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REFLECTION PAPER: COMPETENCIES 4A, 4B, AND 4C
Throughout this doctoral journey, I gradually came to understand that scholarship is not merely the acquisition of knowledge; it is the disciplined formation of discernment. While my dissertation examined the relationships among emotional intelligence, self-efficacy, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intention, this document serves a different purpose.
It is not a technical report of findings. Instead, it is a reflective narrative of scholarly formation—an account of how Competencies 4A, 4B, and 4C shaped my intellectual posture, leadership identity, and faith-informed commitment to sustainable leadership within Adventist education.
Throughout this doctoral journey, I came to understand that scholarship is not merely the acquisition of knowledge. It is also the disciplined formation of discernment. Each competency required growth not only in technical proficiency but also in character, humility, and spiritual maturity. 
As I moved through the stages of evaluating, conducting, and reporting research, I began to see that the research process itself was shaping the kind of leader I was becoming.
My Context: Introduction of Competencies
Leadership sustainability within the North American Division (NAD) of Seventh-day Adventist education represents both an organizational challenge and a sacred responsibility. Throughout my doctoral journey, I became increasingly aware that leadership turnover is not merely a personnel issue. It is a deeply human phenomenon that affects mission continuity, institutional culture, spiritual climate, and community trust.
Research consistently demonstrates that leadership instability disrupts school improvement efforts and weakens organizational coherence. Within faith-based educational systems, however, the implications are even more profound. Leadership transitions affect not only operational systems but also the preservation of spiritual identity and mission integrity. In Adventist education, leadership serves a purpose larger than administration. It supports the continuity of a worldview, the development of character, and the sustaining of mission.
Adventist education exists not simply to deliver curriculum, but to cultivate a way of seeing the world through the lens of faith. When leaders depart prematurely, schools often experience more than administrative interruption. They experience relational fragmentation. Trust must be rebuilt. Vision must be rearticulated. Institutional momentum may be interrupted. Over time, I began to see that leadership sustainability is inseparable from mission sustainability.
My dissertation research explored the relationships among several psychological and organizational factors that influence leadership persistence. However, this reflection moves beyond measurement. It considers how working through these ideas reshaped my understanding of leadership longevity and my own leadership practice.
Over time, I realized that researching leadership sustainability was also shaping my own leadership identity. What initially began as an academic investigation became a personal and professional mirror. I found myself reflecting not only on the experiences of leaders in the study, but also on my own assumptions, habits, and responsibilities.
Faith integration remained central throughout this journey. What could have become a purely academic exercise gradually became a vocationally transformative process. I came to recognize that scholarship, leadership, and calling are not separate domains. They inform one another.
This reflection explains how each competency contributed to my development as a scholar-practitioner committed to sustainable, mission-centered leadership. The demonstration of Competencies 4A, 4B, and 4C did not occur in isolation. They unfolded sequentially and developmentally. Evaluating research sharpened my discernment. Conducting research tested my endurance and discipline. Reporting research refined my responsibility and improved the clarity of my communication.
Together, these competencies formed an integrated framework for scholarly leadership development. The movement from critical reader to disciplined researcher to responsible communicator reflects not only academic growth, but also professional and spiritual maturation.
Reading and Evaluating Research: Competency 4a
Developing proficiency in evaluating research marked one of the most significant intellectual shifts in my doctoral formation. Early in my academic journey, I viewed literature primarily as information to be absorbed and summarized. Through Competency 4A, I learned that scholarly maturity requires more than comprehension. It requires interrogation, synthesis, discernment, and contextual application.
Engaging deeply with the literature on emotional intelligence initially seemed straightforward. The framework was compelling, and the constructs felt intuitively meaningful. However, as I moved beyond surface familiarity into more rigorous evaluation, I began to recognize conceptual fragmentation within the field. Emotional intelligence is variously defined as an ability, a competency, a trait, or a behavioral tendency. Instruments differ in what they claim to measure, and those differences matter.
