact.   

 I analyze It (2017) within the context of Disability Studies, Expectancy Violations Theory, 

and folklore. These frameworks are defined and discussed in Chapter One of this thesis. Through 

this analysis, I provide readers with a qualitative and quantitative look at Billôs stutter. I chart 

Billôs speech, recording how often he stutters and what letters he stutters on. This close reading 

provides readers with an in-depth analysis of It (2017) and its characters.  

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS  

 I will dive headfirst into It (2017). But I also want to skim the surface of It (1990) and It 

(1986). The film, miniseries, and novel are separate artifacts connected by a common narrative. 

Each narrative varies in complexity, the novel being the most complex of the three. Comparing 

the narratological framework of each iteration of It would be another thesis entirely. My 

comparative analysis focuses on how Bill's stutter is portrayed in each artifact. 

 Comparing these three works allows me to examine how stuttering portrayals change across 

mediums and over time. Why is Billôs stutter more severe in the novel? Why is Billôs pejorative 

nickname, Stuttering Bill, not used in the film? I investigate these questions and more in my 

analysis.  

 As Michael Berube states, disability is ñubiquitous and polysemousò in fiction (Berube, 3). It 

is everywhere and it can be interpreted in multiple ways. Stuttering manifests differently in the 

three versions of It I talk about. I look not only at how stuttering is represented, but how it is 

used in the three narratives. Berube argues that ñnarrative deployments of disability do not 

confine themselves to representations. They can also be narrative strategies, devices for 
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exploring vast domains of human thought, experience, and actionò (Berube, 2). While I focus on 

narrative representations of stuttering for most of this thesis, I need to acknowledge how 

stuttering is deployed in fictional narratives. Stuttering is present in media in many forms, not 

just in the form of a stuttering character. It is a tool that can be woven into a narrative and talked 

about without being tied to a specific character.  

 Berube goes on to say that a text can ñinvolve ideas about disability, and ideas about the 

stigma associated with disability, regardless of whether any specific character can be pegged 

with a specific diagnosisò (Berube, 19). This sentiment reminds readers that labelling a fictional 

character does not ñsolveò a text, as Berube puts it (Berube, 20). Labels and diagnoses are 

important when it comes to representation. If Bill was never labelled as a ñstuttererò by himself 

or by other characters, I would call that a blatant copout. However, audiences should not get 

caught up in the idea that a diagnosis is a kind of ñahaò moment. Billôs stutter is not an answer to 

his behavior, it is just part of his behavior.  

 All of this to say that it is important to keep these concepts in mind when conducting my 

comparative analysis. Billôs stutter does not ñmake more senseò in one narrative or another, and 

it is not an interchangeable prop. Billôs stutter is part of his character because that is the way 

Stephen King made him. Billôs stutter is labelled as a stutter across all three versions of It, 

something I discuss further in Chapter Five.  

READIN G PEOPLE 

 All the aforementioned methods are related to either myself or the text in some way. The 

following method is related to other people. My approach to this topic is unique because I 

combine personal stories and textual analysis with interpersonal interactions. I use surveys to 

better understand the relationship between the cultural artifact, It (2017), and audiences.  
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SURVEYS  

 From February 16 to March 15, 2018, I administered a survey to people that have A) seen It 

(2017) at some point since its release on September 8, 2017, or B) watched It (2017) for the first 

time at a screening I hosted on Georgetown Universityôs campus. In order to take my survey, 

participants had to watch It (2017) and be eighteen or older. Individuals under eighteen are the 

only group of people I excluded from my survey. I excluded minors because It (2017) is rated R. 

All other people, stutterer or not, qualified for my study.  

 I placed advertisements around the Georgetown campus and used my immediate social 

network to meet participants. Some of these participants already watched It (2017) on their own, 

so I just gave them the survey either in person or over email. Some of these participants never 

saw It (2017), but wanted to participate, so they came to a scheduled screening and filled out the 

survey afterwards.  

