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ABSTRACT
Moral sensitivity, the ability to recognize ethical issues when they arise in
practice, is a key premise for career practitioners’ professional conduct of Career Guidance Counselling (CGC). Due to the diversity of ethical issues related
to CGC and the situational contingency of ethical problems, the assessment
of moral sensitivity is challenging. The purpose of this article is to develop
a novel measure of moral sensitivity, consisting of triad judgment tasks, to assess whether career practitioners are capable of identifying ten ethical issues
related to the CGC practice. In this article, we present our theoretical approach,
the development phases of the Guidance Ethical Sensitivity Test (GUEST) and
the first administration of the GUEST. The reliability was assessed by performing Polychoric Correlations and Categorical Principal Components Analysis
(CATCPA). Administrations showed that ethics experts and most groups with
ethics training scored significantly higher than others without ethics training.
Future GUEST validations and implications for CGC research, training and
policy are discussed.
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Part of what characterizes the CGC field, is the complexity
of practice based on each clients’ individual case. Specifically,
the relevance of clients’ motives and interests, their abilities and
talents, their social and financial resources, the expectations of
their families and social contexts, the availability of relevant training or jobs now and in the future, etc. This complexity is what
necessitates professionalism in career guidance and counselling
(Weber & Katsarov, 2012). Competent career professionals are
needed who can personally judge what kind of career support
a client requires, by considering a wide range of knowledge on
the individual, organizational and societal levels. Additionally,
professionals are needed who can customize, continuously reflect and optimize the process of career support to address their
clients’ needs (Network for Innovation in Career Guidonce and
Counselling in Europe [NICE], 2016).
As a result, ethical1 concerns are omnipresent in the CGC practice. They present themselves at three levels. At the micro-level,
which characterizes the interaction between practitioners and clients, trust is earned by respecting the autonomy, dignity and privacy
of clients, and enacted by being honest, fair and compassionate. Caring practitioners should do their best to avoid harm to clients: This
necessitates an awareness of their own limitations, needs, values,
biases and stereotypes, because these can misinform them about
what is in the client’s interest. At the organizational level, practi-

1

In this article, we use the terms “ethical” and “moral” interchangeably.
We recognize that some authors prefer to distinguish these terms, e.g., by holding that morality refers to people’s beliefs of what is right or good, while ethics
refers to deliberation about such questions. In any case, the concepts overlap
to a large degree, so we wo not endorse a strict distinction. For consistency, the
prefix moral is used in this article when speaking of people’s abilities (e.g., moral
sensitivity) and conduct (e.g., moral behavior). Simultaneously, the prefix ethical
is used when a moral concern is applied in a specific domain (i.e., an ethical issue
vs. a non-ethical issue), when referring to agreed norms (e.g., ethical standards)
or theories (e.g., ethical principles).
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tioners deal with questions of need and justice: Should all clients
get an equal amount and quality of support or is it legitimate to
afford some clients more attention than to others? At the societal
level, the practice is expected to contribute to political goals like
social inclusion, a stable economy, the dignity and self-directedness
of citizens. These are goals inherently ethical in promoting what
is viewed to be right and good. Yet, career professionals may ignore or overlook ethical issues or aspects at times. According to
Katsarov and Christen (2018), major contributors to moral ignorance are cognitive overload (e.g., due to stress and the complexity
of the situation), psychological biases (e.g., conflicts of interest), and
attitudes of moral disengagement (e.g., the moral exclusion of specific
population groups from ethical consideration). This implies that in
a turbulent world of work, where greater job uncertainty is faced
and the integration of diverse population groups is a struggle,
moral sensitivity becomes a topic of increasing importance to
facilitate career transitions. Dedicated ethics training is needed
to develop career professionals’ abilities to recognize ethical issues in practice. Moreover, instruments for (self-) assessment are
needed to show practitioners how they may lack awareness of
ethical issues and demands, which are particularly pertinent in
the CGC practice.

