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Introduction
Professions aimed at caring and assisting the physical, mental, emotional or spiritual wellbeing of others, including teaching, social work, counselling, nursing, and medicine are commonly referred to as helping professions (Sugrue, 2019). These occupations, in addition to having an identity rooted in morality, are guided by formal codes of ethics, which provide standards for professional behaviour and describe the fundamental beliefs, values and moral principles to which all professionals are expected to adhere. Academic literature on the moral dimensions and ethical dilemmas of helping professions is profuse (Lev & Ayalon, 2018; Sugrue, 2019).
Keinemans and Kanne (2013) point out that generally, multiple values are at stake, regardless of moral issues. Professionals use a remarkably diverse range of argumentation styles with ethical theories. These moral issues have been categorised in diverse ways. For example, Keinemans and Kanne (2010) speak of moral questions, whereas Banks (2012) and Banks and Williams (2005) discerns ethical issues, ethical problems or ethical dilemmas, and Struijs (1998) speaks of moral conflicts, moral tensions and moral dilemmas. In the current study, we follow the typology of ethically problematic situations of Banks (2012; Banks & Williams, 2005). An ethical issue is any situation that occurs when a social worker is dealing not only with legal or technical matters related to the task but also with what he or she should do from an ethical perspective. An ethical problem is any situation in which a social worker knows what to do but his or her moral choice is difficult to apply. Finally, an ethical dilemma is when a social worker must decide between two equally inopportune alternatives that may involve a conflict of moral principles and, therefore, the final choice will to some extent violate one of them. From this point of view, an ethical dilemma can become an ethical problem once a decision has been made, and this transformation will reflect the process of conscious or unconscious ethical decision making. It is also possible to transform an ethical problem into an ethical dilemma, which may reflect social recognition of its multiple moral obligations and the complexity of ethical issues (Banks, 2012; Banks & Williams, 2005).
As Neagoe (2013) points out, social work is a profession in which ethical dilemmas inevitably arise because of the nature of the profession. In social work, ethical dilemmas can appear in the context of clinical work, administration and management, advocacy and community organizing, policy practice, and research and evaluation (Reamer, 2019). The International Federation of Social Workers (2005) has identified four problem areas that are responsible for the development of ethical dilemmas in social work practice. Those are: (a) the loyalty of social workers which is often in the midst of conflicting interests, (b) social workers’ functions as supporters and controllers, (c) conflicts between the duty of social workers to protect the interests of the people with whom they work and the social demands for efficiency and utility, and (d) limited societal resources. 
Another set of ethical dilemmas may arise as a result of the process of provision and distribution of services and resources. The limitations of the welfare state and the scarce resources available to people in need is a well-documented ethical concern for social workers (Becket et al., 2017; Holland & Kilpatrick, 1991), who must decide what criteria should be used to distribute these services and resources. Furthermore, some ethical dilemmas often involve issues related to the limits of the client-social worker relationship or when professional autonomy clashes with social policy. 
Ethical dilemmas in the professional interventions of social workers have been studied by many authors in several countries (Ain, 2001; Ballestero et al. 2012; Linzer et al., 2003, 2004). Despite this body of literature, there is no consensus about a general classification; instead, authors apply different classifications based on different criteria. For instance, the ethical dilemmas that social workers encounter in practice can be placed into three broad categories: direct service to individuals and families, design and implementation of social welfare policy and programs, and relationships among professional colleagues (Reamer, 1983, 1990, 2019). Strom-Gottfried (2006) rather distinguishes between dilemmas related to the typology of clients: individuals, families, or groups. Ballestero et al. (2012) classifies ethical dilemmas by grouping them into four factors: dilemmas related to information, intrinsic dilemmas in intervention, extrinsic dilemmas in intervention and dilemmas rooted in the relationship between social workers and clients. Dennis et al. (2014) integrate ethical dilemmas into a framework focused on the source of the ethical conflict: the client system, the agency, and the profession.
These classifications of ethical dilemmas are based on the use of a traditional variable-centred approach, as they focus on the relative contributions of individual variables, or interactions between variables to all individuals in a sample. This use of a variable-centred approach may have left individual differences in these phenomena undetected. Therefore, there is a need to complement these variable-oriented approaches with person-centred approaches such as Latent Class Analysis (LCA), which take the person as the unit of analysis rather than a variable (Wang et al., 2013).
The LCA incorporates unobserved discrete variables to explain relationships between observed variables, without relying on traditional model assumptions (normal distribution, linear relationships and variance homogeneity). It allows to find subtypes of related cases from the observed variables, which are used to estimate the parameters of the model. As Goodman (1974) points out, classes are formed according to a categorical latent variable that generates a division into exhaustive and mutually exclusive latent classes, being the observed variables statistically independent in each latent class.
With this method we intend to better characterise the heterogeneous set of ethical issues and to order the positions of social workers and be able to build a typology of social workers with respect to their ethical behaviour. Establishing a typology of ethical dilemmas that social workers face in their interventions has different utilities, as ideal types (Weber, 1922/1982) allow to conceptualize a social phenomenon, to compare it with other realities, to formulate hypotheses, and even to draw conclusions. Identifying the ethical profiles of social workers can theoretically address the different stages in which social workers find themselves when faced with ethical dilemmas in their professional practice. Based on that knowledge it is possible to design personalised intervention plans that allow social work centres to adjust not only to the needs of their users but also to the situation and circumstances in which their social workers develop their interventions, to address how they experience ethical dilemmas and, therefore, whether conflicts arise to a greater or lesser extent depending on their incidence. In addition, the typology can also serve to inform training and education programmes focused on ethical issues.
It is necessary to take into account that the research studying ethical dilemmas in social work in Spain is scarce. Then, this exploratory study aims to address three interrelated objectives. First, to empirically identify the main ethical dilemmas faced by social workers in Spain. Second, to be able to know the different typologies in which we can classify social workers according to their confrontation with these ethical dilemmas. Finally, to evaluate the associations between socio-demographic variables and the belonging to a latent class in order to guide social interventions.