 I wanted to administer surveys because I recognize that some people express themselves 

better in writing. Talking to people is helpful, but people communicate in different ways. I hope 

that anonymous surveys allowed people to be more honest in their expression, as well.  

Each participant answered 10 short-answer questions. The survey questions were:  

1) Did you like It (2017)? Why or why not? 

2) Did you like the main characters? (aka, The Losers' Club)? Why or why not? 

3) Do you think Bill's stutter is believable? Why or not? 

4) How is Billôs stuttering portrayed? 

5) Why do you think Bill stutters? 

6) Would you call anyone in The Losers' Club brave? If so, who? 

7) Would you call anyone in The Losers' Club annoying? If so, who? 
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8) Would you call anyone in The Losers' Club weak? If so, who?  

9) Who would you label as the leader of The Losers' Club? Why? 

10)  Do you think It (2017) has a lesson or a moral to teach audiences? If so, what is this 

lesson/moral? 

 Each participant had an unlimited amount of time to complete this survey. On average, it took 

people about thirty minutes to fill out all the questions. One interesting difference between those 

that took the survey in my presence and those that did not is that the participants that came to my 

screening were able to ask me about the questions. Several people asked me to explain Question 

5. This question can be interpreted inside or outside of the narrativeôs framework. Am I asking 

why the character stutters? Am I asking why Stephen King wrote the character as a stutterer? 

 This questionôs interpretability might be a limitation in my survey. All the methods I have 

mentioned so far have some type of limitation. A multi-method approach allows me to 

compensate for these limitations. Based off the data I gathered, I can say that a high level of 

question interpretability does not always lead to vague or shallow answers. Letting people 

interpret a question themselves rather than forcing them to maneuver within a prescribed box can 

yield rich and interesting data.  

 This method was used to give participants a chance to express their thoughts and opinions, 

write about their favorite and least favorite parts of the film, and argue their specific viewpoints. 

It was effective in producing rich qualitative data.  

MOVING FORWARD  

 These methods produced rich sets of data that I unpack in the next chapter. Chapter Five 

integrates visuals, such as tables and screenshots, to better explain what I discovered on my 

journey through this metaphorical labyrinth. 
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CHAPTER FIVE: ANALYSIS  

CLOSE READING OF IT  (2017) 

CASTING AND REPRESENTATION  

 When I first saw It (2017) in theaters, I was surprised that the protagonist, Bill Denbrough, 

stutters. I have seen many representations of stuttering onscreen, from King George VI in The 

Kingôs Speech (2010) to Norma from Orange is the New Black. Bill stands out as a unique 

fictional stutterer. Not only is he the vocal leader of the Losersô Club, he also never loses his 

stutter. His first line, as well as one of his last, is stuttered. I wanted to quantify Billôs stutter, 

organize his speech based on how often he stutters and what words he stutters on. I conducted a 

close reading of the film and charted Billôs stutter from the first scene to the last.  

 I organized my data based on the frequency of Billôs stutter and which words and letters he 

stutters on. Throughout the film, Bill stutters a total of 65 times. His first line, ñDonôt be a wuss,ò 

is said to his brother Georgie. It might be considered ironic that Bill stutters while telling his 

brother to not be weak, but I see this as the first instance of Billôs defiance. As a stutterer, he is 

the strong one, the brave one, the one that tells his brother to be tough. Boys telling each other to 

not be ñwussesò can problematic in and of itself, but that aside, Bill is given the role of strong 

older brother, a role that many stuttering characters never get the chance to fill. Billôs stutter does 

not stop him from speaking boldly, giving orders, questioning his friends, and confronting the 

monster It. 