CHALLENGE

Numerous studies have shown how individuals often fail to
recognize ethical issues, despite the importance they place on upholding diverse ethical values like justice (Jordan, 2009; Bazerman
& Tenbrunsel, 2011). As a result of this moral ignorance, individuals may unknowingly engage in unethical decision-making and
conduct (Blum, 1991). Hence, moral sensitivity has been assigned
increasing attention over the past decades. It is the first dimension of ethics training in the Four-Component Model (Rest, 1982),
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in the Integrated Ethical Education approach (Narvaez, 2006) and
the Theory of Moral Intelligence (Tanner & Christen, 2014).
In the CGC field, professional ethical values have been gaining
increasing importance alongside the practice’s professionalization.
Recently, several codes of ethics have been updated at the national
and international levels (e.g., CDP 2012, dvb 2016, IAEVG 2017,
NCDA 2015). In addition, professional values have been identified
as central learning outcomes for the training of career practitioners
in the European NICE Curriculum Framework (NICE, 2012, pp.
66-81). However, no validated measure of moral sensitivity has
been developed for the CGC practice so far (only for the close
fields of psychology and counselling).
During the 1980s, two production-task-based measures for moral
sensitivity in counselling were developed and tested by Lindsey
(1986) and Volker (1984). Production tasks present scenarios to
people followed by open-question interviews about these scenarios. Volker (1984) found no differences in moral sensitivity
between novice and experienced counsellors. However, Lindsey
(1986) found that experienced counsellors and counsellors pursuing a PhD were significantly more sensitive to moral aspects.
While some of these measures are highly refined and validated
(e.g., Sirin et al., 2003; You et al., 2011), their application is very
time-intensive, subject to inter-rater reliability differences and
a focus on few cases and ethical dimensions (Jordan, 2007). In contrast, well-validated item-based measures have faced other critique
concerning their external validity and the direct engagement with
participants for ethical appraisals, which overlooks social desirability and priming effects. Critics question whether people would
recognize ethical issues or be able to provide self-assessments of
their moral awareness, without prompting (e.g., Reynolds, 2006).
Due to these existing shortcomings in moral sensitivity assessments, our goal is to develop an alternative quantitative measure
that overcomes these limitations.

DEVELOPING A MORAL SENSITIVITY MEASURE

49

A more recent, promising approach is provided by Fialkov,
Jackson and Rabinowitz (2014) with a novel test of moral sensitivity for psychologists based on triad judgment tasks. Previous
research has shown that triad judgment tasks can be used to assess cognitive problem representation in domains like statistics
or education (e.g., Rabinowitz & Hogan, 2008). The underlying
idea is that people’s competence/expertise in a certain domain
becomes apparent in their ability to identify structural similarities
among problems, by drawing on large, well-organized networks
of concepts (cf. Sternberg, 1998). This means that statistical experts
are good at recognizing statistical problems, whereas novices may
find it difficult to identify implicit structural similarities.
In triad judgment tasks, people are first presented with a “target vignette.” Then, they are asked which of two other vignettes
is more similar to the target vignette (example below in Table 2).
Fialkov et al. (2014) presented 30 target vignettes to respondents,
each of which included (a) a surface-level description and (b)
a deep-level ethical dimension. Three different types of triads
were presented to respondents (ten each):
(1) pure surface-level matches, where only one of the vignettes
matched the target vignette, and did so at the surface level
only (e.g., location, groups of people);
(2) pure deep-level matches, where only one of the vignettes
matched the target vignette, and did so at the deep-level of
a common ethical problem only (e.g., ethical issues related to
multiple relationships with clients);
(2) conflicting vignettes, where a distractor vignette matches the
target vignette at the surface level only, whereas the correspondent vignette matches the target vignette at the deep-level only
(i.e., representation of a common ethical problem).
Fialkov et al.’s (2014) results indicated that most of the questioned students of psychology could make correct matches when
there were no conflicts between the vignettes (i.e., when they
were either presented with Type 1 or Type 2 triads). However,
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when presented with Type 3 triads, respondents with prior ethics
training were at a clear advantage (Cohen’s d = 1.66): They identified significantly more of the vignettes with common deep-level
features (i.e., a common ethical dimension). These results seem to
indicate that without a surface-level distractor, most respondents
can identify common ethical problems when deciding between
a good match and no match at all. However, morally sensitive
people are better able to identify common moral issues between
two vignettes when distracted by a surface-level similarity of
a third vignette.
An advantage of the triad-judgment-task approach lies in the
broad representation of ethical problems. Fialkov et al. (2014)
were able to address ten ethical issues in their test, each of which
reflected a dimension of the APA Ethics Code (APA 2010). A final
advantage of the triad-judgment-task approach to assessing moral
sensitivity lies in the ease of administration. The presentation of
triad judgment tasks does not require people to be present (they
can be included in online surveys), nor are they time-intensive for
respondents (about one minute per task) or for evaluators (points
can be calculated automatically, as no interpretation is required).
In light of the advantages of triad-judgment tasks for the
measurement of moral sensitivity and the significant findings
of Fialkov et al. (2014), we devoted our efforts to creating a new
measure which is able to assess CGC students’ and practitioners’ awareness for most relevant professional ethical problems:
The Guidance Ethical Sensitivity Test (GUEST).