Method
Measures
The survey consisted of an online questionnaire based on The Ethics Survey used in research studies in the United States (Ain, 2001), Israel (Linzer et al., 2003, 2004), and Spain (Ballestero et al., 2012; Uriz et al., 2007). 
The questionnaire is divided into five blocks. 
(1) Demographic characteristics: gender (Man, Woman); age (18-24; 25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; >65) 
(2) Labour conditions: work experience  (0-5, 6-10, 11-15, 16-20, 21-25, >25);  work sector (Central administration, Regional administration, Local administration, Business, Freelance, Non-governmental organisation);  Area of intervention (General social services, Specific social services - Elderly people, Specific social services – Young people, Specific social services – Disabilities, Specific social services – Immigrants, Specific social services – Women, Specific social services – Ethnic minorities, Specific social services – Other groups). 
(3) Consideration of whether the Code of Ethics is sufficient guidance for professional practice (A lot, Quite a lot, Little, Scarcely).  
(4) Existence of ethical dilemmas at work (i.e., yes, no).
(5) Types of ethical dilemmas in professional practice. In this last block they were asked if they had experienced any ethical dilemmas in their work related to any of the following 17 types (i.e., The duty to inform third parties, User autonomy. Incompetence of other professionals, Confidentiality, Duration of the intervention, Resources allocation, Telling the truth, not the whole truth or lying, Economic considerations, Disclosure of user’s social history, Informed consent, Personal relations with the user, Abuse of power, Disclosure of personal information, Conflict of interest, Attending to trials (professional secrecy), Own responsibility in actions that damage a colleague, and Information provided to the media). Four possible answer options were available: never, sometimes, many times, and always.
The instrument was reviewed and approved by a panel of experts (Ballestero et al., 2012; Viscarret et al., 2019). The Spanish version of the original questionnaire was translated, contextualised and adapted by the EFIMEC research group (Ethics, Philosophy and Science Methodology) of the Public University of Navarra (Uriz et al., 2007). Specifically, some questions based on the Code of Ethics of the National Association of Social Workers (1999) were modified and replaced by other types of questions linked to particular issues or articles in the Code of Ethics for Social Work in Spain (Consejo General del Trabajo Social, 2019). 
Procedure
A cross-sectional pilot study was conducted. An electronic version of the Ethical Dilemmas Questionnaire (EDQ) was created using the program LimeSurvey, v.1.9. An invitation to participate was then sent by e-mail from the General Council for Social Work to 25,707 social workers. The participants in the survey were asked for their consent and informed about the purposes of the research and the confidentiality of the data obtained. To complete the questionnaire, participants were required to confirm that they understood and agreed to participate in the study.  
The procedures of the study, including the ethical aspects, were approved by the Code of Good Research Practices of the University of Valladolid. Participants had 30 days to complete the questionnaire, after which the information was retrieved from the database and analysed. The survey was available between March and April of 2017.