 However, the physical construction of his stutter is not completely natural or believable. Bill 

never stutters more than twice in a sentence, which is odd considering that he is portrayed as 

someone that cannot control his stutter. His stutter tries to be consistent, clustering around a 

specific number of letters and sounds, but is not always successful. Billôs stutter also leans into 
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the stereotype that trauma exacerbates stuttering. He stutters most on the name ñGeorgie,ò the 

name of his murdered brother. This implies that the trauma of Georgieôs demise causes Bill to 

lose control of his speech.  

 Since the actor that portrays Bill, Jaeden Lieberher, does not stutter, it is impossible for his 

stutter to sound totally natural. A fluent speaker forcing themselves to be dysfluent will never 

fully capture the experience of stuttering. This does not mean that fluent people cannot portray 

stutterers in believable ways. I simply want to remind readers that a fluent person pretending to 

be dysfluent is inherently performative. Casting stutterers to play stutterers is an important part 

of changing societal perceptions of stuttering. As I stated earlier in Chapter Two, the actor who 

played Porky Pig was replaced because his stutter was too ñuncontrollableò. The marginalization 

of this actor shows that the creative forces behind Porky Pig did not want to represent stuttering 

as another form of speech, they just wanted to use it as a comedic tool. They wanted the stutter, 

but not the stutterer. Separating the stutter from the stutterer turns the stutter into an object to be 

metaphorized.  

 Bill Denbroughôs stutter is not separated from his identity. It is not used as a comedic tool or a 

thinly veiled metaphor. This is what makes Bill a unique fictional stutterer. Even though 

Lieberher is fluent, he carefully and intentionally worked on his stutter for It (2017): 

ñI watched a million YouTube videos of people stuttering, and took tutorials on how to do it 

and be authentic. You donôt want to have to think about it, you want it to be automatic, so itôs 

just part of your character,ò he said. ñI got so used to it that it started popping up when I was 

reading for other moviesò (Thompson).  

I cannot deny that Lieberher worked hard to learn how to stutter in what he deems to be an 

ñauthenticò way. He did not want his stutter to be a tool, he wanted it to be a natural part of Billôs 
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character. While I applaud this, I cannot help but wonder why filmmakers do not just cast 

stutterers as stutterers? The obvious answer is that a real stutter, as opposed to a performative 

one, is uncontrollable and costly. Filmmakers do not have the time or money to wait for a 

stutterer to say their lines properly. This answer is practical but marginalizing. It implies that 

filmmakers are not interested in interacting with a stutterer, they just want to coopt a disability 

for a couple hours and not have to deal with the actual person.  

 Of course, artistic freedom allows people to create and participate in narratives that differ 

from their lived experience. There is nothing morally wrong about casting a fluent person as a 

stutterer. It is good to think about the reasons behind casting choices, though, and to encourage 

filmmakers to include disabled people in their narratives. Why? Because seeing disabled actors 

onscreen can inspire disabled people to participate in creative industries like film and television.  

I stopped participating in high school theatre because I thought my stutter was too annoying for 

the stage. I thought that someone like me should not subject an audience to my dysfluency. The 

unattainable wish of ñfluencyò hovered over me. I knew I would never be fluent, so why try? 

People expected me to attain fluency at some point, to overcome my stutter once I was on stage.  

After all, there are many stuttering actors that do not stutter when performing. There is a certain 

fixation on stutterers who do not stutter when they do X thing. The case of Lazaro Arbos, a 

successful singer who participated in American Idol, comes to mind. He did not stutter when he 

sang, but what if he did? What if he did not ñovercomeò his stutter? Would people still have 

labeled him as inspiring? 

 Embracing stutterers that do not overcome their stutter is important. Doing this defies the idea 

that fluency is something we should all strive for. It also subverts the misconception that 

dysfluency inherently leads to unhappiness. 
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 If someone told me that dysfluency is okay, that acting on stage is not about speaking 

perfectly, maybe I would have kept acting. Seeing more stuttering characters and more stuttering 

actors might have encouraged me. This is why representation matters. Seeing and hearing 

someone like yourself in mainstream culture reinforces your right to be part of this culture. You 

are included, not excluded. And your experiences are valid.   