Some studies rely on self-perception measures, while others use multisource or performance-based approaches. This raised important questions for me. What assumptions underlie each operational definition? Does the instrument align with the theoretical model being cited? Is the sample appropriate for educational leadership contexts? Are the conclusions warranted by the statistical design?
These questions changed the way I read scholarship. I was no longer asking only whether a study supported a compelling idea. I was asking whether the construct itself had been defined consistently, whether the measurement matched the theory, and whether interpretation exceeded what the data could reasonably support.
One of the most important analytical insights I gained from evaluating research on emotional intelligence was recognizing the methodological tension between conceptual appeal and empirical consistency. Emotional intelligence is often presented as a coherent and highly desirable leadership construct, yet the literature does not always agree on what it measures. In some studies, researchers assess individuals’ perceptions of their own emotional competence. In others, they attempt to evaluate demonstrated ability through multisource or performance-based methods.
That tension mattered to me because it forced me to ask a deeper question: when researchers report strong relationships between emotional intelligence and leadership effectiveness, are they measuring actual competence, self-perception, or social desirability? Wrestling with that question deepened my understanding of how easily a construct can appear stable in theory while remaining contested in practice.
This part of the literature review taught me that good scholarship requires more than appreciating a compelling concept. It requires careful attention to how that concept is defined, measured, and interpreted. I began to understand that construct validity is not a technical detail on the margins of research. It is central to whether a study actually says what it claims.
Self-efficacy theory further sharpened my evaluative awareness. Bandura’s social cognitive theory emphasizes human agency and interpretive framing. Leaders’ beliefs about their own capabilities influence resilience, persistence, and performance. As I examined empirical studies connecting self-efficacy to burnout and job satisfaction, I began to appreciate how powerfully beliefs shape endurance. At the same time, I also recognized that context matters profoundly.
Educational leadership is relationally complex, morally charged, and mission-oriented. Evaluating whether findings from broader leadership settings translate into Adventist educational systems required more than technical reading. It required contextual discernment. I had to consider whether the assumptions beneath the literature adequately reflected the lived realities of leaders serving in faith-based institutions.
Research on organizational commitment introduced another layer of nuance. Affective commitment is consistently associated with lower turnover intention. However, as I engaged with that literature, I found myself questioning whether traditional commitment frameworks fully capture vocational identity in faith-based systems. Leaders in Adventist education often remain not only because they feel attached to an organization, but because they understand their work as a calling.
That distinction mattered to me. It suggested that leadership persistence in Adventist education may not be explained fully by conventional organizational theories alone. It may also involve spiritual alignment, sense of mission, and vocational meaning. This insight deepened my appreciation for the need to interpret research with both empirical rigor and theological sensitivity.
Beyond intellectual refinement, Competency 4A became personally transformative. As I reviewed literature on resilience, burnout, persistence, and leadership capacity, I also began reflecting on my own interpretive habits. When faced with stress, do I perceive it primarily as a threat or as a challenge? When confronted with limitations, do I respond from a place of deficiency or of growth? The literature did not simply inform my dissertation. It also exposed my own patterns of leadership thinking.
Faith integration emerged subtly but powerfully during this phase. Scripture encourages discernment and wisdom. Evaluating research responsibly became, for me, an expression of that wisdom—an act of intellectual humility aligned with spiritual humility. I came to understand that disciplined thinking is not opposed to faith. It is one way faithfulness can be practiced in scholarship.
Through this evaluative process, I began to recognize that sustainable leadership requires intellectual integrity before strategic intervention. Without disciplined thinking, leadership decisions risk becoming reactive rather than reflective. Competency 4A strengthened my analytical posture and prepared me for the next phase of formation. 
Critically evaluating scholarship laid the foundation for conducting it responsibly. Having learned to interrogate research rigorously, I was better prepared to conduct research with greater accountability.
Conducting Research: Competency 4b
If evaluating research reshaped how I think, conducting research reshaped how I endure. Competency 4B required moving from analysis into disciplined execution. It required a shift in identity—from consumer of scholarship to contributor.
This transition heightened my awareness of methodological precision, ethical stewardship, and emotional resilience. Conducting research required that the intellectual standards I had applied to other scholars’ work now be applied rigorously to my own. It was one thing to critique conceptual alignment in published studies. It was another to ensure such alignment in my own design.