Sample
The pilot study sample was not randomly selected, as only a portion of social workers completed the questionnaire, with a response rate of 4.17% that result in a final sample of 1,071 Spanish social workers. Women comprised 87.12% of the sample and men 12.88%. Regarding the distribution by age, 28.09% of the study sample were between 18 and 34 years old, 29.23% between 35 and 44, 28.02% between 45 and 54, and 11.19% were over 55 years old. The average age of the sample was 41.57 (SD = 10.36).
With respect to professional experience, 35% of the sample had between 6 and 15 years of experience as social workers, 25% had between 16 and 25 years, almost 22% had up to 5 years, and 18% had more than 25 years of experience. The average number of years of experience was 14.7 (SD = 9.97). Regarding the work sector, most 60%, worked in public administration, a little under 30% were working in non-profit organisations, 7.61% worked in private entities and the remaining 2.73% were liberal professionals in social work. The main fields of practice are health (40.76%), education (19.29%), and employment (10.19%). 
Due to the voluntary nature of the survey and the fact that the sample was based on those who self-selected to participate, the results are not necessarily generalizable to all Spanish social workers.

Data analysis
The empirical analysis was divided into three stages. First, a descriptive analysis of the frequency distributions of variables related to ethical dilemmas was carried out, using the software IBM SPSS v. 20. Second, we examined the factorial structure of the questionnaire in order to explore the underlying structure of the items that measured the ethical dilemmas of social workers. To accomplish this task, we conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) given the questionnaire was built to measure ethical dilemmas in a fairly open manner and no specific theoretical ideas regarding the factorial structure had been proposed beforehand. In this sense, the EFA method was used to understand the structure of the variation of the observable variables by estimating the correlation between latent factors and the observed variables. The EFA was accomplished using the software Factor v.10.5 (Lorenzo-Seva & Ferrando, 2006). Finally, we conducted a latent class analysis (LCA) in order to analyse whether the latent factors from the EFA could be used to identify a typology of social workers. An LCA is a statistical technique that allows the identification of underlying types of individuals based on differences in their responses to items on a questionnaire or test. The underlying types are identified in discrete latent variables and allow for the division of the sample into qualitatively different subgroups (Magidson & Vermunt, 2002). The data used for this analysis was obtained from the questionnaire scores regarding ethical dilemmas; with social workers in the study sample allocated to the different latent classes, referred to as ethical profiles in this study, by a modal assignment. In other words, they were assigned to the latent class or type to which they were most likely to belong. A latent class regression model (LCRM) was specified to ascertain whether some of the observed covariates predicted the attachment of social workers to particular typologies. The covariates introduced in the model were: gender, age, work experience, work sector, and consideration of whether the current Code of Ethics is sufficient guidance for professional practice. The LCA was conducted using the software Latent GOLD v.5.1 (Vermunt & Magidson, 2016).


Results
Ethical Dilemmas in Professional Practice: Descriptive Analysis
Virtually all participants (96%) indicated that they had experienced ethical dilemmas in their professional interventions. Social workers in this study had faced one or more (out of 17 types) ethical dilemmas, with four possible options regarding frequency (i.e., never, sometimes, many times, and always). When the last two response options (i.e., many times and always) were grouped, six types of ethical dilemmas were experienced by more than 29% of social workers. 
The most frequent ethical dilemma was related to the distribution of available resources, with 50% of social workers declaring that they had experienced this dilemma many times or always. The second most frequent ethical dilemma was user autonomy, comprising 47.3% of the sample; followed by dilemmas relating to the duty to inform third parties representing 35.5% of the cases. Dilemmas related to the duration of the intervention, as well as those relating to confidentiality issues also occurred frequently, comprising approximately 35% of the cases each. Incompetence of other professionals (i.e., other social workers or professionals linked to the social work engaged in by the participant) was an ethical dilemma identified by more than 29% of the sample. One quarter or less of the social workers surveyed experienced at least one of the remaining ethical dilemmas, including dilemmas related to economic considerations, informed consent, and telling the truth, not the whole truth or lying.
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Figure 1. Ethical dilemmas experienced most frequently by Spanish social workers in professional practice, with response options many times and always grouped. Final response options: (1) never, (2) sometimes, and (3) many times/always. 