 With these concepts in mind, I move into the scene by scene analysis of It (2017). This 

analysis is divided into two sections, a qualitative and a quantitative section. In the qualitative 

section, I look at certain scenes from It (2017) and deconstruct the stuttering representation that 

is happening there. In the quantitative section, I analyze Billôs speech and make charts that 

represent the consistency of his stutter. Together, these sections create an overall picture of how 

stuttering is represented in It (2017). 

QUALITATIVE CLOSE READING  

 Many scholars use qualitative analysis to conduct close readings. Van Raalte closely reads the 

science fiction film Elysium (2013) through the lens of the Bechdel Test, a test named for 

cartoonist Alison Bechdel. It is a simple test used to gauge the quality of female representation in 

film. It has three requirements: 1) there are two women in the film 2) who talk to each other 3) 

about something other than a man (ñUseful Notes/The Bechdel Testò). This seems simple, but it 

is astounding how many films fail this simple test. Raalte uses this test as a framework for her 

discussion of how womenôs speech is limited in Elysium (2013) (Raalte, 23).  

 The Bechdel Test cannot be retrofitted over my discussion of stuttering in It (2017). As of 

2016, women constitute 49.5% of the human population (ñPopulationéò) while stutterers only 

make up about 1% (ñStuttering: Myths, Beliefséò). Asking for there to be two stutterers in 
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every film is absurd. But for those films that do have a stuttering character, I can propose my 

own litmus test. 

 I propose the Moses Test. This is a test used to gauge the quality of stuttering representation 

in film, but it only applies to films that already include a stutterer. It has three requirements: 1) 

the stutterer is not mocked by other characters for their stutter 2) the stutterer is not silenced by 

their stutter, meaning they audibly speak more than twice, 3) the stutterer does not lose/overcome 

their stutter by the end of the narrative.  

 This proposed test can be improved and elaborated on. I want to create a basic framework for 

this kind of cinematic test. If I applied this test to the characters I mentioned in my Literature 

Review, what would I find? Letôs find out: 

Table 3: The Moses Test 
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 This table demonstrates the shortcomings of my proposed test. Billy Bibbit meets 

Requirement #3, but that is only because he dies at the end of the narrative. Professor Quirrell 

meets two requirements, which is great, but he is a fake stutterer. King George VI does not meet 

Requirement #1, but I would consider The Kingôs Speech to be a wonderful portrayal of 

stuttering. Even though King George VI is mocked for his stutter in this film, the audience is not 

encouraged to take part in any mockery. Any slight or jeer is meant as a demonstration of what 

King George VI had to go through, not as an invitation for audiences to laugh at him. 

 I would also consider Odin Arrows to be a positive representation of stuttering and to pass all 

three Requirements even though characters make negative comments about his stutter. Odin 

Arrow is ñmockedò by Ava, but she is possessed when she does so and immediately apologizes 

afterwards, so I do not count it as being ñmocked.ò But this is just my interpretation. These 

Requirements can be contested and interpreted in different ways. Meeting these Requirements is 

not indicative of a ñgood representation of stuttering.ò These Requirements just give a good 

indication of which stuttering representations are generally positive. The three characters that 

pass the Moses Test, Moses, Mayor Billington, and Odin Arrow, are all strong, positive 

representations of stutterers.  

 This table shows me that labelling a representation as ñpositiveò or ñnegativeò is a complex 

and nuanced process. Meeting arbitrary requirements is not enough to definitively label a 

representation as one or the other. These types of representation tests exist, like the Bechdel Test, 

to provide a simple framework. They are not meant to label a narrative as positive or negative, 

good or bad. 
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 It (2017) meets two out of the three Requirements. I wonder if the sequel will meet all three. 

For now, I want to look closely at It (2017) and examine specific scenes. I examine five scenes 

that somehow pertain to stuttering. 