Designing a study involving the key psychological and organizational factors connected to leadership sustainability demanded careful methodological coherence. Instrument selection, construct alignment, and conceptual clarity all mattered. I came to understand that research instruments are not merely technical tools. They embody theoretical commitments. Every measurement decision reflects assumptions about reality, leadership, and human behavior.
Selecting instruments such as the Emotional and Social Competency Inventory and the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire required careful attention to psychometric evidence. I had to consider not only whether these instruments were widely used, but whether they fit the conceptual goals of the study and the realities of my research context.
This realization deepened my respect for methodological integrity. Poor alignment weakens a study’s contribution. Vague definitions create interpretive ambiguity. Conducting research strengthened my commitment to clarity, coherence, and scholarly responsibility.
However, the most transformative aspect of Competency 4B was personal. The dissertation process became a lived demonstration of the very theories I was studying. Bandura emphasizes mastery experiences as a primary source of efficacy development. That idea became deeply practical for me. Each completed revision, each committee meeting, each methodological refinement, and each resolved challenge functioned as a mastery experience.
Early in the process, challenges felt overwhelming. Feedback often triggered self-doubt. Revision sometimes felt like evidence of insufficiency rather than a path to improvement. Over time, however, I began to observe my own cognitive framing. Was I interpreting critique as failure, or as refinement toward excellence? That question mattered not only for completing a dissertation, but also for understanding leadership endurance.
Emotional regulation became essential. Perseverance became habitual. The discipline required to continue, especially when outcomes remained uncertain, became one of the most formative dimensions of the entire process.
Ethical stewardship also profoundly shaped this stage. The participants in my research were leaders entrusted with the mission of Adventist education. Protecting their confidentiality and honoring their experiences required more than procedural compliance. It required attentiveness, care, and reverence for the responsibility embedded in the research process.
Scripture’s emphasis on faithful stewardship gained renewed significance during this stage. Conducting research with integrity became, for me, a spiritual responsibility. Scholarship was no longer merely academic labor. It had become a form of service.
This competency also strengthened my awareness of complexity. Leadership sustainability emerges from multiple influences—personal capacity, relational environment, organizational climate, vocational meaning, and spiritual alignment. Simplistic models cannot fully capture such layered realities. Conducting research required growing more comfortable with complexity rather than resisting it.
Perhaps most importantly, Competency 4B cultivated humility. Scholarship does not confer authority to control reality. It offers disciplined insight into patterns. Recognizing that limitation reinforced intellectual honesty. It also reminded me that scholarship is most useful when it remains accountable to both evidence and context.
Through this process, I increasingly came to see scholarship as ministry. Research can serve the mission of Adventist education when it is conducted with rigor, humility, and faithfulness. By the conclusion of Competency 4B, I had developed a deeper appreciation for the weight of scholarly contribution. Research is not neutral. It influences thinking, informs practice, and shapes professional development.
Having conducted research with disciplined care, I began to understand that the integrity of a study does not end with data collection and analysis. Findings must also be communicated responsibly. That realization naturally led to the development of Competency 4C.
Reporting and Implementing Research: Competency 4c
Evaluating research cultivated discernment, conducting research strengthened discipline, and reporting research refined responsibility. Competency 4C required me to consider not only what the research suggested, but also how such insights should be communicated and applied.
Reporting research is not merely a technical act. It is an ethical act. The way conclusions are framed can influence leadership preparation, institutional decisions, and professional culture. Recognizing that responsibility reshaped how I approached interpretation and communication.
As I reviewed research on job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intention, I began to see how these factors interact to shape leaders’ willingness to remain in their roles. I also saw that emotional competence relates to relational leadership behaviors and that self-efficacy influences persistence. Still, reporting such relationships required restraint. Correlation does not establish causation, and leadership decisions emerge within far more complex ecosystems than a single statistical model can fully explain.
This required a new form of discipline. I had to learn how to communicate findings clearly without exaggeration, illuminate patterns without oversimplifying, and acknowledge the significance of the research while honoring its limitations.