Factorial Structure of the Questionnaire	
Following the recommendations of Lloret-Segura et al. (2014), EFA was run to analyse the possible factorial structure for ethical dilemmas in the questionnaire. The results of the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO = .89) and the Bartlett sphericity tests (4009.9; df = 136; p < .001) showed the data were adequate for factor analysis. Parallel analysis was applied, based on the minimum rank factor analysis (MRFA) proposed by Timmerman and Lorenzo-Seva (2011) to determine the number of factors to take into consideration. 
The polychoric correlations matrix was employed as the starting point for carrying out the factor analysis, given the ordinal nature of the measures obtained from the items included in the questionnaire. The MRFA (Shapiro & Ten Berge, 2002) was selected as the factor extraction procedure because it is the only EFA method that allows the calculation of the proportion of the common variance explained by each of the extracted factors (Lorenzo-Seva, 2013). In order to interpret the factor analysis results, an oblique rotation method was used, given there was no compelling reason to assume the existence of orthogonal factors; specifically, the direct oblimin method with a delta value equal to 0, according to the recommendation of Lee and Jennrich (1979).
After the extraction phase, two general measures were used in order to assess the goodness of fit of the factorial model: (1) the cumulative percentage of common variance which explained 50.44% of the total common variance, so it can be said that a significant proportion of the common variance of the items was reflected in the three- factor analysis; (2) the root mean square error (RMSE). The RMSE for this study was equal to .037, a value slightly greater than .036, the expected RMSE value for an acceptable model according to the criterion of Kelley (1935). 
Under the conventional factorial analysis, the criteria for factorial element retention was that the element charge should be at least .40. As shown in Table 1, four items did not meet the criteria for factorial element retention (i.e., item 03, incompetence of other professionals; item 07, telling the truth, not the whole truth or lying; item 11, personal relations with the user; and item 14, conflict of interest). Those items who did not meet the .40 element charge criteria were removed, resulting in a final version composed of 13 items with a tri-dimensional structure.


Table 1. Factor Loading Matrix for the Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of Spanish Social Workers’ Ethical Dilemmas

	
	1
	2
	3

	04.	Confidentiality
	0.836
	-0.130
	0.022

	09.	Disclosure of user’s social history
	0.702
	0.147
	-0.072

	13.	Disclosure of personal information
	0.555
	0.201
	-0.120

	10.	Informed consent
	0.531
	0.130
	0.154

	01.	The duty to inform third parties
	0.529
	-0.058
	0.124

	02.	User autonomy
	0.461
	-0.007
	0.218

	07.	Telling the truth, not the whole truth or lying
	0.310
	0.157
	0.238

	16.	Own responsibility in actions that damage a colleague
	-0.027
	0.683
	0.037

	17.	Information provided to the media
	-0.048
	0.641
	-0.035

	12.	Abuse of power
	0.164
	0.462
	0.149

	15.	Legal assistance
	0.186
	0.414
	-0.048

	14.	Conflict of interest
	0.315
	0.372
	0.050

	11.	Personal relations with the user
	0.268
	0.337
	0.131

	03.	Incompetence of other professionals
	-0.067
	0.319
	0.299

	06.	Resources allocation
	-0.040
	-0.017
	0.798

	05.	Duration of the intervention
	0.144
	0.015
	0.536

	08.	Economic considerations
	0.125
	0.224
	0.437



Factor interpretation was guided by the work of Reamer (1983, 1990, 2019), as he is one of the leading authors in the field of ethics research in social work. Reamer classify social workers’ ethical dilemmas into three main categories: direct service to individuals and families, design and implementation of social welfare policy and programs, and relationships among professional colleagues.
The first category or Factor 1 is made up of six items (i.e., items 04, 09, 13, 10, 01, and 02), which includes ethical dilemmas related to intervention with the direct service to individuals and families, where the main ethical issues of difficulty are those related to confidentiality, disclosure of users’ social history, disclosure of personal information (e.g., phone number, address, etc.), informed consent, the duty to inform third parties, and user autonomy. The second category or Factor 2 is composed of four items (i.e., items 16, 17, 12, and 15), all of them related to relations with professionals or colleagues where the main ethical dilemmas refer to responsibility for actions that damage a colleague, information to media, abuse of power, and legal assistance. The third category or Factor 3 includes three items (i.e., items 06, 05, and 08) regarding dilemmas that arise from the design and administration of welfare programs and policies, in which the main ethical dilemmas relate to the distribution of available resources, duration of intervention, time, and economic considerations.