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

From October 2018 to January 2019 we undertook a first study to
validate the GUEST, after we had developed the measure beginning in early 2018.
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Hypotheses and Method
Recent meta-analyses on ethics training show that ethics training
generally has positive effects on the development of competences
like moral sensitivity (e.g., Medeiros et al., 2017). This allows us to
hypothesize that participants with more ethics training ought to
achieve higher test scores compared to those with less ethics training (H1). However, studies have also found that the sole provision
of ethics training does not predict equal outcomes (e.g., Chan &
Leung, 2006). For instance, ethics courses with active participation
of learners are known to be more effective than courses, where
learners are passive (Medeiros et al., 2017). Therefore, we hypothesized that ethics training is not a uniformly good predictor of
performance on the GUEST (H2). For this reason, we decided to
compare several courses and a group of ethics experts, expecting
that the ethics experts and participants of a highly interactive
ethics course specifically for career practitioners would yield the
highest scores on average.
Lastly, we wanted to test the frequent assumption that respondents should not be aware that their moral/ethical sensitivity is
being assessed in order to prevent socially desirable cognitions
and behaviours (e.g., Reynolds, 2006). Obfuscating the purpose
of moral sensitivity tests to respondents poses great restrictions
on the use of such tests, so it would be preferable to work with
tests that are not prone to socially desirable behaviour. Hence,
we randomly assigned respondents to a Control Group (CG) and
an Informed Group (IG). On three occasions, the members of the
CG were informed that the test was about “pattern recognition”
whereas the IG members were informed that they were performing a test of “moral sensitivity.” We hypothesised that no
differences would be found between the CG and the IG, since
the GUEST is not an attitudinal measure, but a measure of competence (H3).
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Participants
In this study, we had a total of 83 participants (M = 26.5 years old,
SD = 6.3), representing five different sub-groups that we aimed to
include (see Table 1 below). We wanted students with ethics (E)
and without ethics (WE) training to compare GUEST scores. We
tested Italian students, of whom 17 attended psychology courses
(E: 11; WE: 6), 40 students enrolled in teacher training (E: 6; WE:
34) and 13 students from other courses with no ethics training
(business, medicine, etc.). We also included a group of Scottish
postgraduate CGC students (career practitioners) with intensive
ethics training (n = 8) and a group of ethics experts (n = 5) to
compare GUEST scoring patterns. We used a random allocation
process to assign students to two groups: CG (n = 43) and to the
IG (n = 40) where the assessment of moral sensitivity (i.e., their
“ability to recognize ethical issues”) was made explicit.
Table 1. Respondent Characteristics.
Group

1
2

N

Age1

Male

Academic
Level2

Psychology Students (WE)

6

26.0 (5.4)

20%

0

Psychology Students (E)

11

24.1 (2.6)

0%

1

Teaching Students (WE)

34

25.5 (4.4)

0%

0

Teaching Students (E)

6

23.3 (0.5)

33%

0

Other Students (WE)

13

22.4 (1.4)

80%

0

CGC Students (E)

8

33.7 (7.4)

14%

1

Ethics Experts (E)

5

39.4 (9.4)

40%

2

All

83

26.5 (6.3)

22%

0

Age = Average age (standard deviation).
Academic Level (Median): 0 = no degree, 1 = BA degree, 2 = MA degree, 3 = PhD.