SCENE ONE: DONôT BE A WUSS 

 

Screenshot 3: .ƛƭƭΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƭƛƴŜ 

 It (2017) begins with Bill Denbrough building a paper boat for his brother, Georgie, to play 

with in the rain. Bill carefully folds the paper and applies wax to the boat so it will float. Even 

though he is sick in bed, he takes the time to do this for his brother. When Georgie asks, ñSure I 

wonôt get in trouble, Bill?ò Bill responds, ñDonôt be w-w-wuss.ò This is the first time we hear 

Bill speak. He is introduced as a person who stutters. When I first saw the film, it took listening 

to a few more of his lines for me to realize he stutters. Billôs stutter is very subdued, something I 

talk about more in the Survey Data section of this chapter. Still, it is there. 
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 Billôs stutter is not meant to be a surprise or a shock. By telling the audience that he stutters 

from the beginning, the film normalizes Billôs stutter. It is just a part of his character. Georgie 

does not comment on his stutter at all. He is used to the way Bill talks.  

 

Screenshot 4: Bill and Georgie 

 Even though Billôs first line might sound aggressive, he is not trying to tease his brother. Bill 

and Georgie are very close, something we see throughout this opening scene. Georgie rests his 

head on Billôs shoulder while Bill finishes making the paper boat. This is such a fraternal and 

familiar gesture. My younger sister used to do something similar, looking over my shoulder at 

what I was doing, then resting her chin right on my shoulder blade. Iôm sure anyone that has a 

sibling can see the love between Bill and Georgie.  

 In the novel, Georgie is one of the few people Bill does not stutter often around. He still 

stutters, showing that his stutter is not just some metaphor for anxiety, but he is not afraid of 
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Georgieôs reaction to his speech. After Georgie dies, Billôs stutter is exacerbated and he loses the 

one person that unconditionally accepted him and his speech impediment.  

 This scene establishes Bill as a stutterer and his relationship with Georgie as one of mutual 

trust and love. This scene makes Georgieôs death even more heart wrenching. It also defines 

what Billôs ñthingò is for us. Every character in this narrative has something they need to 

struggle with or overcome. Bill struggles with his stutter and, once this scene is over, the death of 

his younger brother. Billôs grief over Georgie is emphasized more than his stutter as something 

he needs to overcome. Throughout the film, Billôs stutter takes a back seat to the stigma he faces 

as the brother of a ñmissingò child.  

SCENE TWO: AGAINST THE POSTS 

 From 16:49 to 17:05, Bill walks his bike home after school. He practices saying the rhyme, 

ñHe thrusts his fists against the posts and still insists he sees the ghosts.ò This is a segment of a 

longer rhyme from Curt Siodmakôs novel, Donovanôs Brain, originally published in 1942. The 

full rhyme is: ñAmidst the mists and fiercest frosts, With barest wrists, and stoutest boasts, He 

thrusts his fists against the posts, And still insists he sees the ghosts" (Siodmak). King is a big 

fan of this novel and so mentions it in It (1986). The 2017 film references it as more of an Easter 

Egg, or a hidden surprise, for fans of the novel and miniseries. Bill uses the rhyme as a tool to 

help control his stutter. He tries to get through the phrase without stuttering.  
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Screenshot 5: He thrusts his fists against the posts (1) 

 In this scene, he struggles to say the word ñposts.ò This is one of few scene where Bill reacts 

physically to his stutter. He furrows his brows, shakes his head, and squeezes his lips together as 

he tries to say ñposts.ò Bill is stuck in a block, a type of stutter where the sound cannot be made. 

When he cannot say it, he sighs and says, ñShit!ò After his outburst of anger, he quietly says 

ñpostò without stuttering.  
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Screenshot 6: He thrusts his fists against the posts (2) 

 

Screenshot 7: He thrusts his fists against the posts (3)  