Identified Latent Class Profiles: Ethical Profiles
An LCA was conducted, using all the variable scores as inputs, to characterise the ethical dilemmas of social workers and to allocate them to different ethical profiles. The gender variable was omitted because of the very unequal distribution between men and women in the sample. We used the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) and entropy to select the number of latent classes that best capture the variation in data. The first step was to estimate the model with a single latent class (T = 1), which was considered a contrast model. Afterwards, several models with different number of latent classes were evaluated. Results for models with unrestricted latent classes 1 to 6 are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Goodness of Fit Indices for Models from 1 to 6 Classes
	Model
	LL
	BIC
	Npar
	L²
	df
	p-value
	Class.Err.

	1-Cluster
	-6517,7500
	13126,1926
	13
	2800,3540
	1058
	2,0e-157
	0,0000

	2-Cluster
	-5969,5018
	12127,3650
	27
	1703,8575
	1044
	  1,6e-34
	0,0675

	3-Cluster
	-5876,8442
	12039,7187
	41
	1518,5423
	1030
	  2,0e-21
	0,1397

	4-Cluster
	-5822,0608
	12027,8208
	55
	1408,9756
	1016
	  2,9e-15
	0,1903

	5-Cluster
	-5780,2116
	12041,7911
	69
	1325,2770
	1002
	  2,4e-11
	0,2002

	6-Cluster
	-5746,5585
	12072,1539
	83
	1257,9709
	  988
	    1,0e-8
	0,2218


Note. LL = Log likelihood, BIC = Bayesian information criterion, Npars = number of estimated parameters, L² = square of the likelihood, df = degrees of freedom.


In considering the goodness of fit as the means to evaluate each model, the four latent class model was selected. It had the lowest BIC value and its classification error was .1903. The relative entropy of .6327 (measuring the uncertainty of the classification, from 0 = high uncertainty to 1 = low uncertainty) was high (Dias & Vermunt, 2006), indicating the four classes were clearly distinct (Nylund et al., 2007). Hence, the four latent class model provided the best solution.
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Figure 2. Profile layout of the four latent class model.

Class 1 includes 35.7% of the social workers in the sample and was the largest group. This class had a very low probability of response in all the ethical dilemmas analysed. They were named as "professionals with minimum incidence of experiencing ethical dilemmas". This class is mainly composed of professionals aged 65 and older (57.1%), with more than 20 years of experience (82.3%), who work in a regional government agency (43.0%) and in specialised social services, mainly with women (52.9%). This group considers that the code of ethics is little/less than a guideline for professional practice (41.0%).
Class 2 includes 32.6% of the sample and had higher probability of response in ethical dilemmas derived from program design, agency administration, and social policy, such as the distribution of available resources and the duration of the intervention time. This group was referred to as "professionals with low incidence of experiencing ethical dilemmas". This group is mainly composed of professionals from 45 to 54 years old (39.7%), with more than 25 years of professional experience (41.4%).  Most of them worked in a central administration body (50.0%) and in specialised social services, mainly with elderly persons (54.3%). In this group, 32.0% indicated that the code of ethics was very/ fairly indicative of professional practice.
Class 3 had high probabilities of response in ethical dilemmas derived from clinical practice, such as user autonomy, confidentiality and the duty to inform third parties. This group represented 22% of the total sample and was referred to as "professionals with a notable incidence of experiencing ethical dilemmas". This group is mainly composed of professionals aged 25-34 (37.5%), with less than 6 years of professional experience (36.8%). Most of them work in non-governmental organizations (29.5%) and in specialised social services, mainly with immigrants (73.7%). 30.0% had a positive assessment of the guiding nature of the code of ethics for professional practice.
Class 4 had high probabilities of response in all ethical dilemmas derived from clinical practice (user autonomy, confidentiality, and duty to inform third parties) and from program design, agency administration, and social policy (distribution of available resources, financial or material considerations, and duration of intervention time). Within the dilemmas derived from the relationships among practitioners, this class scored above the average in the dilemma of disclosure of personal information. This group represented 9.7% of the total sample and was the smallest group. They were named as "professionals with high incidence of experiencing ethical dilemmas". This group is mainly composed of professionals from 25 to 44 years old (28.0%), with more than 20 years of experience (24.7%). Most of them work in a central government agency (15.0%) and in specialised social services, mainly with ethnic minorities (33.3%). The 16.9% have a positive evaluation of the indicative nature of the code of ethics for professional practice.

