Ymarfer / Exercise                                                      ECEY5010C

Darllenwch y 2 astudiaeth achos.
1. Yr astudiaeth “Anghenfil”
1. Arbrofion Willowbrook


Archwiliwch pob astudiaeth achos yn fanwl. Paratoi dadl “o blaid” ac “yn erbyn” ar gyfer pob astudiaeth achos. Byddwch yn barod i gyflwyno adborth / trafod eich canfyddiadau. 

Ystyriwch y canlynol mewn perthynas â’r astudiaethau achos:
A gafodd moeseg eu hystyried neu a gawsant eu torri, esboniwch yn llawn, gan gyfiawnhau eich atebion.
Hawliau Plant
Gwneud Dim Niwed
Anymwthiol
Cydsyniad gwybodus
Gonestrwydd a datgeliad
Hawl i dynnu yn ôl
Cyfyng-gyngor grym
Preifatrwydd
Diogelu Data
Cymhellion a ddefnyddir
Fframweithiau moesegol fel BERA, UNCRC, ERIC
Pa dda a gododd yn sgil yr ymchwil?
A oedd yn ymchwil teg?

Cyfeiriadau:
Bloom, G. Stephen. (2005) ‘Lesson of a Lifetime. Her bold experiment to teach Iowa third graders about racial prejudice divided townspeople and thrust her onto the national stage’.  http://www.smithsonianmag.com/science-nature/lesson-of-a-lifetime-72754306/ [Cyrchwyd: 12/10/2017].

Golby, S., Krugman, S., Pappworth, M. H. ac Edsall, G. (1971) ‘The Willowbrook Letters: Criticisms and Defense’. The Lancet. http://athrofa.cymru/cy/2018/06/13/blas-cymreig-i-gynhadledd-ryngwladol-ar-feddwl/ 17/05/2017]



























Please read the 2 case studies.
1. The “Monster” study
1. Willowbrook Experiments

Examine in detail each case study. Prepare a “for” and “against” argument for each case study. Be prepared to present back / discuss your findings. 

Consider the following in relation to the case studies:
Were ethics considered or were they breached, fully explain, justifying your answers.
Children’s rights
Do No Harm
Non-intrusive
Informed consent
Openness and disclosure
Right to withdraw
Power dilemma
Privacy
Data protection
Incentives used
Ethical frameworks such as BERA, UNCRC, ERIC
What good came from the research?
Was it fair research?
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Yr ‘Astudiaeth Anghenfil’ ar atal dweud

