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	Question
	Selected Answer
	Score

	1
	C
	3

	2
	C
	3

	3
	A
	2

	4
	B
	3

	5
	A
	1

	6
	B
	2

	7
	C
	2

	8
	B
	3

	9
	B
	2

	10
	B	
	2


Table 1
Total Score: 23/30
Based on my responses to Steven Mintz’s “Ethics IQ” instrument, my total score was 23 out of 30, which falls within the 17–24 range described in the scoring guide. This classification means that ethical reasoning can be found in most decisions, but is not consistent across all situations (Mintz, 2016). The score, therefore, indicates that reliability in ethical judgment needs to be enhanced, especially under the conditions that the decision parameters are based on trade-offs, pressure, or personal convenience.
Trends in Ethical Decision-Making
In general, the feedback associated with the tool shows that my decision-making process is more likely to correspond to ethical high-road behaviours due to the salience of harm prevention, fairness, and workplace responsibility in the dilemmas considered; nevertheless, the tendency becomes less robust when the dilemma is associated with ambiguity, what is right and what is kind, as well as response-based reactions. As an illustration, when one restores lost money directly to the person and accepts a minor personal sacrifice in order to do what is right reflects a principle of reciprocity and a willingness to accept minor personal sacrifice to do what is right. Correspondingly, not participating in exams that are shared improperly avoids engaging in cheating and lowers downstream effects on both the individual and the group members. However, the results of certain such selections have shown a compromised position in the cases that are complex morally, particularly where there is either a degree of discomfort or some ambiguity, since overlooked knowledge without confirmation may become not only ethically vulnerable but may also not be viewed as ethically sound. Moreover, the conflict between a caring motive and adherence to the law, which appears in the test as a fundamental boundary of ethical conduct, is confounded in the marijuana situation with an option that seems to be legally incompatible. Combined, the tendency indicates partial consistency instead of consistent and principle-based action applied universally in cases of dilemmas.
Culture-Bound Nature of the Instrument
The instrument is culture-bound in that it primarily majors on universal rule-following, individual responsibility, and direct action as the ideals of ethics, much closer to universalist moral reasoning than to context-dependent ones. Within a particularist culture, responses may be different since ethical decisions are more strongly influenced by relationships, social harmony, and role obligations than by some general standards that are applied in all situations. As an example, disclosure decision-making to include friends and family can favor protection of relationships and the decision itself, keeping the groups cohesive, which may restrict direct transparency. Similarly, organizational conflicts in the workplace can be resolved by indirect correction, hierarchy deference, or a discreet resolution as a means of preserving face, instead of upholdqing its global esteem. Most notably, these differences do not necessarily imply lower ethics, but, instead, different assumptions regarding how ethical conduct is manifested within social systems.
Leadership Insights in Cross-Cultural Ethical Decisions
The range of scores as a leader also suggests that ethical leadership needs more than recognizing the right choice; it requires follow-through and foresight above and beyond the immediate choice, particularly in culturally diverse settings. Consequently, ethical leadership in cross-cultural environments must focus on transparency and also find a culturally sensitive approach to airing issues, correcting mistakes, and punishing wrongdoings. As an illustration, the bias in the instrument toward permitting peers to correct the honest mistakes prior to formal reporting indicates how trust and collaboration can be consistent in bringing ethical results when responsibility is maintained. At the same time, leadership must avoid rationalizations that “ends justify means,” particularly in harassment or compliance-related scenarios where delays and ambiguity can compound harm. In conclusion, the major point of note is that cross-cultural ethical leadership requires principled consistency and culturally aware execution so that fairness and responsibility are not compromised as the communication strategies are appropriate in the context.
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