Measure – The Guidance Ethical Sensitivity Test (GUEST)
The GUEST consists of ten triad-judgment-task vignettes. In triad
judgment tasks, people are presented with a target vignette and
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two other vignettes. Their task is to select the vignette, which is
most similar to the target vignette. This approach will allow for
the test to take only a couple of minutes, which makes it useful
for many purposes. In all of our triads, a deep-level ethical-issue
match conflicts with a surface-level distractor match. Identifying
the common ethical issue when distracted by a surface-level similarity is where moral sensitivity becomes apparent. One example
of a triad from the GUEST is provided in Table 2. Using two steps,
we assessed students’ and practitioners’ awareness for ten ethical problems that are central for professionalism and quality in
the CGC field and are representative of the diversity of ethical
dimensions relevant for our field.
Table 2. Vignette 1 from the GUEST.
Target Vignette
A university counsellor supports a pregnant woman in identifying a suitable
study program and signing up for it, although he personally believes that women should fully concentrate on childrearing until children visit a kindergarten.
Which of the following two vignettes is more similar to the target vignette?
Vignette A

Vignette B

A university professor reduces her
working hours to take care of one of
her children, who is having problems
at school.

A mother and a father, both atheists, accept that their 15-year old son
wants to attend a religious summer
school with his best friend, and pay
the tuition.

Note. Vignette A is the distractor vignette, Vignette B is the deep-level correspondent
vignette. The relevant ethical issue is paternalism, i.e., subjecting others to one’s personal
values and preferences in domains, where they should be autonomous.

First, in order to identify one ethical issue per triad judgment
task, we compared several ethical standards for career guidance
and counselling, including German value-based quality standards
(BeQu 2014, CDP 2012, DGfB 2003, DGfK 2007, dvb 2016, IAEVG
2017, NCDA 2015, S&G 2004). Our original idea was to develop vi-
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gnettes for each of ten ethical values that Katsarov (2018) identified
as important in the CGC practice: autonomy, beneficence, care,
dignity, equality, justice, non-maleficence, respect for diversity,
trust (accountability), and veracity. However, we soon realized
that many of these values could relate to several ethical issues. For
example, a client’s autonomy could be threatened by (1) a practitioner’s paternalistic expert attitude (“I know what’s good for
you”), (2) through coercion (“Either you do as you are told, or we
will punish you”), or (3) be strengthened through education or
empowerment (“We want you to be able to deal with future career
challenges yourself”). Therefore, in the second step, we decided
to identify ten common ethical issues of the CGC practice, which
cover a wide span of value dimensions. Appendix I provides
an overview, description and the associated value dimension of
the ten ethical issues.
To ensure that our vignettes are relevant for the purposes of
this study, we worked with the following quality criteria in designing the vignettes:
1. Each set of target and correspondent vignettes needs to relate
to one ethical issue to avoid confusion and test the accessibility
of relevant cognitive categories.
2. Each vignette needs to bear surface-level features through
which distraction can be created (e.g., type of professionals
involved, type of clients involved, etc.).
3. The vignettes need to correspond in their length (i.e., 20–45
words) and style (i.e., short, concise, descriptive, describing
a professional’s action/decision).
4. Values and virtues, whether ethical or not, should not be explicitly named in the vignettes, not as adjectives (e.g., fair),
nouns (e.g., justice) or verbs (e.g., he cares).
5. Ethical value dimensions are integrated discretely by providing
concrete reasons that signify a value dimension (e.g., although,
because).