I learned to temper language carefully. Scholarship should clarify, not overstate. A single intervention or variable does not produce sustainable leadership. It emerges through the alignment of personal, relational, organizational, and spiritual influences.
This competency sharpened my communication discipline. Clarity, coherence, and transparency became especially important. Complex ideas must be communicated in accessible ways without sacrificing precision. I found that responsible reporting requires not only accuracy, but humility.
Faith integration matured further during this phase. The book of Proverbs emphasizes wisdom, and reporting research responsibly requires wisdom to determine which conclusions are justified and which remain tentative. It also requires the humility to acknowledge that not every meaningful insight can be reduced to a definitive claim.
Through Competency 4C, I embraced more fully the identity of a scholar-practitioner. Evidence-informed leadership strengthens credibility. Faith-informed leadership strengthens integrity. When integrated, these dimensions create a more sustainable influence.
Implications for Leadership Sustainability in the North American Division
As my reflection matured, I recognized that leadership sustainability within the NAD must be addressed holistically. The factors examined in this research do not operate in isolation. Together, they form a psychological and organizational ecosystem that influences persistence in leadership.
First, the development of emotional competence should be intentionally incorporated into leadership preparation. Emotional self-awareness, regulation, empathy, and relational skills influence school climate and personal resilience. Leaders who manage stress effectively may be less vulnerable to burnout and relational fatigue.
Second, structured mentorship systems can strengthen self-efficacy. Bandura identifies mastery experiences and social modeling as central to the development of self-efficacy. Within the NAD, pairing emerging administrators with experienced leaders could help cultivate confidence, perspective, and resilience during the most vulnerable years of service.
Third, leadership sustainability must address vocational meaning. Research on organizational commitment emphasizes affective attachment, but within faith-based systems, attachment often reflects alignment with mission and calling. Strengthening leaders’ connection to the spiritual purpose of Adventist education may reinforce persistence beyond structural incentives.
Fourth, institutional support structures matter. Satisfaction and commitment do not develop in isolation. Fair policies, collaborative culture, spiritual encouragement, and relational support all contribute to sustainable leadership climates.
Ultimately, retention is not merely about preventing departure. It is about cultivating leaders who remain grounded, supported, aligned, and vocationally fulfilled.
These implications suggest that leadership sustainability within the North American Division cannot be addressed through isolated interventions. Emotional competence, efficacy development, organizational support, vocational alignment, and spiritual affirmation must function in concert. 
Sustainable leadership is not an outcome of chance. It is cultivated intentionally through integrated systems of formation and support. The responsibility to strengthen those systems belongs not only to individual leaders but also to the broader educational community.
How This Research Has Changed My Leadership Practice
 As a Department Director, I am continually engaged in hiring, developing, mentoring, retaining, and deploying talented leaders. The psychological and organizational factors explored in my research have significantly influenced how I approach each of these responsibilities.
Prior to this research, leadership development within my sphere of influence often emphasized performance metrics, strategic planning, and operational efficiency. Those elements remain important. However, this study expanded my awareness of the psychological and relational foundations that sustain leaders over time. I now place greater emphasis on emotional formation, reflective practice, and resilience-building as preventive strategies rather than corrective interventions.
One of the most significant shifts in my leadership practice involves intentionally cultivating emotional self-awareness and positive outlook among emerging leaders. Leaders who understand their own emotional responses are better equipped to regulate stress and navigate relational tension. 
In practical terms, this has translated into incorporating reflective conversations into supervision meetings, encouraging leaders to identify emotional triggers, and normalizing discussion about stress management rather than leaving it unspoken.
I have also become more attentive to the relationship between vocational meaning and sustainability. When leaders experience alignment between purpose and professional role, their commitment deepens, and their desire to remain often increases. Within faith-based educational contexts, this alignment is especially significant. Leaders who perceive their work as an extension of their calling rather than merely employment often demonstrate deeper perseverance.
The pandemic era further underscored the importance of compassionate and empathetic leadership practices. The disruption of that period made clear how much leaders need environments marked by emotional support, flexibility, and relational attentiveness. 