Table 3. Frequency of Cases Occurring Within Latent Class
	
Covariables
	Latent class

	
	LC1
	CL2
	CL3
	CL4

	Age

	18-24
	55.6
	38.9
	5.6
	0.0

	25-34
	30.1
	18.4
	37.5
	14.0

	35-44
	33.3
	29.8
	22.8
	14.0

	45-54
	35.0
	39.7
	14.2
	11.0

	55-64
	44.2
	29.2
	18.6
	8.0

	65 y más
	57.1
	14.3
	28.6
	0.0

	Work experience

	0-5
	29.5
	18.6
	36.8
	15.0

	6-10
	35.1
	25.6
	29.4
	10.0

	11-15
	34.6
	29.6
	22.3
	13.4

	16-20
	29.7
	41.3
	17.4
	11.6

	21-25
	42.5
	24.8
	15.9
	16.8

	26 Y +
	39.8
	41.4
	11.0
	7.9

	Work sector

	Central administration
	15.0
	50.0
	20.0
	15.0

	Regional administration
	43.0
	33.1
	12.4
	11.6

	Local administration
	30.9
	26.9
	28.2
	14.0

	Business
	25.9
	44.4
	18.5
	11.1

	Freelance
	38.7
	27.2
	20.7
	13.4

	Non-governmental organisation
	34.2
	25.2
	29.5
	11.1

	Area of intervention

	General social services
	34.4
	28.6
	22.5
	14.4

	Specific social services - Elderly people
	32.3
	54.3
	7.9
	5.5

	Specific social services – Young people
	36.6
	21.8
	33.7
	7.9

	Specific social services – Disabilities
	39.0
	35.6
	16.4
	8.9

	Specific social services – Immigrants
	10.5
	0.0
	73.7
	15.8

	Specific social services – Women
	52.9
	11.8
	17.6
	17.6

	Specific social services – Ethnic minorities
	0.0
	16.7
	50.0
	33.3

	Specific social services – Other groups
	33.2
	24.1
	28.6
	14.1

	Consideration of whether the Code of Ethics is sufficient guidance for professional practice

	A lot; Quite a lot
	21.1
	32.0
	30.0
	16.9

	Little; Scarcely
	41.0
	28.8
	20.2
	10.0


Note. Values in parentheses represent %. LC1 = Latent Class 1; LC2 = Latent Class 2; LC3 = Latent Class 3; LC4 = Latent Class 4.