DEVELOPING A MORAL SENSITIVITY MEASURE

55

6. Some distractor vignettes (about 50%) should include an ethical dimension other than one in the target vignette. Vignettes
should not be solely matched on the mere coverage of ethical
content, but on the correspondence of specific ethical issues.
After the creation of the GUEST, expert interviews were undertaken. Seven experts were asked to complete the test while
thinking aloud to make their decision-making processes transparent. Thereby any concerns could be identified, such as ambiguous
word choices. Word substitutions were made to allow vignettes
to be gender neutral and complex terminology was removed to
allow ease of understanding.
Procedure
The GUEST was originally developed in English and then
translated into Italian and German, following a back- and forward- translation approach. During this process, we also revised
the English vignettes in view of gender equality. It was necessary
to specify the gender of agents more frequently in the German
and Italian versions than in the English version. In deciding upon
the agents’ gender (where required), we also took the social status
of the agents’ roles into account and ensured an equal distribution of male and female agents for high-status (e.g., parent,
manager) and low-status (e.g., child, employee) positions. After
this process was completed, the GUEST-E/I/G was converted into
an online questionnaire using LamaPoll. It was at this point that
the GUEST was distributed to the different groups. Participants
were assigned to the Control Group (CG) and Informed Group
(IG) randomly, but both groups were presented with the same
vignettes (in random order).
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RESULTS

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
The reliability of the GUEST was assessed by performing an
EFA. Due to the categorical/binary scale of the data (i.e., vignette match = correct/incorrect), a normal distribution could
not be assumed. Hence, two recommended approaches were
used to investigate the factor structure with SPSS (cf. IBM 61077):
(1) Categorical Principal Components Analysis (CATCPA), and
(2) Exploratory Factor Analysis on the basis of Polychoric Correlations (Heinz 2017).
The findings of both explorations were very similar. In the first
step, three factors with Eigenvalues > 1 emerged once Vignette 7
had been removed due to lack of variance (i.e., the correct match
was too obvious). In the second step, two additional vignettes
(V5 and V10) were removed: V5 proved to be too difficult (Factor 1 was not loaded) and V10 did not load on any of the three
factors, indicating a low reliability. Once only seven vignettes
were included in the sample, only two factors with Eigenvalues
> 1 remained. We interpret this two-factor structure as follows,
drawing on the presented theory:
• Factor 1: The salience of the communality of the ethical issues
between the correctly matched vignettes (ethical similarity).
• Factor 2: The salience of the communality of the surface-level
features of the wrongly matched vignettes (distractor).
We assumed that these two factors ought to be negatively
correlated to a certain extent: The stronger the distraction, the
weaker the perceived ethical similarity (and vice versa). Therefore,
we decided to perform oblique factor rotations (OBLIMIN) to
support the factor interpretation.
The component loadings presented in Table 3 below offer the
best presentation of the assumed two-factor structure. Factor 1
(ethical similarity) is positive for all vignettes. In instances, where
Factor 2 (distraction) is strong (V4, V6, and V9), the salience of
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Table 3. Exploratory Factor Analysis (Comparison of Two Methods).
EFA with Polychoric
Correlations
Component Loadings
per Dimension
Ethical similarity Surface-level
(salience)
distraction

CATCPA
Component Loadings p
er Dimension
Ethical similarity Surface-level
(salience)
distraction
Vignette 1

0.634

–0.198

0.630

–0.169

Vignette 2

0.494

–0.466

0.469

–0.291

Vignette 3

0.674

–0.171

0.701

–0.170

Vignette 4

0.333

0.691

0.368

0.681

Vignette 6

0.373

0.432

0.328

0.212

Vignette 8

0.545

–0.240

0.493

–0.174

Vignette 9

0.470

0.447

0.438

0.292

Variable principal normalization with OBLIMIN rotation

Principal axis factoring with
OBLIMIN rotation

Table 4. Mean Scores of Seven Groups on Guidance Ethical Sensitivity Test
(GUEST).
Group
Psychology Students (WE)

Mean

N

SD

T-Test (0.5)

0.48

6

0.22

T = –.271, p = .797

Psychology Students (E)

0.40

11

0.25

T = –1.314, p = .218

Teaching Students (WE)

0.58*

34

0.21

T = 2.343, p = .025

Teaching Students (E)

0.74*

6

0.21

T = 2.774, p = .039

Other Students (WE)

0.53

13

0.23

T = .433, p = .673

CGC Students (E)

0.82**

8

0.21

T = 4.277, p = .004

Swiss Ethics Experts (E)