In response, I have intentionally incorporated empathetic listening structures, flexible support mechanisms, and spiritual care initiatives into departmental leadership processes. Rather than assuming resilience, I now try to cultivate it intentionally.
Organizational commitment has also assumed heightened importance in my leadership framework. I have become more aware that leaders remain not only because they are competent but also because they feel connected to mission, community, and the meaning of their work. This awareness has led me to place greater emphasis on reinforcing mission clarity, articulating shared values, and connecting strategic initiatives explicitly to spiritual purpose.
Practically, this has meant revisiting onboarding processes to emphasize identity alignment, incorporating mentorship structures that strengthen relational bonds, and creating professional development pathways that foster both competence and commitment. Rather than viewing retention as a reactive concern, I now approach it as a formative process beginning at recruitment.
Through this research, I also came to understand leadership fatigue in new ways. Instead of viewing burnout solely as individual weakness, I am more attentive to systemic contributors and developmental gaps. Because mastery experiences strengthen persistence, I now try to design leadership assignments that build confidence incrementally, ensuring that emerging leaders experience success before being entrusted with challenges beyond their readiness.
Faith integration remains central to these changes. I have become increasingly convinced that sustainable leadership within Adventist education requires both emotional maturity and spiritual grounding. Leaders must understand themselves, believe in their capacity to grow, feel connected to the mission, and perceive institutional fairness. When these elements converge, resilience becomes more sustainable.
Ultimately, this research has shifted my leadership posture from reactive management to intentional formation. Hiring is no longer only about competence. It is also about character and emotional readiness. Development is no longer limited to skill acquisition. It now includes cultivating self-awareness. Retention is no longer viewed simply as contractual continuity. It is understood as sustained vocational alignment.
This journey strengthened my conviction that sustainable leadership must be cultivated deliberately. By integrating evidence-informed strategies with faith-centered values, I now approach leadership development as both a scholarly responsibility and a spiritual stewardship.
Moments of Challenges and Uncertainty
While the demonstration of Competencies 4A, 4B, and 4C reflects structured scholarly growth, the journey itself was marked by significant moments of uncertainty. These experiences were not peripheral to my formation. They were formative. They tested both my methodological discipline and my emotional resilience.
One of the most consequential challenges occurred during the data collection phase. Although surveys were widely distributed, a substantial number of participants did not complete the sections on job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and turnover intention. As a result, those responses could not be included in the final analysis because methodological standards required complete instruments for valid interpretation.
This reality introduced a sustained period of uncertainty. I worried that the final number of fully completed responses would not meet the necessary threshold. The delay between distribution and completion felt prolonged. I wrestled internally with the possibility of insufficient data and the implications such a shortfall might have for the study's progression.
At times, I found myself wondering whether the research question had addressed areas leaders considered sensitive or vulnerable. The silence represented in incomplete responses became almost as revealing as the completed ones. Waiting without control over response rates forced me to confront the limits of my own control.
This phase required the lived application of the very ideas I was studying. Emotional regulation became essential. Rather than allowing anxiety to shape decisions, I had to maintain methodological integrity and resist the temptation to relax inclusion criteria for convenience. Self-efficacy also became experiential. I relied on disciplined persistence and adherence to rigorous standards to continue moving forward.
These moments deepened my spiritual dependence as well. Waiting without immediate clarity required trust. I was reminded that leadership itself often involves navigating uncertainty before outcomes are visible. Scripture’s emphasis on patience and perseverance resonated profoundly during this period. Endurance, I realized, is not merely a theoretical construct. It is also a spiritual discipline.
Eventually, as fully completed instruments were compiled and analyzed, patterns emerged that reinforced the multidimensional nature of leadership sustainability. Although this reflection is not intended as a technical report of findings, it is appropriate to acknowledge that professional development opportunities appeared meaningfully connected to leaders’ perceptions of satisfaction and commitment.