Discussion
The findings of the current study revealed that Spanish social workers perceive, in their professional practice, a variety of ethical dilemmas. As Banks (2016) pointed out, the profession inhabits a space of dilemmas. The distribution of available resources, respect for user autonomy, duty to inform third parties, duration of the intervention, and confidentiality were the most frequent ethical dilemmas mentioned by Spanish social workers. 
In the research conducted by Linzer et al. (2003) in a sample of 121 social workers in Israel, the five main types of dilemma faced by social workers were those related to confidentiality (72.7%), duty to inform (58.7%), number of contacts with users (55.4%), competence of social workers (more than 50%) and the capacity of social workers (44.9%).
Ballestero et al. (2012) using a sample of 700 Spanish social workers with a simple distribution similar to ours find that these are related to the duty to inform to third parties (48%), user autonomy (46.5%), the incompetence of other professionals (43%), confidentiality (41%), the duration of the intervention (40%), the distribution of available resources (37%), telling the truth, not the whole truth or lying (36%), reporting on users (35%), issues of economic considerations (34%), disclosure of users’ social history (31%) and informed consent (30%).
Comparing our results with Ballestero et al. (2012), we observe lower proportions of frequency in the experiencing of most types of ethical dilemmas in social work practice, the exceptions being those related to the distribution of available resources (which increases from 37.5% to 50%) and user autonomy (from 46.8% to 47.3%). The study carried out by Linzer et al. (2003) shows that ethical dilemmas relating to confidentiality, incompetence of other colleagues, informed consent and telling the truth, not the whole truth or lying are more frequent in Israel than in Spain.
Ethical dilemmas are universal, but their experiences and meanings may vary across culture and contexts (Hall, 2001; Sinha et al., 2017). The concept of cultural pluralism implies that diverse ways of representing and responding to moral and ethical questions in different cultures and contexts are legitimate (Sinha et al., 2017). As Nasr and Eltaiba (2016) points out, perceptions of ethical dilemmas are based on level of training, experiences, familiarity, and confidence in the role of social work. They also depend on the social worker’s personal values, whether these values are cultural, political, religious, or spiritual.
Exploratory factorial analysis allowed us to identify three underlying factors of the questionnaire used: (1) direct service to individuals and families – for example, confidentiality, disclosure of users’ social history, disclosure of personal information such as phone number, address, etc., informed consent, the duty to inform third parties and user autonomy; (2) relationships among professional colleagues – for example, responsibility for actions that damage a colleague, information to the media, abuse of power, and legal assistance; (3) and design and implementation of social welfare policy and programs – for example, distribution of available resources, duration of intervention time and economic considerations
The main finding obtained with the LCA is to determine the existence of four different profiles of social workers. An important point is that the profiles (ideal types), in Weber's (1922/1982) opinion, need not be exhaustive with respect to the reality they conceptualize. Weber (1922/1982) points out that the term "ideal" should never be understood as positive, desirable, exemplary, but as abstract, pure and logical. He warns that it is possible that an ideal type is perceived normatively. He points out "... the notion of 'must be', of 'exemplary', must be carefully distinguished from these conceptual formations, 'ideals' in a purely logical sense" (p. 81). Hence, in this work we have used the profiles with descriptive and not normative purposes. These are the four profiles of social workers:
Profile 1. "Professionals with minimum incidence of experiencing ethical dilemmas" (35.7%).  They have a very low probability of experiencing any ethical dilemma. They work mainly in specialised social services, mostly with women (52.9%). They consider that the code of ethics is little/less than a guideline for professional practice (41.0%).
Profile 2. "Professionals with low incidence of experiencing ethical dilemmas" (32.6%). They have higher probability of experiencing some of the ethical dilemmas in the factor direct service to individuals and families (i.e., User autonomy) and in the factor design and implementation of social welfare policy and programs (i.e., Duration of the intervention). They work mainly in specialised social services, principally with older people (52.9%). They consider the code of ethics to be quite indicative for professional practice (32.0%).
Profile 3. "Professionals with a notable incidence of experiencing ethical dilemmas" (22%).  They have a high probability of experiencing some of the ethical dilemmas in the factor related to intervention with the direct service to individuals and families (i.e., The duty to inform third parties. User autonomy, Confidentiality and Disclosure of user's social history) and in the factor design and administration of welfare programs and policies (i.e., Resources allocation). They develop their activity mainly in specialised social services, mostly with immigrants (73.7%). They consider the code of ethics to be a good guidance for professional practice (30.0%).
Profile 4. "Professionals with high incidence of experiencing ethical dilemmas" (9.7%)  They have a high probability of experiencing some of the ethical dilemmas in the factor related to intervention with the direct service to individuals and families (i.e., The duty to inform third parties, User autonomy, Confidentiality, Disclosure of user's social history, Informed consent and Disclosure of personal information) and in the factor design and administration of welfare programs and policies (i.e., Duration of the intervention, Resources allocation and Economic considerations). They are principally active in specialised social services, primarily with ethnic minorities (33.3%). They consider the code of ethics to be quite useful as a guide for professional practice (16.9%).
The fact that just over a third of the social workers in the sample have a low probability of experiencing the ethical dilemmas analysed is contradictory to practically all that is known, written, and researched on ethical aspects of social workers' practice and should therefore be interpreted with caution. One possible explanation for these unexpected results could be the excessive bureaucratization of social work practice. Some investigations (Burton & Van Den Broek, 2009; Ferguson, 2007) point out that the more bureaucratization, the less ethical sensitivity, and the critical or self-critical attitude will be possessed by social workers. Cooperativity prevails over reflection (Idareta & Ballestero, 2013), as well as the obligations as an employee over the obligations as a professional, resulting in more defensive and less reflective professionals (Banks, 1997).
In the three profiles of social workers likely to experience ethical dilemmas (profile 2, 3, and 4) these are mainly related to the factor of Direct service to individuals and families (i.e., User autonomy, the duty to inform third parties, confidentiality and disclosure of user’s social history) and the factor of Design and implementation of social welfare policy and programs (i.e., Duration of the intervention and Resources allocation). Of all of them, the user autonomy dilemma is the most repeated one in the three profiles, which indicates that the situations that limit autonomy are not always very clear or that, sometimes, respect for user autonomy comes into conflict with other principles, generating an ethical dilemma. In the social work literature, autonomy is most often referred to as self-determination, which is the clients’ right to choose for themselves how to live (Pugh, 2017).
The dilemmas related to the factor "relationships among professional colleagues" have a very low probability of occurring in the four established profiles. This finding reinforces the argument made by McAuliffe and Sudbery (2005) that state that colleagues perform a range of support functions (i.e., counselling and emotional support) by providing a common sense of purpose and understanding in what is often a hostile and competitive environment.
Finally, it should be noted that it is in central administration workers that there is a greater likelihood of experiencing ethical dilemmas, and mainly in specialised social services working with elderly people and ethnic minorities. Viscarret et al. (2019) note that 53.5% of social workers working with elderly people evidence that they face this type of dilemma compared to 40.8% of social workers in other areas of intervention. These same authors note that 56.8% of social workers working with ethnic minorities claimed to have experienced ethical dilemmas compared to 38.7% of workers in other areas of intervention (Viscarret et al., 2019).
The only significant covariate was the consideration of whether the current Code of Ethics is sufficient guidance for professional practice. The existence of professionals who consider the Code of Ethics of little or less than little guidance for professional practice has already been confirmed in other samples of social workers (Rawwas et al., 1994). Research has indicated that some social workers do not use the Code of Ethics in their clinical practice (Holland & Kilpatrick, 1991; Rawwas et al., 1994). Therefore, there is a need for additional complementary ethical models to the Code of Ethics, aimed at providing added guidance and helping professionals come up with more explicit responses to ethical dilemmas (Hartsell, 2006; Pugh, 2017).