0.86**

5

0.22

T = 5.590, p = .005

All

0.59**

83

0.25

T = 3.475, p = .001

Average score on seven triad-judgment tasks from (from 0 = all wrong to 1 = all correct).
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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the ethical similarity is reduced, partially leading to lower factor
loadings. Especially V4 and V9 were characterized by relatively
low levels of correct matches which indicates a high difficulty,
whereas V2 was most frequently matched correctly. We interpreted the moderate factor loadings of the first dimension (> .3 and
< .7) as acceptable. In cases where participants were uncertain of
a vignette match, one of the two vignettes were probably chosen
at random. Thus, very high factor loadings would indicate that
a triad is too easy (ethical similarity) or difficult (distractor).
Group Comparisons of GUEST Scores
The GUEST score is calculated as the mean of the single scores of
the seven retained triad-judgment tasks. Therefore, the GUEST
score can be considered as an interval scale measurement and
comparisons of mean values are intelligible. We compared the
mean scores of the seven groups who performed the GUEST
(see Table 4 above) to investigate H1 and H2. The Psychology
(n = 17) and Teaching students (n = 40) were divided into subgroups, depending on whether they had received ethics training
so far. A GUEST Score of 0.5 ought to be achieved on average,
if vignettes are randomly chosen. Therefore, T-Tests per group
were conducted to assess if GUEST Scores significantly differed
from the value of 0.5. The results suggest the correctness of H1
and H2:
• H1: The scores of the ethics experts and most groups with ethics training were significantly higher than 0.5 while the scores
of the majority of respondents without ethics training did not
significantly deviate from the 0.5 score.
• H2: In two cases, the groups who had participated in ethics
courses scored significantly higher than 0.5 criteria on the test.
The Psychology students who had received ethics training did
not differ significantly from this mark.
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Regression Analyses
A series of regressions was performed with the GUEST score as
the dependent variable to confirm the preliminary findings on
H1 and H2, and to investigate H3 (see Table 4 below). In Model
1, F(7.68) = 1.155, p = .340, n = 76, we tested basic independent
variables (e.g., the quantity of ethics training people had received).
In Model 2, F(12.63) = 3.323, p = .001, n = 76, we added the different categories of ethics courses (e.g., school-based) and distinct
codes of ethics, arriving at a significant model, which explains
27.1% of the variance. In Model 3, F(9.66) = 3.363, p = .002, n = 76,
we focused on the effectiveness of distinct ethics courses, explaining 22.1% of the variance. To arrive at Model 4, F(8.70) = 6.118,
p = .000, n = 79, we used a STEPWISE procedure (i.e., adding and
removing independent variables) until we found the model with
the highest corrected R², explaining 34.4% of the variance.
• Examining H1: Models 2 and 4 clearly demonstrate that people
with ethics training performed significantly better on the test
on average, confirming H1.
• Examining H2: Model 1 shows that the quantity of ethics training alone could not account for variance in test scores. Models
2, 3 and 4 show that some ethics courses seemed to have had
negative effects on the development of moral sensitivity (e.g.,
an ethics course offered to a sample of Psychology students).
Yet other ethics courses yielded positive effects (e.g., a CGC
ethics course). These findings confirm H2.
• Examining H3: Whether respondents were aware of the test
being about their moral sensitivity or not, did not make a significant difference. This confirms H3.
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Table 5. OLS-Regressions for GUEST Score.
Independent
Variable

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Ethics Priming1

.043 (.058)

.033 (.053)

.069 (.052)

.060 (.048)

Age2

–.010 (.064)

–.091 (.061)

–.110 (.062)

–.095 (.051)

Gender3

–.007 (.070)

–.058 (.062)

.021 (.063)

CGC Practice4

.079 (.043)

–.008 (.045)

.015 (.044)

Academic Level5
Quantity/ethics
training6
School-based1

.042 (.051)

.082 (.049)

.035 (.055)

.026 (.029)

.089* (.036)

.045* (.021)

–.200* (.080)
–.417***
(.111)
–.066 (.095)

–.074 (.056)

1

Another provider

University-based1

–.214** (.076)

Psych. ethics1

–.184* (.086)

Teacher ethics1

.166 (.095)

1

.110 (.087)

CGC ethics

.321** (.116)

.325** (.089)