The intersection of emotional competence and self-efficacy also became increasingly salient. Leaders who lack awareness of growth needs in emotional regulation or efficacy beliefs may unknowingly adopt stagnant practices that weaken resilience and long-term persistence. This insight deepened my understanding that leadership sustainability is shaped not only by external structures but also by internal development.
Another significant moment of uncertainty arose during a methodological transition later in the research process. A change in methodological guidance required a reexamination of analytical strategies and the restructuring of portions of the final chapters. This shift introduced both renewed excitement and renewed ambiguity. Revised analyses yielded findings more complex than I initially expected. What once seemed linear became layered. What once seemed simple revealed nuance.
This experience reinforced a critical leadership lesson for me: complexity is not failure. Complexity is reality. The desire for tidy conclusions must yield to intellectual honesty. Revisiting analyses required humility, flexibility, and renewed perseverance. Rather than interpreting methodological revision as a setback, I gradually came to see it as a refinement.
In retrospect, these moments of challenge strengthened the authenticity of my engagement with Competency 4B. Conducting research is not a mechanical exercise. It is an endurance process. The uncertainty surrounding response rates and analytical shifts cultivated patience, resilience, and emotional discipline. They also deepened my empathy for leaders navigating ambiguous institutional realities.
Most significantly, these challenges strengthened my faith integration. I came to understand that scholarly uncertainty parallels vocational uncertainty. Leaders, like researchers, often operate without immediate clarity. Both must persist faithfully. Both must act with integrity even when results are not yet visible. The discipline of waiting became a spiritual formation experience. Trust in the process mirrored trust in calling.
These moments were not interruptions in my doctoral journey. They were essential components of it. They refined my understanding of leadership sustainability not merely as an academic construct, but as a lived reality requiring emotional regulation, belief in efficacy, perseverance, humility, and faith.
With this deeper understanding of challenge and resilience, I was better prepared to consider more fully what the research was teaching me about myself.
What I Learned About Myself from Evaluating, Conducting, and Reporting Research
Beyond methodological growth and theoretical understanding, this doctoral journey became deeply personal. Evaluating, conducting, and reporting research did not merely expand my academic competence. It reshaped my self-awareness, leadership posture, and vocational clarity.
Through Competency 4A, I learned that intellectual humility is foundational to growth. Engaging the literature required me to confront assumptions I had previously accepted without sufficient scrutiny. I came to see that disciplined evaluation is not about proving preconceived ideas correct. It is about refining understanding through evidence.
As I examined the psychological and organizational factors associated with leadership sustainability, these constructs gradually moved from theoretical categories to mirrors reflecting my own leadership practice. I became increasingly aware that growth in emotional self-awareness and emotional regulation was not only a subject of research but a personal necessity. Evaluating research strengthened my awareness of how emotions influence interpretation, decision-making, and perseverance.
Likewise, studying self-efficacy theory prompted reflection on my own belief systems. Confidence rooted in mastery experiences, rather than assumptions, became central to my development. I began to recognize how deeply persistence is shaped by the way leaders interpret challenge.
Conducting research deepened this self-discovery further. Designing the study required conceptual clarity, but it also required clarity of intention. I found myself genuinely intrigued by whether specific emotional and psychological capacities could meaningfully relate to leaders’ intentions to remain in or depart from their roles within the North American Division.
As the data were analyzed, patterns emerged that reinforced the interconnectedness of emotional competence, positive cognitive framing, satisfaction, and commitment with respect to leadership sustainability. Although this reflection is not a technical report of findings, it is appropriate to acknowledge that certain emotional competencies, particularly emotional self-awareness and a positive outlook, appeared meaningfully associated with lower levels of turnover intention. These insights were not merely statistically interesting. They were personally instructive.
Emotional self-awareness became especially formative for me. I recognized that leaders who understand their emotional responses are better positioned to regulate their reactions under stress, navigate relational tension, and sustain perspective in uncertainty. Positive outlook likewise emerged as a protective factor. The capacity to perceive possibility rather than limitation, and to persist despite obstacles, resonated deeply with the kind of leadership required in faith-based educational settings.