Mae’r hyn a elwir yn ‘Astudiaeth Anghenfil’ ar atal dweud plant yn gymwys ar gyfer y gyfres hon ar seicoleg ryfedd ar dri sail. Yn gyntaf roedd ganddi safonau moesegol hynod sigledig (nad oedd yn bodoli o gwbl). Yn ail ni chyhoeddwyd ei ganlyniadau erioed rhag ofn y byddai'n cael ei gymharu ag arbrofion a gynhaliwyd gan y Natsïaid (Rothwell, 2003). Yn olaf, mewn cyd-destun hanesyddol, roedd ei ganfyddiadau yn ddramatig. Damcaniaethau heriol o atal dweud
Roedd Dr. Wendell Johnson, patholegydd lleferydd, eisiau dangos bod y damcaniaethau cyffredinol am achosion atal dweud yn anghywir. Yn ystod y 1930au credwyd bod atal dweud yn achos organig neu enetig. Roedd hyn yn golygu y cawsoch eich geni yn ataliwr (neu beidio) ac ychydig y gellid ei wneud.
Roedd gan Dr Johnson syniadau gwahanol. Yn lle hynny, roedd yn meddwl y gallai labelu plant fel atalwyr eu gwneud yn waeth, ac mewn rhai achosion achosi i blant ‘normal’ ddechrau atal dweud. I brofi ei bwynt, awgrymodd arbrawf sydd bellach yn cael ei adnabod fel yr ‘Astudiaeth Anghenfil’.
Grym labelu
Recriwtiwyd dau ddeg dau o blant amddifad ifanc i gymryd rhan yn yr arbrawf. Yna fe'u rhannwyd yn ddau grŵp. Roedd y cyntaf wedi’u labelu’n ‘siaradwyr normal’ a’r ail yn cael eu labelu’n ‘stutterers’. Yn hollbwysig, dim ond hanner y grŵp a labelwyd ag atal dweud oedd yn dangos arwyddion o atal dweud.
Yn ystod yr arbrawf, rhoddwyd anogaeth gadarnhaol i'r siaradwyr arferol ond triniaeth y grŵp arall sydd wedi gwneud yr arbrawf yn ddrwg-enwog. Gwnaed y grŵp â labeli atal dweud yn fwy hunanymwybodol am atal dweud. Cawsant eu darlithio am atal dweud a dywedwyd wrthynt am gymryd gofal arbennig i beidio ag ailadrodd geiriau. Cafodd athrawon a staff eraill yn y cartref plant amddifad eu recriwtio hyd yn oed yn ddiarwybod i atgyfnerthu'r label gan i'r ymchwilwyr ddweud wrthynt fod y grŵp cyfan yn atal dweud.
Canlyniadau dramatig
O’r chwe phlentyn ‘normal’ yn y grŵp atal dweud, dechreuodd pump atal dweud ar ôl y therapi negyddol. O’r pum plentyn a oedd wedi tagu cyn eu ‘therapi’, aeth tri yn waeth. Mewn cymhariaeth, dim ond un o’r plant yn y grŵp ‘normal’ oedd â mwy o broblemau lleferydd ar ôl yr astudiaeth.
Gan sylweddoli pŵer eu harbrawf, ceisiodd yr ymchwilwyr ddadwneud y difrod a wnaethant, ond yn ofer. Roedd yn ymddangos bod effeithiau labelu ataliwr plant yn barhaol. Mae hyn yn rhywbeth y mae'r plant amddifad sydd wedi'u labelu fel stutterers wedi gorfod ymdopi ag ef am weddill eu hoes. Yn amlwg mae'r ymchwil hwn yn codi nifer o bryderon moesegol mawr.
Edrychwch ar arbrawf Willowbrook pdf
The ‘Monster Study’ on Stuttering

Article found here

The so-called ‘Monster Study’ on children’s stuttering qualifies for this series on weird psychology on three grounds. First it had extremely shaky (practically non-existent) ethical standards. Second its results were never published for fear it would be likened to experiments carried out by the Nazis (Rothwell, 2003). Finally, in historical context, its findings were dramatic. Challenging theories of stuttering
Dr. Wendell Johnson, a speech pathologist, wanted to show that the prevailing theories about the causes of stuttering were wrong. During the 1930s it was thought that stuttering had an organic or genetic cause. This meant you were born a stutterer (or not) and little could be done.
Dr Johnson had different ideas. Instead he thought the labelling of children as stutterers could actually make them worse, and in some cases cause ‘normal’ children to start stuttering. To prove his point, he suggested an experiment which has since become known as the ‘Monster Study’.
Power of labelling
Twenty-two young orphans were recruited to participate in the experiment. They were then divided into two groups. The first were labelled ‘normal speakers’ and the second ‘stutterers’. Crucially only half of the group labelled stutterers did actually show signs of stuttering.
During the course of the experiment, the normal speakers were given positive encouragement but it was the treatment of the other group that has made the experiment notorious. The group labelled stutterers were made more self-conscious about stuttering. They were lectured about stuttering and told to take extra care not to repeat words. Other teachers and staff at the orphanage were even unknowingly recruited to reinforce the label as the researchers told them the whole group were stutterers.


Dramatic results
Of the six ‘normal’ children in the stuttering group, five began stuttering after the negative therapy. Of the five children who had stuttered before their ‘therapy’, three became worse. In comparison, only one of the children in the group labelled ‘normal’ had greater speech problems after the study.
Realising the power of their experiment, the researchers tried to undo the damage they had done, but to no avail. It seemed the effects of labelling the children stutterers was permanent. This is something the orphans labelled stutterers have had to cope with for the rest of their lives.  Clearly this research raises a number of major ethical concerns.
Look at Willowbrook experiment pdf