Ethics experts1

.396* (.155)

.469*** (.123)

Ethics codes studied7

–.065 (.056)

1

CGC code

.210 (.127)

Psychological code1

–.297** (.085)

1

Educational code
Intercept
N
R² (corrected)

–.202** (.064)

–.020 (.078)
.578** (.198)
76
.014

.898*** (.190) .685*** (.178) .773*** (.145)
76
76
79
.271
.221
.344

Note. Standard errors in parentheses, statistically significant findings in bold.
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
1
Categories: 1 = No, 2 = Yes; 2 In decades; 3 Categories: 1 = Male, 2 = Female; 4 Categories:
0 = None / 3 = More than 10 years; 5 Categories: 0 = No degree / 3 = PhD; 6 Categories:
0 = None / 4 = > 60 h; 7 Number: 0 to 2 courses.
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LIMITATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS & CONCLUSIONS

The current research presents an innovative approach to assessing moral sensitivity in the CGC domain. The vignettes appear
promising in identifying students and practitioners that need to
increase their moral sensitivity and could be used to plan future
learning activities. As in other research on ethics training, many
factors such as duration and contents appear to have an impact
on the development of moral sensitivity. Further studies are necessary to clarify the characteristics that could help to maximize
the success of these trainings. Knowledge about the test’s purpose
(ethics priming) does not seem to improve the ability to identify
deep-level vignettes and suggests that in the next phases of validating the GUEST, the test’s purpose can be made explicit.
Although the GUEST proves promising, there are limitations
that future research needs to address. First, we worked with
relatively small convenience samples, especially for some of the
groups. Therefore, the results need to be interpreted with caution
and no general inferences should be made, e.g., about psychology
students or ethics experts in general. In the near future, we will
conduct a second validation study using larger samples. We are
already planning to conduct relevant surveys in Italy, Germany,
South Africa and Switzerland, but colleagues from other countries
are also invited to participate. In preparation of this study, we will
improve the three vignettes that were not reliable in this study.
Finally, we would like to thank all the participants who took
part in this research process. Furthermore, we would like to thank
Carmen Tanner for her statistical advice on the exploratory factor
analysis and Rosie Alexander, Emma Bolger, Gideon De Bruin,
Sonya Katsarova, Siobhan Neary, Marietha de Wet, and Paul
J. Hartung for their support in developing the vignettes.
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APPENDIX I: OVERVIEW OF ETHICAL ISSUES
AND VALUE DIMENSIONS
Issue
1) Paternalism

2) Coercion

Description
Respecting and promoting clients’
autonomy to make their own decisions,
based on their own goals and values.
Refraining from the use of power
(authority, sanctions, group pressure, etc.)
in enforcing exterior (non-client) goals
and values on clients’ decision-making
and career development.

Values
Tolerance/
Diversity/
Autonomy
Liberty/
Autonomy
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Issue
3) Abandonment

Description

Taking care of clients and helping them
to stand up for themselves when they
need assistance, e.g., in facing strong
opposition.
5) Discrimination Providing equally good support for
clients, independent of their ability, age,
attractiveness, beliefs, culture, ethnicity,
gender, marital/partnership status, sexual
orientation, socioeconomic status, or
any other characteristics not specifically
relevant for reaching the clients’ goals.
6) Advocacy
Promoting social justice at the levels of
organizations and institutions to ensure
equal access to career support and
equitable opportunities for educational
and vocational development and
inclusion for all citizens.
7) Competence / Being aware of one’s own limitations
Limitations
and taking steps to protect clients from
the consequences of one’s own possible
mistakes.
8) Transparency
Offering clients an accurate depiction of
one’s services, qualification, approach
and methods, and knowledge.
9) Privacy /
Protecting clients’ personal data from
Informed Consent potential abuse; ensuring that clients
know about their rights, understand the
guidance process and understand with
whom their information must be shared,
if applicable.
10) Conflicts of
Avoiding and addressing situations, in
Interest
which multiple loyalties may conflict with
each other to prevent situations where
clients may receive biased information
and advice to their disadvantage.
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Values
Care

Equality

Social Justice

Non-Maleficence

Honesty

Trust

Beneficence