These insights also resonated strongly in light of the disruptions leaders faced during and after the COVID-19 pandemic. The demands of that season highlighted how much leadership requires compassion, adaptability, and resilience, especially when uncertainty becomes prolonged and emotionally taxing.
I learned that leadership sustainability is not solely about structural conditions. It is also about internal orientation. Leaders serving in faith-based educational systems often operate from a sense of calling, meaning, and spiritual responsibility. Greater emotional self-awareness and positive outlook may strengthen that calling by reinforcing clarity, empathy, and perseverance.
Reporting these findings further reshaped my understanding of myself as a scholar-practitioner. I realized that research questions often emerge from deeply personal curiosities. My interest in whether emotional and psychological competencies could function as preventive influences on turnover was not accidental. It reflected my desire to strengthen leaders before burnout takes hold.
In many ways, the research hypothesis mirrored my vocational conviction: formation precedes sustainability. Leaders are more likely to endure when they are developed internally, not only supported externally.
Through this journey, I came to understand that evaluating research refines thinking, conducting research refines endurance, and reporting research refines responsibility. Collectively, however, these experiences also refine character. The constructs I studied were not merely abstract predictors. They became dimensions of my own leadership development.
I became more intentional in cultivating self-awareness, more disciplined in strengthening efficacy beliefs through preparation and reflection, and more attentive to sustaining vocational alignment. Ultimately, this process revealed to me that scholarship is transformative when it becomes internalized.
Evaluating, conducting, and reporting research taught me that sustainable leadership begins within. It requires emotional clarity, disciplined confidence, meaningful engagement, and faithful commitment.
Conclusion
This doctoral journey has been far more than the completion of a research requirement. It has been a process of intellectual refinement, professional maturation, emotional formation, and spiritual deepening shaped through the disciplined demonstration of Competencies 4A, 4B, and 4C.
Evaluating research strengthened my discernment. Conducting research strengthened my endurance. Reporting research strengthened my responsibility. Together, these competencies transformed both my scholarly thinking and my leadership practice.
Through Competency 4A, I learned that sustainable leadership begins with disciplined thinking. Evaluating scholarship required interrogation of assumptions, careful synthesis of theoretical models, attention to methodological tension, and contextual sensitivity. I learned that intellectual humility is essential because research rarely provides absolute answers. Instead, it invites thoughtful interpretation and responsible integration.
Competency 4B required an even deeper transformation. Conducting research exposed me to uncertainty, vulnerability, and perseverance. Waiting for survey responses, confronting incomplete data sets, and navigating methodological adjustments introduced moments of doubt and concern. However, those experiences became formative rather than discouraging. They required emotional regulation, patience, and faith. In many ways, I lived the very realities I was studying.
The uncertainty embedded in the research process strengthened my understanding that leadership sustainability cannot be separated from the capacity to endure ambiguity. Leaders within the North American Division frequently navigate institutional, relational, and spiritual complexities without immediate clarity. My research journey mirrored that reality. Waiting required trust. Revision requires humility. Complexity required intellectual honesty. These challenges deepened my empathy for leaders who remain faithful despite uncertainty.
Competency 4C further refined my sense of stewardship. Reporting research demanded clarity, restraint, and ethical integrity. I became increasingly aware that scholarship carries influence. Overstatement can mislead, and oversimplification can distort. Sustainable leadership cannot be reduced to a single intervention or variable. It reflects a wider ecosystem of emotional capacity, efficacy beliefs, vocational meaning, institutional support, and spiritual alignment.
Beyond intellectual development, this journey reshaped my leadership practice. As a Department Director engaged in hiring, mentoring, and retaining leaders, I now approach leadership formation more intentionally. Emotional self-awareness, positive outlook, vocational alignment, and organizational commitment are no longer peripheral considerations. They are central to how I think about sustainable leadership development.
Most significantly, this process deepened my integration of faith and scholarship. Adventist education exists within a mission-centered, spiritually grounded framework. Leadership sustainability in this context requires more than administrative competence. 
It requires emotional wisdom, relational maturity, disciplined confidence, and spiritual faithfulness. Sustainable leaders remain not simply because they are satisfied, but because they are called. They endure not solely because of institutional support, but because of alignment between identity and mission.