Practical Implications
It should be noted that more than a third part of the social workers in the study sample are professionals with a low probability of experiencing ethical dilemmas. We will refer to three practical applications of the typology proposed.
First, this typology could help supervisors and agency administrators to be more conceptually rigorous and to better understand the importance of ethical dilemmas in social worker intervention. The typology can be used to establish a diagnosis of the intensity with which social workers face ethical dilemmas in a given facility or service. This would help to identify specific actions to assist social workers based on their profile. For instance, results show that in the specialised social services that intervene with women there is a minimal incidence of encountering ethical dilemmas. If this low probability of experiencing ethical dilemmas is due to excessive bureaucratisation, an intervention that foster reflection, dynamics of sharing cases, etc. may be needed. And vice versa, in the case of services with a high probability of experiencing ethical dilemmas, the typology will help to work on the systematisation of more standardised interventions that will avoid many conflicts.
A second application of this typology would be to see to what extent the ethical dilemmas experienced by professionals in different agencies approach this created typology. In this sense, the provision of information by agency supervisors and administrators can help in the assessment of the consistency of the proposed typology and improve the quality of the profiling of social workers.
Third, this typology can serve as an element of reflection in the university training of social workers, as well as in that of the professionals themselves through the different Ethics Committees. Thus, the tool can help to generate spaces for reflection in the academic and professional fields that encourage the necessary balance between the standardisation of interventions and the require self-critical exercise of the profession.

Limitations of the Study
This pilot study has several limitations. First, the low response rate must be taken into account, as results of this research cannot be extrapolated to the population of Spanish social workers. The low response rate is attributed to many factors, including the fear of emails viruses, out-of-office responses, troubles with the spam and the large number surveys provided by email. Therefore, it would be necessary to replicate the survey at national level.
A second limitation would be that the sample was not randomly selected, as the participation was voluntary and only a portion of the social workers completed the survey. Third, this study is based on a cross-sectional analysis. This static approach should be complement with a longitudinal approach in order to check whether the typology of social worker profiles is consistent over time. Fourth, the level of education was not considered and the gender was omitted from the LCA in order to avoid a bias produced by the gender distribution of the sample. Fifth, although the instrument used has been widely applied in many countries, it would need a psychometric validation to address the accuracy and reliability of the responses of Spanish social workers. Finally, while this study contains these limitations, it should be interpreted as a pilot study that provides an exploration of the main ethical dilemmas faced by social workers in their professional interventions, and that may guide future research. 

Conclusion
 	The results of this pilot study illustrate the wide and complex range of ethical dilemmas faced by Spanish social workers. Most ethical dilemmas were related to the design and implementation of social welfare policy and programs, and direct service to individuals and families. An unexpected discovery was finding that one third of Spanish social workers in the sample had a very low probability of being faced by ethical dilemmas in their professional practice, and that the mere existence of an ethics code did not guarantee social worker knowledge or application of that knowledge to their thinking. However, the low response rate urges to interpret these results with caution and to carry out additional research to validate them. The hope is that this study will serve as a catalyst for discussion of social workers’ ethical conduct and professional practice, to promote ethics competence and education, and support the development of professional standards.
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