This doctoral experience reaffirmed for me that scholarship and faith are not competing domains. Rather, they inform and strengthen one another. Evaluating research reflected intellectual humility. Conducting research reflected stewardship. Reporting research reflected wisdom. Together, they formed a coherent expression of faithful leadership development.
I conclude this reflection with renewed clarity of purpose. Sustainable leadership within the North American Division is not accidental. It must be cultivated intentionally through integrated systems of development, mentorship, emotional formation, and spiritual grounding. My doctoral journey has strengthened my resolve to contribute to that cultivation.
The competencies demonstrated throughout this process have shaped me into a more reflective thinker, a more disciplined researcher, and a more intentional leader. I move forward not merely as a graduate fulfilling academic requirements, but as a scholar-practitioner committed to stewarding the sustainability of leadership within Adventist education with integrity, humility, and faithfulness.
Ultimately, this reflection returns to the central concern that first motivated this research: the sustainability of leadership within Adventist education in the North American Division. 
Leadership stability is essential not only for organizational effectiveness but also for preserving mission, spiritual identity, and community trust. My doctoral journey has strengthened my conviction that sustainable leadership must be cultivated intentionally through emotional formation, mentorship, vocational alignment, and faith-centered purpose.
This doctoral journey has refined both my scholarship and my calling, strengthening my commitment to cultivate leaders who remain intellectually grounded, emotionally resilient, and spiritually faithful to the mission of Adventist education.	


References
Bandura, A. (1977). Self-efficacy: Toward a unifying theory of behavioral change. Psychological Review, 84(2), 191–215. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.2.191
Bandura, A. (2001). Social cognitive theory: An agentic perspective. Annual Review of Psychology, 52(1), 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.52.1.1
Bothma, C. F. C., & Roodt, G. (2013). The validation of the turnover intention scale. SA Journal of Human Resource Management, 11(1), Article e12. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajhrm.v11i1.507
Boyatzis, R. E. (2007). The creation of the emotional and social competency inventory (ESCI). Hay Group.
Cohen, A. (2017). Organizational commitment and turnover: A meta-analysis. Academy of Management Journal, 60(6), 2201–2224. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.1090
DeMatthews, D. E., Childs, J., Knight, D., Cruz, P., & Clarida, K. (2022). More than meets the eye: Rural principal turnover and job embeddedness before and during the COVID-19 pandemic. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 21(3), 467–489. https://doi.org/10.1080/15700763.2021.1908765
Goleman, D. (2006). Emotional intelligence. Bantam Books.
Meyer, J. P., & Allen, N. J. (2004). TCM employee commitment survey: Academic users’ guide. The University of Western Ontario, Department of Psychology.
Salovey, P., & Mayer, J. D. (1990). Emotional intelligence. Imagination, Cognition and Personality, 9(3), 185–211. https://doi.org/10.2190/DUGG-P24E-52WK-6CDG
Skaalvik, S., & Skaalvik, E. M. (2010). Teacher self-efficacy and teacher burnout: A study of relations. Teaching and Teacher Education, 26(4), 1059–1069. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2009.11.001
Snodgrass Rangel, V. (2018). A review of the literature on principal turnover. Review of Educational Research, 88(1), 87–124. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654317743197
Tett, R. P., & Meyer, J. P. (1993). Job satisfaction, organizational commitment, turnover intention, and turnover: Path analyses based on meta-analytic findings. Personnel Psychology, 46(2), 259–293. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1993.tb00874.x
Tran, H. (2017). The impact of pay satisfaction and school achievement on high school principals’ turnover intentions. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 45(4), 621–638. https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143216636115
Wang, N., Wilhite, S., & Martino, D. (2016). Understanding the relationship between school leaders’ social and emotional competence and their transformational leadership. Educational Management Administration & Leadership, 44(3), 467–490. https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143214558568
Weiss, D. J., Dawis, R. V., & England, G. W. (1967). Manual for the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. Minnesota Studies in Vocational Rehabilitation.



3


